CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH
SUPPLEMENTAL COMMUNICATION
Joan L. Flynn, City Clerk
Office of the City Clerk

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Joan L. Flynn, City Clerk a}b

DATE: December 19, 2011

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL COMMUNICATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE

DECEMBER 19, 2011, REGULAR CITY COUNCIL/RDA/PFA MEETING

Attached is the Supplemental Communication to the City Council (received after distribution of the Agenda Packet):

Study Session
#1. PowerPoint communication received from Travis Hopkins, Director of Public Works, entitied Feasibility

Study for the Formation of a Street Maintenance Assessment District.

#2. Communication received from Bob Hall, Deputy City Manager, entitled Development Impact Fee
Calculation and Nexus Report for the City of Huntington Beach, California.

#2. Communication received from Bob Hall, Deputy City Manager, entitled Master Facilities Plan for the
City of Huntington Beach, California.

Council Committee — Appointments — Liaison Reports and AB 1234 Disclosures
#1. Communication received from Laurie Frymire, Community Relations Officer, replacing the Boards and
Commissions Liaisons List reflecting the corrected title “2072 Council Liaison List.”

Consent Calendar
#8. Communications received from Roger Savoie, dated December 17, 2011.

#27. Communication received from William Vaughn, Jr., dated December 14, 2011.

Councilmember Items

#30. Communications received regarding the preparation of an ordinance permitting the sale and use of
state-approved safe and sane fireworks.
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City of Huntington Beach

Feasibility Study for the Formation of a Street
Maintenance Assessment District
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Purpose and History

O Earlier this year, the City’s Pavement Management Plan (PMP) was
presented to the Public Works Commission and the City Council.

» The PMP identified a need to supplement current funding levels in
order to maintain the current pavement condition.

* City Council directed staff to present alternative funding mechanisms,
such as a tax or an assessment.

O At its Strategic Planning Session in July 2011, City Council asked staff to
study the feasibility of forming an Assessment District(s).

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC. 2



Background

] Assessments:

 Based on special benefit, not on property value
* Are used to pay capital improvements and maintenance

 Are based on assessing real property that directly benefit from the
Improvements or services

 Can include annual adjustments
 Can continue as long as the benefit is received

» Will require the City to provide written notice to all affected property
owners and conduct public hearing as required by Proposition 218

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.



Background (cont’d)

] Assessments:

» Require approval of more than 50% of the weighted ballots from
property owners

» Example: if Property Owner A would pay twice as much as Property
Owner B, then Property Owner A’s vote would “count” twice as much
as Property Owner B (e.g. by EDU)

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC. 4



Description of Services

Q Types of street maintenance:

 Routine pavement maintenance
» Pavement sealing
» Pavement overlay

» Pavement reconstruction

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.



Method of Apportionment

Q Determination of Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU)

» Necessary to “proportionalize” various different land uses
 Use of daily trip miles of each land use category

 Use of unit count or acreage of parcel

 Detached residential parcel serves as 1 EDU

e Formula: EDU = (Acres or Units) x EDU per DU or acre

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.



Method of Apportionment (cont’'d)

Daily Trip Generation Rates and EDU Factors

Average Avg
Trip Miles EDU per  1,000sf
DUs/1,000 per DU or Bldg Area | EDU per
Proposed Land Use Acres  sfBldgArea DU/1,000sf 1,000sf per Acre |DU/Acre
Detached Dwelling 6,436 38,616 34.60 1.00 1.00
Attached Dwelling 1,805 36,108 23.10 0.67 0.67
Mobile Home Dwelling 205 2,865 18.10 0.52 0.52
Hotel/Motel Lodging 33 1,070 15.40 0.45 0.45
Resort Lodging Units 20 809 26.70 0.77 0.77
Commercial/Office Uses 842 12,836,000 32.50 0.94 15.24 14.32
Industrial/Manufacturing 930 20,261,000 22.60 0.65 21.79 14.23
10,271
7
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 Zone 6 of PMP was chosen as
Sample Area for local streets

» Currently programmed for
improvement in FY 2017-18

 Sample Area includes 3,997 EDU’s
1 90,613 EDU'’s citywide

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Funding Structure

Scenario 1: No Funding Sample Area | Citywide Citywide
Local Arterial Parking
Lots
Total improvement cost $2,225,891 | $2,654,481 $ 647,393
Other improvements $ 0| $ 0 $ 0
Less: Other funding $ 0| $ 0 $ 0
Net cost $2,225,891 | $2,654,481 $ 647,393
Add: Administrative cost $ 25000 $ 25,000 $ 2928
Total revenue required for maintenance $2,250,891 | $2,679,481 $ 650,321
Total number of equivalent dwelling units 3,997 90,613 90,613
Estimated cost per EDU $ 563.03| $ 29.57 $ 7.18

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.




Funding Structure

Scenario 2: With Funding Sample Area | Citywide Citywide
(Local Streets) Local Arterial Parking
Lots

Total improvement cost $2,225,891 | $2,654,481 $ 647,393
Other improvements $ 0| $ 0 $ 0
Less: Other funding $1,000,000| $ 0 $ 0
Net cost $1,225,891 | $2,654,481 $ 647,393
Add: Administrative cost $ 25000 $ 25,000 $ 2928
Total revenue required for maintenance $1,250,891 | $2,679,481 $ 650,321
Total number of equivalent dwelling units 3,997 90,613 90,613
Estimated cost per EDU $ 31290 $ 29.57 $ 7.18

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Samples of Assessments

Sample Area Citywide Parking One-Time Assessment
Total Assessment per EDU: Local Arterial Lots Assess-  Paid Over 10
ment Years*
Scenario 1: Properties on public streets $563.03 + $29.57 + $7.18 = $599.78 $69.87/year
Scenario 2: Properties on public streets $312.90 + $29.57 + $7.18 = $349.65 $40.73/year
Properties on private streets $29.57 + $7.18 = $36.75 $4.28/year
Scenario 1: Scenario 1: Scenario 2: Scenario 2:
One-Time Assessment One-Time Assessment
Assessment Paid Over 10 | Assessment Paid Over 10
Sample Assessments: Years® Years®
Public Streets:
1-unit, detached dwelling? $599.78 $69.87/year $349.65 $40.73
2-unit, attached dwelling? $803.71 $93.63/year $468.53 $54.58
0.218-acre, commercial/office3 $1,872.37 $218.12/year $1,091.52 $127.15
0.252-acre, industrial/manufacturing® $2,150.79 $250.55/year $1,253.83 $146.06
Private Streets:
1-unit, detached dwelling® $36.75 $4.28/year $36.75 $4.28/year
2-unit, attached dwelling® $49.25 $5.74/year $49.25 $5.74/year
LAPN 159-054-08; 2APN 167-481-01; 3APN 159-281-01; “APN 165-261-39; SAPN 159-271-29; SAPN 111-421-62
* Assumes a 3% interest rate with equal annual payments for ten years.. 11
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Formation of Assessment District

Formation Procedures and Timeline

Action Item

Time to Complete

1. ldentify parcels, prepare report

120 - 180 days

2. Adopt resolutions, send notice 30 - 40 days
3. Ballot procedures and public hearing Not less than 45 days
4. Enact if no majority protest received 30 days

Estimated time to form district

7.5 months to 10 months

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Sample Districts

4 City of San Clemente AD 95-1

* Restore approximately 60 miles (1/2) of City streets over 18 years

» AD 95-1 has expired, final assessment collected in FY 2010-11
4 City of EIk Grove Maintenance District No. 1

e Five zones formed

» Assessment in perpetuity

4 City of La Habra Heights

» Assessment levied for five years

o First levy in FY 2007-08, final levy FY 2011-12

BUCKNAM & ASSOCIATES, INC.

13



City of Huntington Beach

Public Opinion Survey

True North Research, Inc.

December 2011
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About True North

Specialize in working with public agencies on community and
revenue measure feasibility surveys

» Over 600 surveys for CA public agencies, 250+ for cities
200+ revenue measure feasibility surveys

» Unmatched experience with assessment-related surveys
* 95% success rate

 Our research has helped raise more than $20 billion at local level
through successful tax measures and assessments

TRUE NORTH RESEARCH, INC.
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Purpose of Survey

The survey will:

 Develop a statistically reliable understanding of the
community’s interests as they relate to streets & roads

» Determine if it is feasible to pass an assessment to fund street
repairs and maintenance

o If it Is feasible, identify how can it be packaged for success by
aligning it with the community’s priorities, sensitivities, and
concerns

« Show property owners you are interested in their opinions

 Gather information to aid decision-making

TRUE NORTH RESEARCH, INC. 16



Packaging for Success

The survey helps package a measure for success by guiding:

» Ballot Language

* Information Piece that accompanies ballot
* Fee Rate

* Project/Service Priorities

» Messaging & Outreach

e Targeting

* City-wide or by districts/zones

TRUE NORTH RESEARCH, INC.
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» Conduct in January

400 property owners, stratified & clustered sample

 Accurate results with +/- 5% margin of error

* 15 minute survey covering all aspects of measure package
Phase 2: Mail Survey of All Property Owners

* Designed to simulate actual mail balloting process

* Includes information piece & survey ballot question

* 10,000 mailed, expect 20% to 25% return

* Detailed analysis citywide, by districts/zones & property type

TRUE NORTH RESEARCH, INC. 18



Next Steps

O Conduct Public Opinion Survey
O Provide survey results to City Council

o City Council to Provide direction moving forward

BUCKNAM & ASSOCITES, INC. / TRUE NORTH RESEARCH, INC.
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Thank You

Q&A

-

BUCKNAM & ASSOCITES, INC. / TRUE NORTH RESEARCH, INC.
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Development Impact Fee
Calculation and Nexus Report
for the City of
Huntington Beach, Califorma

October, 2011

Copyright, 2009, 2010 & 2011 by Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Serving Local Governments Since 1975

October 17, 2011

Honorabie Mayor and City Council
Via Mr. Fred Wilson, City Manager

City of Huntington Beach - City Hall

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

RE: 2011-12 Master Facilities Plan and Development Impact Fee (DIF) Calculation
Honorable Mayor, Council and City Manager Wilson:

The City is experiencing private development of remaining vacant parcels and the on-going
redevelopment of existing homes and businesses. This continuous development results in
increased demand that must be absorbed (and accommodated) by the City’s existing infrastructure
and the Levels of Service (LOS) offered by that existing infrastructure. Revenue & Cost
Specialists, L.L.C., was contracted to undertake a comprehensive identification of the capital
projects and capital acquisitions necessary to accommodate all such new demands for municipal
service. Such a study is necessary to preserve the existing Levels of Service (LOS) currently
offered to and enjoyed by (after having been paid for by) the existing community from the
diminution of those existing LOS due to the addition of new residential and business development
in Huntington Beach and calculate the development impact fees (DIFs) necessary to fund those
required projects.

Council and City staff, responsible for providing services to a continually expanding residential
and business community, must recognize that the magnitude of the impact fees is a direct function
of the nearly $403.4 million cost of the capital projects identified in the Master Facilities Plan as
needed or required to accommodate new development. Regardless, anyone in the position of the
Council members may find themselves reluctant to adopt the impact fees merely because they
appear “too high”. It is incumbent upon this Report and RCS Staff to convince the City Council
of the justification and importance of the proposed impact fees

The following Report calculates some new and a few updated impact fees for the City of
Huntington Beach based on the aforementioned changes and the City's changing requirements for
public safety, streets and signals, storm drainage and other quality of life facilities. The adoption
of the updated DIFs will enable this City Council, as well as succeeding Councils, to continue to
ensure that the City will be able to meet the basic infrastructure needs of new growth, without
unduly burdening the existing population and business community for these development-generated
capital costs.
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Adoption of the recommended impact fees contained herein and imposition upon the numerous
development opportunities in the City of Huntington Beach, would generate approximately $172.1
million in a combination of public improvement dedications and DIF revenues limited for use on
the many capital expansion projects deemed as development generated.

Existing Impact Fee Fund balances ($3.5 million) and other revenues sources ($23.0 million)
make up a significant amount of the difference between the capital total and the total revenue
sources. This leaves a shortfall of $204.8 million (95% of which is $194 .4 million in unfunded
storm drainage projects). The identification of $403.4 million in capital needs mostly generated
by new development, is not to be taken lightly, but must be examined in perspective to the cost
of existing infrastructure, facilities, vehicles and equipment that a new development will share in
the use and enjoyment of upon City review, approval, construction and finally, occupancy.

To offer such a perspective, a major element in this Report is a proporiional analysis, or
comparison of what is being asked of future residents, in the form of dedicated public
improvements or an in-lieu (impact fee) payment, with the cost of the City's existing infrastructure
(land, facilities, and equipment), contributed by the existing population and business community .
The dedications, taxes and assessments confributed to date by the existing community over
numerous decades of development have generated just over $2.1 billion (at current replacement
costs) in infrastructure or capital improvements to the City of Huntington Beach. The following
table identifies those existing asset commitments (or equity if you will), by infrastructure.

LT g e AT E . “ - Current Eqmty

L d na ' _ sora e o Tavestment:
Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment | $71,246,699
Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment $61,234,227
Circulation (Street, Signals and Bridges) System $533,539,375
Storm Drainage Collection System $203,631,313
Public Library Facilities and Collection $76,593,112
Community Use Facilities (community centers) $56,649,600
Park Land and Park Facilities Development $1,110,284,562
Total Existing Infrastructure Replacement Investment $2,113,178,888
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It is not intended for the recommended Development Impact I'ee schedule to address ali of the
City's capital needs, as identified on the various schedules in this Report. As per California
Government Code 66000 et. seq. and common fairness, development impact fees cannot address
current capital deficiencies. The proposed fees will recognize and meet the needs of the City's
growing population and business community. However, with the adoption of development impact
fees, other City discretionary revenue resources that may have been used to meet growth-generated
needs for expanded services and facilities will now be available for those accumulating
replacement and rehabilitation projects.

The information required to develop the City's capital costs and equity data was generated by the
Huntington Beach staff, without whose help and cooperation, this Report would have been
impossible to complete. The following management and support personne! were instrumental in
working with RCS staff to gather or generate the information and technical data so critically
necessary for the legal support of impact fees through the Masrer Facilities Plan and/or the
Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report. They are:

Stephanie Beverage, Director of Library Services

M. Todd Broussard, P.E, Principal Engineer (Storm Drainage)
David Brunetta, Police Captain

Luann Brunson, Senior Administrative Analyst - Community Services
David C. Dominguez, Facilities Development/Concessions Manager
Debbie Dove, - Police Specialist

Eric C. Enberg - Fire Division Chief- Operations

Jim B. Engle, Community Services Director

Scott Hess, Director of Planning

Mindy James - Police Budget Manager

Kevin Justen, Senior Administrative Analyst - Fire

Tung M. Kao, - Information System/Network Specialist - Police
Jeff Lopez, Deputy Fire Marshall/Programs

Darin Maresh, Fire Department Specialist

Mike McClanahan, Deputy Fire Marshall/Training

Shirley McNamee. Police Personnel Analyst

Tony Olmos, City Engineer

Ricky Ramos, Senior Planner

Bill Reardon, Fire Marshall/Division Chief

Dan Richards, Information System GIS Manager

Bob Stachelski. Transportation Manager

Chuck Thomas, Police Captain

Jerry Thompson, General Services Manager

Ashley Wallace, Graduate Management Intern

Darren Witt, Fire Engineer
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Without their hard work and willingness to provide the best data available, this Report could not
have been completed to the degree of accuracy and completeness that it has. I would like to
highlight the efforts of Bob Hall, Deputy City Manager for his efforts in generating timely
responses to RCS's many requests for critical information. The quality of information and
resulting calculation were directly improved by all of the participating staff member’s efforts.

The Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report and the Master Facilities Plan
appendix are now submitted for your review and consideration. RCS is prepared to assist in
increasing the Council's and community's understanding of this very significant part of the City's
revenue structure.

Sincerely,

[ =

Scott Thorpe,
Vice President
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Chapter 1

Background and Introduction

The City of Huntington Beach has retained Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C. to recalculate
some of the City’s existing Development Impact Fee (henceforth occasionally referred to as DIFs)
schedules calculated at various points in time. Since that time, the City has experienced continued
development of vacant land within the City. There is no reason to believe that the remaining
undeveloped parcels will not also develop and underutilized parcels will redevelop, the current
temporary economic building climate not-with-standing. The periodic review and adjustment of
the Development Imipact Fees that the City has committed to, are appropriate and warranted. Such
updates are necessary to insure that the City collects sufficient DIF revenues to construct or
acquire the additional infrastructure needed to accommodate new residents and businesses
developing in the City.

This DIF calculation effort that staff has undertaken results in a complete list of projects to be
financed by the recommended Development Impact Fee schedule.' The information contained in
the Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report and the accompanying Master
Facilities Plan (MFP) will allow the City Council to make more informed policy decisions. The
DIF/MFP also combine to provide greater understanding or the need by the development
community. It also provides an easier project tracking {and updating) system for the staff.

Proportional Analysis. For perspective on the total amount of the calculated DIFs this Report
includes a proportional analysis, or a comparison of the infrastructure identified as required to
accommodate continued development through General Plan build-out with that of the City’s
existing infrastructure. This proportional analysis is intended to reconcile any difference between
the City's desired level-of-service (LOS) required of new development, per statements in the
-various General Plan elements, with that of the de-facto or actual level of service currently
provided to the existing community. This addition will assist the Council in making many difficult
policy decisions regarding the required additions of new development and will also recognize
inter-generational equity along with common sense fairness.

Development Impact Fee Structure. The City’s General Plan provides a range of potential
densities for residential development. The DIFs for residential uses need to be calculated on a per
dwelling unit basis to reflect more accurately the average impacts for a specific development. For
example, a parcel zoned for development as detached dwelling units may contain from three to six
units per acre. If fees are calculated on an acreage basis, the developer proposing three units per
acre will pay the same amount as a developer constructing six units per acre. Development impact

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 1




Chapter One Backeround and Introduction

fees for business uses are calculated on a square footage basis for commercial, office and industrial
properties to reflect the impacts of different building intensities for this type of development. This
structure addresses the issue of building expansion or intensification of commercial, office and
industrial areas. For example, if a property owner of commercial, office or industrial property
proposes an expansion to his building, the question exists about how to charge this proposed
expansion for its impact on the City's streets, storm drainage system, and other infrastructures.
A fee calculated on a building square footage basis will simplify this calculation.

CALCULATION OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

In California, State legislation sets certain legal and procedural parameters for the charging of
these fees. This legislation was passed as AB1600 by the California Legislature and is now
codified as California Government Code Sections 66000 through 66009. This section of State
Code became effective January 1, 1989.

AB1600 requires documentation of projects to be financed by Development Impact Fees prior to
their levy and collection, and that the monies collected actually be committed within five years to

a project of "direct benefit" to the development which paid the fees. Many states have such
controlling statutes.

Specifically, AB1600 requires the following:
1. Delineation of the PURPOSE of the (development impact) fee.
2. Determination of the USE of the (development impact) fee.

3. Determination of the RELATIONSHIP between the use of the public facilities and the
type of development paying the (development impact) fee.

4. Determination of the relationship between the NEED for the facility and the type of
development project.

5. Determination of the relationship between the AMOUNT of the fee and the COST of the
portion of the facility attributed to the specific development project.

This Report, with some additions, utilizes the basic methodology consistent with the above
requirements of AB1600. Briefly, the following steps were undertaken in the calculation of impact
fees for the City and are listed following:

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 2



Chapter Qne Background and Introdiiction

i. Review the City’s land use map and determine the existing mix of land uses
and amount of undeveloped and developed land. The magnitude of growth
and its impacts can thus be determined by considering this land use data
when planning an infrastructure required to support General Plan build-out.
This all-important inventory is summarized in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 and
detailed in Appendix A.

2. Define the level of service needed within the General Plan area for each
project or acquisition identified as necessary. In some areas, certain
statistical measures are commonly used to measure or define an acceptable
level of service for a category of infrastructure. Street intersections, for
instance, are commonly rated based on a Level of Service scale of "A" to
"F" developed by transportation engineers. In some cases the identified
level of service required of development may exceed that of what the City
is currently providing. If so the reason must be explained and a
methodology identified for raising the existing community’s level of service
without requiring new development to finance this increase.

3. Identify all additions to the capital facilities or equipment inventory
necessary to maintain the identified levels of service in the area. Then,
determine the cost of those additions.

4. Identify a level of responsibility of General Plan development, identifying

the relative need for the facility or equipment necessary to accommodate
additional growth as defined, and as opposed to current needs.

5. Distribute the costs identified as a result of development growth on a basis
of land use demand. Costs are distributed between each land use based on
their relative use, nexus or demand on that particular capital infrastructure
system. For example, future street costs were distributed to each land use
based on their trip generation characteristics (frequency and distance
creating daily trip-miles).

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 3



Chapter One Backeround and Introduction

OTHER ASSUMPTIONS OF THE REPORT

In addition to the land use assumptions contained in the next Chapter of this Report, other
important assumptions of this study include the following:

Land Costs. Cost estimates for land acquisition were developed after discussions with City
officials. Arguments for higher or lower costs can be made. However, the Report contains land
costs (per acre) which are estimated to be the most appropriate figures for purposes of this study.

PROPORTIONALITY TEST

A test for proportionality is important, if for no other reason, than because it attempts to identify
and achieve community inter-generational equity, i.e., fairness in balancing the infrastructure
investment made by existing residents and businesses with the investment asked of new residents
and businesses that will benefit from the existing infrastructure. In short, previous generations
of businesses and residents have contributed to the development of the City’s existing
infrastructure and this fact should be recognized by future residents and businesses by contributing
a like amount (but no more than) toward completing the various infrastructure systems. Mere
replacements or the elimination of an existing deficiency cannot be required of new development.

It is one thing to identify the many public improvement projects needed through build-out. It is
an entirely different thing to assume that all of the identified improvements are required to meet
the demands of the new development. Clearly, some projects are replacements of the existing
infrastructure while others are capacity increasing projects. Within the category of the latter, they
may also be further classified into two categories;

1. Projects dealing with existing deficiencies, i.e., projects required regardless of whether
there is additional development or not. An example? would be a traffic intersection
currently controlled by stop signs that currently meets traffic warrants for a traffic signal,
but is unfunded. However, some portion of that signal may be appropriate for impact fee
financing. Another example would be the replacement of an existing but aged facility that
creates no more capacity, but is merely the replacement of that same capacity.

2. Projects that are required as a result of development. An example of this would be a signal
that is currently controlled quite adequately by stop signs, but because of development in
the near and "downstream" areas, will ultimately need to be signalized.

All impact fee calculations claim to be fair. Government Code §66000 (aiso referred to as
AB1600) takes only two pages of text to describe the findings that development impact fees must

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 4



Chapter One Backoround and Introduction

adequately make, but does not explain specifically how to do so. Most DIF calculations will
identify the desired or needed capital projects, ostensibly required as a result of the new
development. Therefore, what is fair and equitable? Is it fair to require future residents and
businesses in a city to construct, via payment of impact fees, a new Police Station when the current
station is merely rented or leased space? On the other hand, if a community already has all of the
water utility system they will need at build-out, are they precluded from imposing an impact fee
to recoup some of that expenses incurred in the construction of the maximum needed water utility
improvements prior to need for the maximum demand? These are difficult questions that may be
made clearer and easier by reviewing the following examples.

Comparison of Needed Infrastructure with Existing Infrastructure. The answer to these difficult
questions may best be answered by comparing various infrastructure scenarios. This can be

accomplished by looking closely at our friends in the planned community of Happy Valley’ for a
few scenarios to explain the three possible conditions that can occur regarding the agency's current
infrastructure and the demand upon them. We will use the provision of fire protection, a service
that most of us as nonprofessional fire fighters can somewhat understand. These three
"conditions" include that the fire suppression system infrastructure construction has:

1. been On-target.
2. been Deficient. Or;
3. created Excess Service Capacity.

Adoption of a Standard - According to the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), a
standard two-bay fire station (estimated for purposes of this example to cost about $3,000,000)
can meet the needs of roughly 5,000 homes or 10,000,000 square feet of business pad. If these
standards were adopted as Happy Valley's public safety element of the City's General Plan, they
would be known as the demure or stated (or desired) standard (i.e., the standard the community
would like to meet). This fee would be referred to as the General Plan Build-out Need-based
Development Impact Fee. The inductive development impact fees (or cost per proportional unit
served) for this de jure standard would then be:

Table 1-1
Calculation of NFPA Impact Cost
-{-'I.;and- Use & AS_ta_tion_',Cds_t': Units 'S.er_vgd o Impact Fee =
Residential Dwellings $3,000,000 5,000 | $600.00 per home
Business Square Feet $3,000,000 10,000,000 $0.30 per S.F.
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Service Base - Happy Valley's General Plan indicates that at General Plan build-out there will be
10,000 residential units and about 20,000,000 square feet of commercial/office/industrial space
creating a need for four stations at build-out. The station calculation is as follows:

Table 1-2
Determination of Required Number of Stations
Number Unhits served by | Stations
_ L : of Units | One Station - | Required
Residential Dwellings 10,000 5,000 2 Stations
Business Square Feet 20,000,000 10,000,000 2 Stations
Required Stations at General Plan Build-out 4 Stations

The infrastructure is "On-target" - The need for four stations appears simple and the Happy
Valley Council need only impose the impact fees identified in Table 1-1. Currently, Happy Valley
has 6,250 residential units and 7,500,000 square feet of commercial/industrial building pad and
is half "built-out” (in terms of fire calls for service). In this example, existing development within
Happy Valley is generating half of the ultimate (General Plan build-out) fire calls-for-service.
This is demonstrated in Table 1-3 following:

Table 1-3
Development of Current Infrastructure is "On-Target"
 Number - | Units served by | Stations -
of Units - { -OmneStation. * | .. Required
Residential Dwellings 6,250 5,000 1.25 Stations
Business Square Feet 7,500,000 10,000,000 0.75 Stations
Total Number of Stations Required Currently 2.00 Stations

Conversely, Happy Valley has the remaining half of its fire demand (in terms of calls-for-service)
yet o come. Left to build are 3,750 detached dwelling units and 12,500,000 square feet of
business floor space, and when constructed would generate the following capital needs identified
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on Table 1-4 following:

Table 1-4
Remaining Development and Station Requirement

' Number

Stations

u of Usits -~ | ‘One Station” Required. |
Residential Dwellings 3,750 5,000 0.75 Stations
Business Square Feet 12,500,000 10,000,000 1.25 Stations

2.00 Stations

# of New Stations Required from Land to be Developed

If the earlier calculated impact fees ($600 per residence and $0.30 per square foot of business pad)
were adopted and imposed, Happy Valley would collect (by General Plan build-out) enough capital
revenues to construct the remaining two stations and proportionality between existing and future

residents and businesses would be evident. Table 1-5 following demonstrates this:

Table 1-5
Remaining DIF Collection
© Number | lmpact | Amosnt
sof Units “Hee Collected ™
Residential Dwellings 3,750 $600.00 | $2,250,000
Business Square Feet 12,500,000 $0.30 | $3,750,000
Amount Collected in Development Impact Fees $6,000,000
Cost of a Single New Station $3,000,000
Stations to be Built with Development Impact Fees 2.00

And everyone in the community of Happy Valley is adequately served by the four stations having

been financed generally fairly by the total community.

The infrastructure is in Deficient Condition - Consider, however, the implications if the current
Happy Valley residents and businesses had shown the earlier limited commitment to contribute
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The infrastructure is in Deficient Condition - Consider, however, the implications if the current
Happy Valley residents and businesses had shown the earlier limited commitment to contribute
only enough financing to construct one station when, based upon their own adopted standards and
level of development, they should have two stations? Clearly three more stations would be needed
on the path to General Plan “build-out.” The possibility of requiring the remaining future home
and business owners to finance all three remaining stations would be completely inequitable. But
would it be fair and equitable to charge new residents the $600 per home and new businesses the
$0.30 per business square foot in order to acquire the remaining two stations required to meet the
NFPA standards required of the new development?

The simple and direct answer is probably not. With only one station constructed at half build-out,
the Happy Valley community has not demonstrated to a proportional commitment to meeting the
NFPA standards, and as a result would not have a strong case to assert that others who build later
need to contribute toward the construction of multiple (two) fire stations at a higher service rate
by including the “missing” second station. The problem is in trying to identify a municipal
revenue source imposed only on the existing development. Simply, there is none. Soon as a
business pays its impact fees, constructs, that business becomes part of the existing community.

The service provided by the single existing station is the community's de facto (or"in fact")
standard service level. In short, it is difficult (but possible) to claim that a higher level of service
is required of new development when the City is somehow getting by with a lower level of service.
With one station, the contributed equity to build the single station would be half of the impact fee
proposed in Table 1-1, or $300/residential unit and $0.15/square foot of business space
respectively (See Table 1-6, following).

Table 1-6
Development Impact Fee
at Deficient Condition

| Number | Bxisting | Amount

~ioof Units: -Contribution | Collected
Residential Units 3,750 $300.00 | $1,125,000
Business S.F. 12,500,000 $0.15 | $1,875,000
Amount Contributed by Existing Community $3,000,000
Cost of One New Station $3,000,000
Station(s) built with Community's Contribution 1.00
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If Happy Valley has only built one station at half General Plan build-out, we would be forced to
conclude that the City is currently deficient by one station (or 50% of the amount required). If
the future residents were asked to pay at a rate that would build two stations (the $600/$0.30 rates)
the City would have three stations at General Plan build-out, one financed and built by the first
half of the community, and fwe financed and built by the second half of the community.
Considering that the fire department will respond to all calls-for-service within the entire
community from one of the three completed fire stations, the first half of the community would,
in effect "inherit" one half of a station at no cost to themselves. Inshort, Happy Valley would fail
the proportionality test. The inequity would then be exacerbated when the community decides to
build the final “missing” last (fourth) station from a Citywide assessment or from annual General
Fund receipts, paid for by the entire community, including those who just paid for the two new
stations via the adopted fire impact fees.

The only equitable option is for the City to adopt impact fees at the $300/residence and
$0.15/square foot rates. Adoption of this fee would be referred to as the Current Community
Financial Commitment or Investment-based Impact Fees. Admittedly, the City will go further
into a deficit position in terms of the number of required stations, from being deficient by one
station at half General Plan build-out to a deficiency of two stations at General Plan build-out, bur
the deficiency (or proportionality) would remain a constant 50% of the stations needed at either
point in time. The community, if they are truly serious about meeting the NFPA recommended
Level of Service (or standard), would then need to assess the entire community to raise the needed
money in some fashion for financing the remaining two stations either in the form of an assessment
or dedication of general receipts of the City.

The Infrastructure has “Excess Capacity” - One final but important scenario remains and must
be considered. In this scenario the existing residents of Happy Valley were the industrious sort
and (at half General Plan build-out} had constructed three stations when they were at the point
when they only needed two stations. Clearly there is excess capacity in each of the three existing
stations. In this case, the Happy Valley's current de facto standard would be well above the de-
Jure or target standard. Statisticaily, each of the three stations would have 1/3 excess capacity (for
providing services) and should be busy only about two-thirds of the time. Should the impact fee
be limited only to the marginal $300 per residence and $0.15 per square foot for business space
required to construct the one remaining required station or should the City be able to recover the
costs for the existing capacity in the three stations through a recoupment impact fee? If so, the
future residents receive a gift of the extra (third) station. If the excess capacity was recognized
at the time the facilities were constructed and the excess capacity was identified for future use,
there will be tough decisions ahead to be made by the Happy Valley City Council.
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General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development Impact Fees or Recoupment Fee? The Happy
Valley City Council should adopt, at @ minimum, the $300/residence and $0.15/square foot

business space rates to insure that the fourth station would be built. Again, referred to as the
General Plan Build-out Needs-based impact fees. This would be a benevolent gesture, giving the
new residents a free ride on the cost of the (already built and paid for) third station.

Or in the alternative, the Council can recognize that the $3,000,000 used to build the third station
was a loan from the existing community's General Fund receipts, and should be repaid by the
future community receiving an instantaneous level of fire protection the day they receive their
occupancy permit®, through the imposition and collection of impact fees.” In this case, the
$600/residence and $0.30/square foot of business space impact fees should be adopted, imposed
and collected. The impact fee would accumulate $6,000,000 through build-out, with $3,000,000
required to repay the General Fund in delayed revenue (for Station #3) and $3,000,000 necessary
to construct the fourth station. This would be referred to as a Recoupment-based Fee at General
Plan build-out. More important, long term equity at General Plan built-out would be achieved as
each home and business would have contributed the same $600 per residence and $0.30 per square
foot. This situation is usually fairly limited and should be supported by the appropriate element
of General Plan.

Exceptions to Proportionality Test. The previous discussion applies particularly well to above
ground or capacity-based services such as community use centers, pools, police and fire stations,
civic centers, maintenance yards or other fixed location and finite capacity facilities that serve the
entire population. However, it does not necessarily work well on ground level or below system
infrastructures such as streets, utilities, and storm drainage, where the continuation of a deficient
system into the future is not at all possible and the lack of additions would ensure the complete
inability to approve any further private construction without creating unsafe conditions to a
specific area. As an example, if the agency’s storm drainage system is currently deficient and
creates some period flooding but not necessarily in dangerous amounts, the agency may not be able
to approve and allow any more future development unless the storm drainage runoff created by
the new development, is properly collected and released at a river or flood control channel.

Additionally, a currently deficient water system, i.e., one with only the most minimal of
distribution pipes, may not be able to serve any more future development without a substantial
increase in the capacity of the water distribution system. However, a water utility with users rates
can increase existing user fees to eliminate any existing deficiencies.

Specific Plan or Benefit to a Specific Area. An additional exception occurs when the need or
benefit from a specific facility is generated by a finite or easily defined area such as a specific plan
or a new area of the agency that is significantly outside of the existing agency’s urban in-fill
service area or the specific plan is primarily the sole beneficiary of the infrastructure to be

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 10



Chapter One Backeround and Introduction

constructed. An example may be a small area of the City, proposed for say 2,000 homes, but
separate from the rest of the City in such a way that, to meet the General Plan’s stated fire
suppression standard level of service of a five minute response time, it requires a separate fire
station but serving less than any of the other stations, which on average serve 5,000 homes. There
is little argument as to why the remaining residents and businesses should not need to finance that
higher cost per home served. This is common in an area geographically separated from the
major, or urban part of the community. An example would be a small area separated by a river
or up on a hillside or in a canyon. These areas may need facilities specific to that area that are of
little or no benefit to the rest of the community, such a bridge across a river that only benefits
those live or work across the river.

Density may also be a factor. Fire infrastructure system improvements to date may be spread over
a more compact density (say 4-5 homes per acre) than the remaining development in town (say 2-3
homes per acre). The fire system infrastructure costs per residential dwelling for a lower density
area will likely be higher than a more compact area with a higher dwelling density.

Public Utilities. The treatment for municipal utilities is particularly clear in that the utility’s
operating and capital funds do not receive any General Fund financial support and they do not
typically charge stand-by fees to vacant property. This means that the entire utility system has
been supported only by what are called ufility user fees (payments by the utility’s customers). Or
stated in another way, it is user-financed. In many cases the utility may have significant exira
capacity because most infrastructures cannot be expanded in smali defined portions that exactly
match the pace of new development. An example would water reservoirs which are generally
expanded on 1.0 million gallon portions, not 1,000 gallons at a time. To an individual user who
has been contributing to the existing system over a period of time, it would appear quite fair for
this excess capacity to be “purchased” for by new users that connect to the system who will benefit
from the excess capacity has been constructed and identified. This holds particularly true for the
purchase of water shares required for future water users.

A water distribution system may also have significant distribution system capacity to reach homes
and businesses in more outlying areas. RCS recently worked with a city where the existing water
users, currently representing some 55% of the water use demand at General Plan build-out, had
already constructed nearly 70% of the General Plan build-out water system. The 15% difference
amounted to just more than $7.0 million. Should any excess capacity paid for by existing users
be a gift to the future users? Government Code §66000 et. seq. appears to prevent the city from
trying to recoup the costs of the excess capacity purchased by the current users that will be the
direct benefit of future users. Some excess capacity can and should be identified wherever
possible, and recovered, providing that was identified as necessary for future development at the
time it is created.® The excess capacity must be identified in terms of “existing project segment”
and how it will benefit the future users must be identified.
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Such equity is the attempt of this Report. Excess capacity is often difficult to identify and even
more difficult to convince others of. The City is probably much like Happy Valley, with excess
or overcapacity in some areas of the infrastructure, and perhaps slightly deficient’ in others, as you
will see in the remainder of the Report.

OTHER ISSUES

Some members of the building industry have claimed that the addition of impact fees unfairly
creates an inflated resale price for existing homes. The argument is that if the public agency
adopts a development impact fee of $20,000 to $25,000 per detached dwelling home, then the
price for an existing home is artificially increased by that same amount. We will use the example
of detached dwelling at a construction cost of $200,000 to complete to a point that the occupancy
permit is approved.

Full Cost of a Residential Dwelling. The $200,000 represents only the above ground cost’s
construction. The true and actual cost of a new dwelling unit consists of the cost of acquiring the
parcel, necessary government approvals and permits, construction supplies, labor, debt service
on the above, on-site® public improvements, and

The hidden cost of extending public services® to that home.
The costs of extending public services includes (but is not limited to):

] The addition of law enforcement personne! requiring the expansion of the police
station and response vehicles

Additional fire stations and response vehicles.

Widening of arterial and collector roads.

Additional capacity in downstream storm drainage pipes.

Additions to water delivery capability, including source, treatment, storage and
delivery.

Additions to the sewage capability, including collection, treatment and disposal.
¢  Additions to the maintenance capabilities (i.e., municipal corporation yard and
maintenance vehicles) necessary to maintain the above added infrastructure.
®  Additional parks, library, and public meeting space for recreational/social

purposes.

‘Thus while the cost of constructing the above ground portion of a detached dwelling may be
$325,000, the "downstream" costs identified above may be in the area of $20,000 to $30,000 per
detached dwelling or in the area of 6% to 9% % of the above ground cost.
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As an example, imagine a 2,800 square foot home, costing $325,000 to construct the above
ground structure, located in the middle of an empty square mile, no roads, no utility service, no
public safety response, no flood control and no recreational facilities. What is the market value
of this home? Probably not even the $325,000 that it cost to construct the structure. The $25,000
development impact fee for all the infrastructures needed to support that one home, now seems like
a relative bargain.

Thus, the true and complete cost of a new detached dwelling is the cost of building the structure
and the cost of extending the municipal services to the home regardiess of who pays for the actual
costs of extending those services. To some degree these service-related infrastructure costs have
been recognized. The only question remaining is, who should for pay the required improvements,
existing or new residents?

Affect on Market Price. Again, let us assume that a cumulative $25,000 impact fee imposed upon
new detached dwelling construction increases the market price of an existing detached dwelling.
This additional amount is the recognition that the existing detached dwelling already has those
physical links to the mumnicipal services and thus has that value. A slightly different way of
looking at this argument is that each existing detached dwelling has a "share" in a municipal
corporation'® and that share is valued at the cost of the comnections to the various municipal
utilities, circulation system, flood protection and public safety.

CHAPTER ORGANIZATION
Chapters three through six will have three fee cost/fee tables. These four chapters include:

Identification of Projects and Cost Allocation - 'This schedule identifies the various projects that
the infrastructure manager has identified as required prior to General Plan build-out. These
projects may be necessary in part or fully to accommodate new development. This schedule will
identify the cost of the project and the portion of the project identified as resulting from new
development.

General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development Impact Fee - This table will identify the set
of impact fees that would need to be adopted to meet the basic, or marginal needs, capital needs
identified in the Report. Adoption of this level of impact fees would allow City officials to claim
that new development is being approved and constructed without any additional cost to the
existing residents and businesses. You could not, however, claim that new development is paying
its “fair share.”
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Existing Financial Commitment or Equity-based Proportionality Test Fees - This table will
identify the cost (in current nominal dollar value) of the existing infrastructure, including land,
physical improvements and capital equipment. This is the average amount "invested" by the
existing community of residents and businesses. This equity will be expressed in terms of the cost
to construct or acquire the assets at current costs.

If the average "equity" (for a detached dwelling for example) on this Table is greater then the
average cost on the previous General Plan Build-out Needs-based impact fee Table, the
infrastructure system is "front-ended" or has excess capacity. Stated slightly differently, the
existing community has put more of the system into place than would be required of the remaining
unbuilt portions of the community, (as they build). Ineffect, the existing community has advanced
money to build capacity into the infrastructure system to meet the needs of residents and
businesses not yet there! A good example of a fronf-ended system 1s the scenario where the City
of Happy Valley had already built three fire stations while it only had the current actual demands
for two stations.

If the Existing Commitment-based impact fees are less than the General Plan Build-out Needs-
based impact fee, we must conclude that existing community may not have contributed the amount
of equity that they have needed to and that the construction of a needed infrastructure to support
that municipal service has been lagging and is deficient. When this occurs, the Existing
Community Financial Commitment or Investment-based development impact fees may act as a
ceiling or upper limit of the development impact fees.

A good example of a deficient system is the scenario where the City of Happy Valley had only
built one fire station while it had current actual demands for two stations. In short, if the existing
community has not been inclined to construct an infrastructure system proportionally as the
community developed, what basis does the community have to require those future residents to
invest more, thus by eliminating to some degree, the deficiencies created by the existing
community? The answer is, there can be no such rational argument. To adopt the General Plan
Build-out Needs-based impact fees, under these circumstances, would be an unfair attempt to
eliminate the existing deficiency on the back of new development. Adoption of the Existing
Commirment-based impact fees, under these circumstances, would atlow City officials to claim that
new development is not being required to pay to eliminate existing deficiencies.

[This space left vacant to place the following Chapter endnotes on a single page].
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CHAPTER ENDNOTES

1. For greater detail of each project, refer to the City's Master Facilities Plan in Appendix C.

2. Examples using other infrastructure will be used from time to time in this report, even though the City may not
provide that service.

3. "Happy Valley" has been used as an imaginary community for purposes of DIF example for about nine years, Clearly
no insult is intended to any real or imagined community of Happy Valley. It is also a Happy Valley because there is no
inflation and the value of a dollar remains nominal.

4. Actually, the permitted structure receives fire protection services as it is being constructed.

5. This example assumes that each of the existing three stations is debt-free and owned out-right.

6. This action would be more sapportable with a recent appraisal of the existing utility assets.

7. Not necessarily in a manner that indicates a danger, just below the standard being asked of the future residents.

8. On-site improvements include local streets and medians, curbs and sidewalks, sewer lines, water lines, street lights,
storm gutter or drainage pipes, electrical power lines and all of the other requirements of the Department’s building
requirements on the privately held property, hence the "on-site" reference. "Off-site” improvements are increased capacity
need that occur "down-stream" from the private property. The on-site public improvements generally become a city asset
upon acceptance of the on-site public improvements made by the developer while the property upon which the on-site

improvements, is still privately owned.

9. This Report does not address all of these services. They are only highlighted to make a point about the types of public
services typically required to support a residential dwelling.

10. Not unlike a share in a corporation such as I.B.M. or A.T. & T.
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Chapter 2

Demographics and Findings

This Chapter provides an inventory of developed and undeveloped (and under-developed) land
within the City. The City, surprisingly, still possesses areas of vacant land zoned for residential
and business uses.

LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

This Report contains an inventory of developed land and land with remaining development
opportunities within Huntington Beach boundaries. The undeveloped land inventory columns form
the base for distribution of the estimated infrastructure costs required to extend the existing levels
of service to the new development. The developed land inventory also forms the base for
distributing the cost of the existing infrastructure for comparison and for the de-facto identification
of the existing levels of service (LOS) provided by those existing infrastructures. Table 2-1
below, summarizes the inventory of all private land uses contained within the current City limits,
They are based upon General Plan data, Orange County projections, City records and a staff
analysis of only privately held parcels.! Some of the vacant parcels have vested rights and would
have the existing impact fees imposed. The acreage and unit data are detailed in Appendix A.

Table 2-1
Detailed Land Use Inventory

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 6,436.0 38,616 295.00 1,749 6,731.00 40,365
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.4 36,108 111.20 5,307 1,916.60 41,415
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 204.6 2,865 1.00 9 205.60 2,874
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 33.4 1,070 18.60 818 52.00 1,888
Resort Lodging Units 20.2 809 9.30 535 29.50 1,344
Commercial/Office Uses 841.9 | 12,836,000 39.80 2,417,000 881.70 | 15,253,000
industrial/Manufacturing Uses 930.3 | 20,261,000 187.00 3,638,000 1,117.30 | 23,899,000
Total - City Limits | | 10,271.8| —— 661.90 | -0 || 1093370
Private Residences | 84460 77,589 407.2 7,065 || 88532 84,654
Commercial Lodging Rooms 53.6 1,879 27.9 1,353 81.5 3,232
Business Square Feet 1,772.2 | 33,097,000 226.8 6,055,000 1,989.0 39,152,000
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Land Use Definitions. This Report classifies properties as either one of three residential land uses

or two different categories of commercial/industrial development. These land uses are defined
below”:

Residential Land Uses:

® Detached Dwelling Residential - This category of land use is generally found in

the City's General Plan designations of RL (Residential Low Density) and RM
(Residential Medium Density).

Attached Dwelling Residential - This category of land use is generally found in
the City's General Plan designations of RM (Residential Medium Density), RMH
(Residential Medium High Density) and RH {Residential High Density).

Mobile Home Residential - This category of land use is generally found in any of
the City’s residential General Plan designations as noted above. With the more
frequent replacement of a manufactured dwelling unit on an existing mobile home
pad, it is important to note that such a replacement is not a development impact fee
event. It is merely a replacement of an existing structure thus the demand already
exists. No additional mobile home (or modular) units in private park like settings
is are anticipated. However, one acre has been included in the calculations in order
to calculate a development impact fee for that use should such an application be
filed.

Business/Commerce Land Uses:

Hotel/Motel Lodging - This category identifies the hotel and motel commercial
lodging units and is generally found in the City’s General Plan designations of CV
(Commercial Visitor) and CG (Commercial General). It is limited to commercial
lodging that is two stories or less and does not have an inordinate amount of
meeting space.

Resort Lodging - This is a recognition that in terms of commercial lodging, a
resort facility, with more intensive banquets or convention space, most likely will
incur differing municipal service demands than that of a typical hotel/motel facility.
It is also generally found in the City’s General Plan designation of CV
(Commercial Visitor). Resort lodging has been defined as three stories or higher
with significant amounts of square feet with which to accommodate large events
such as conventions, business sessions and weddings, thus having a large drive-in
population that does not necessarily stay at the facility overnight.
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®  (Commercial Uses - As utilized in this Report, Commercial uses inciude the general
category of retail services and thus includes outlets ranging from restaurants to auto
repair shops to shopping centers. This category is generally found in the City’s
General Plan designations of CN (Commercial Neighborhood), CO (Commercial
Office), CG (Commercial General)), CR (Commercial Regional), and CV
{Commercial Visitor). It would encompass all office uses.

® Industrial Uses - This category contains all businesses generally found in the
City’s General Plan designation of I (Industrial).

Definitions of Land Use Status. Each of the major land use categories detailed above is
categorized as either Developed or Net Increase. Definitions are as follows:

Developed Acreage - Includes land in the City which is fully developed and, or land which has
received a building permit but which is not yet constructed. Acreage in this category may also
include non-conforming use areas of the City which contain extensive development prior to
annexation or before changes to the General Plan were made. City staff has also included
projections regarding properties which are currently classified as "Developed” but which may
undergo redevelopment in the future. In fact, most of the development increases within the
Beach/Edinger Specific Plan Corridor and Downtown Specific Plan areas consist of redevelopment
of existing uses.

Net Increase Acreage - (Intensified/Redeveloped/or acreage available for development or
redevelopment) - Refers to all non-public vacant acreage located within the City. This category
also includes any parcels that may currently be partially developed but may have capacity for
redevelopment.

Table 2-2, following, provides a summary of the detailed land use inventory, limited to privately
held property more detailed on Table 2-1. Staff’s land use inventory reveals that there are
approximately 10,271.80 acres of privately-held developed land within the City's planning
boundaries. There remain approximately 661.90 acres of vacant or land available to be
redeveloped (and thus increased in terms of demand) in the City. Available (undeveloped land or
available for redevelopment) land represents approximately 6.0% of the total 10,933.7 privately
held acres within the City of Huntington Beach. Undeveloped parcels to be developed as detached
dwellings constitute the greatest amount (at 2.7 %) of available acreage of all the land uses.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].
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Table 2-2
Summary of Undeveloped and Developed Acreage

""" ' Developed Percent ; '\_f:ap_antéf'-ﬁq.; . I Percent | Total
Acres. .| .of [ Redeveloped |  of Acres
e | Total | orIntensified | Total | =
Detached Dwelling Units 6,436.0 58.9% (n 295.0 2.7% | 6,731.0
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.4 16.5% 111.2 1.0% 1,916.6
Mobile Home Dwellings 204.6 1.9% 1.0 0.0% 205.6
Comm. Lodging Units 33.4 0.3% 18.6 0.2% | 52.0
Resort Lodging Units 20.2 0.2% 9.3 0.1% 29.5
Commercial/Office Uses 841.9 7.7% 39.8 0.3% 881.7
Industrial/Manu. Uses 930.3 8.5% 187.0 1.7% 1,117.3
Total 10,271.8 94.0% 661.9 6.0% | 10,933.7

(1) Only 34 of the 295 acres are vacant lots. The remaining 261 acres represents the subdivided acres necessary
for the addition of 1,566 detached units (on their own lots) in areas already developed such as a lot split of a larger
parcel with an existing detached dwelling unit. See Appendix A for greater detail.

General Plan Build-out is defined as that point in time when most if not all of the City’s privately
owned land is developed at maximum levels allowed by the City’s General Plan.

Commercial/Industrial Development. In order to assess the costs of impact for commercial or
industrial building intensification or building expansions, this Report includes a calculation of
impact fees both on a per square foot basis for commercial and industrial development. In order
to accomplish this, City Planning staff provided the typical maximum square feet of building
allowable by the City’s General Plan on a net acre of land. This percentage is sometimes referred
to as the maximum Floor Area Ratio (or FAR), as shown following:

Commercial/Office Development - 15,246 G.S.F. per Acre {(about 35% F.A.R.)
Industrial Development - 21,390 G.S.F. per Acre {about 50% F.A.R.)
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS

A second component in determining the magnitude of impact of future development and the
necessary facilities needed to mitigate that impact is a realistic assessment of the build-out
population of the City. Many of the facilities contained in this Report are sized according to the
estimated population at theoretical "build-out” or upon service levels which are based in part upon
an estimation of the population to be served. Library facilities, parks and recreation facilities and
community center facilities and equipment are examples of cost areas which rely heavily on
population projections to determine space and facility needs. Park standards are usually stated in
terms of the number of acres of park land per 1,000 persons, for instance.

There are at least two generally accepted methods for projecting future population levels in a City:
(1) past growth trends projected forward and (2) population holding capacity based on the General
Plan land-use element. Each of these methods can be useful even though both possess certain
limitations.

There are several serious flaws in projecting the build-out population of a community using the
past growth trend methodology. While this method is relatively simple and therefore easy for the
general public to understand, it does not give consideration to when an area is actually built out.
Eventually there comes a point in time where the amount of available land to build on is
negligible. This technique does not help explain when that point is reached.

Also, the past growth trend approach is not sensitive to policy changes made by Council or land
use issues contained in the City's General Plan. For these reasons, this technique is more useful
in projecting short-term population levels and should not be used to forecast the built-out
population of an area.

This Report relies on the methodology of kolding-capacity, (described in the following section),
to project future service levels and facility requirements.

Holding Capacity Analysis. The methodology used in this Report to forecast the built-out
population of City of Huntington Beach is the current holding capacity approach. This method
calculates the sum of existing development and potential development allowable under current land
use regulations, using average densities found in the City.

The first step in projecting the City's population using the holding capacity approach is to
inventory the remaining undeveloped acres within the City limits, which was previously
accomplished in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of this Chapter. The next step is to estimate the potential
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dwelling units allowed per acre and then multiply the potential number of units by the average
number of residents per unit.

Table 2-3, on the following page, projects the additional number of dwelling units and potential
population for the City of City of Huntington Beach through build-out. The number of potential
new dwelling units was calculated by multiplying the amount of vacant acreage for each land use
zone by the average densities (i.e., number of units allowed per acre) indicated in the City's
General Plan.

The number of persons per unit for new residential units is based on the 2000 U.S. Census and
ranges from 2.913 and 1.822 persons for detached dwelling units and mobile home dwelling units
respectively to 2.257 persons for attached dwelling units. Based on these assumptions, future
residential development is expected to generate approximately 17,089 additional residents® to City
of Huntington Beach, joining the approximately 190,377 citizens already living in City. This
results in a total estimated population at General Plan build-out of roughly 207,221 residents.*

The estimated General Plan build-out population of approximately 207,221 residents using this
holding capacity approach is typically lower than the population forecasts based on the
mathematical models described previously. This implies either that the City's period of residential
build-out will actually be shorter than the 10 years indicated above or that the City's growth rate
will decline from historical levels. This latter scenario is probably more likely to occur. As the
residentially zoned land within the City’s limits remaining to be developed continues to be
developed during the next ten to twenty years, the City is likely to see fewer new dwelling units
developed each year.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].
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Table 2-3
City of City of Huntington Beach
Average Dwelling Occupancy, by Type
(2000 United States Census Data)

- Number [ Less: “Number | |Total Number: | Average . |Percentage
| otUpits [ Vacant Occupaed ‘of Occupants| | Occupancy | Occupied
IDetached Total 37,007 | 630 | 36,377 | | 105,981 | | 2913  98.30%)
[Mobile Home Total | 3,024 | 125 | 2,899 | | 5281 | | 1822 95.87%j
[Other [ 122 | 31 ] 9] [ 154 | | 1.692 | 0.00%]|
[Attached Residential =~ = :
Duplex to Quadplex 9,681 265 9,416 26,190 2.781 97.26%
Five or more 16,488 605 15,883 31,356 1.974 96.33%
Attached 9,471 329 9,142 20,186 2.208 96.53%
Total - MFR 35,640 1,199 34,441 77,732 2.257 98.64%
Existing - State Department of Finance 01/01/11 Populaticn :l 190,377
tion| - Anticipatéd |- Occupancy. . |- Probable | |- Dweliing. | | Anticipated
L iUpits: | Rate Occupancy | | Density. | | Population |
Undeveioped Detached Dwellmgs 1,749 98.30% 1,719 2913 5,007
Undeveloped Attached Dwellings 5,307 96.64% 5,129 2.257 11,576
Undeveloped Mcbile Home's 8 95.87% 9 1.822 16
Population to be added development N 16,599 | 16,599 |
|Potential "Build-out” Population, at Historic Vacancy Rates. ] [[_208976 ] 206,976 |
Anticipated. |
ts. .. Rate | Occupa Population
Undeveloped Detached Dwellings 1,749 100.00%1 1,749 2.913 5,005
Undeveloped Attached dwellings 5,307 100.000% 5,307 2.257 11,978
Undeveloped Mobile Home’s 9 100.00% 9 1.822 16
| Population to be added development ] 17,089 | 17,089 |
[Potential Maximum " Build-out” Population. || 207466 | 207,466 |

Popuiation at General Plan Build-out @ Low per Dwelling Resident Densities

Population at General Plan Build-out @ High per Dwelling Resident Densities

Average Population at General Plan Bulld-out

(1) Summary File 3 (§F3), avallable at http.//factfinder.census.gov
(2) Current population based upon State of California Department of Finance data.

206,976
207,466

207,221
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

City staff identified just under $403.4 million in needed and desired capital improvement projects
required through the City's General Plan build-out, including both projects related to existing
deficiencies and those needed solely to support future growth. The adoption of the recommended
maximum impact fees supported by the calculations in this Report (Schedule 2.1) would finance
about 42.6% of the needed capital facilities by raising some $172.1 million. Existing fund
balances of $3.6 will finance roughly 0.9 % of the capital needs. Other sources, primarily existing
agreements or intergovernmental support will finance about $23.0 million or 5.7 % . Other capital
revenue sources will need to be pursued for the remaining unfunded $205.5 million through build-
out (50.8%). Roughly 95% (or $194.4 million) of the $204.8 million represents unfunded storm
drainage projects that may never come to fruition.

Based on these costs and the schedules found at the end of each of the remaining chapters of this
Report, costs attributable to future development were derived on a per unit basis for residential
fand uses and on a per square foot of pad basis for commercial and industrial land uses. Schedule
2.1, found at the end of this Chapter, provides a summary detail of the maximum DIFs for each
type of infrastructure and land use category. The fees are summarized in Table 2-4, following:

Table 2-4
Summary of Recommended Development Impact Fees
(Based Upon the Lower of General Plan Build-out Needs or Equity-based Impact Fees)

""" W
- Impact Fees '

Detached Dwelling Units $25,890/Dwelling Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $17,995/Dwelling Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units $17,235/Dwelling Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units $2,854/1.0dging Unit
Resort Lodging Units $3,956/Lodging Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $5.002/Square Foot
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $4.010/Square Foot
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Specific impact fee rates for each land use can be found at the end of each chapter relating to each
infrastructure. Schedule 2.1 at the end of this Chapter also identifies the probable impact fee
revenue, the capital cost total and the difference, by individual infrastructure type (e.g., fire).

Given the magnitude of the City’s project list, vis-a-vis the proposed list of projects, and the lack
of previous findings regarding any excess capacity, there is no potential for recoupment of the
costs of previous development-generated capital projects (excess capacity) as was described in
Chapter Omne. Additionally, the detail of the existing value of the various systems, does not
approach the level of accuracy required to adopt a recoupment style impact fee. The recommended
Development Impact Fees are those indicated following in Schedule 2.1.

STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

The following chapters of this Report contain the detailed information relative to the calculation
of DIFs recommended by RCS for the entire City. Appropriate textual explanations are contained
in each chapter, with a chapter devoted to each of the nine sets of DIF cost schedules, listed below
and three appendices.

CHAPTER 3 - Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment
CHAPTER 4 - Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment
CHAPTER 5 - Circulation (Streets, Signals and Bridges) System
CHAPTER 6 - Storm Drainage Collection System

CHAPTER 7 - Public Library Facilities and Collection

CHAPTER 8 - Community Use (community center type) Facilities
CHAPTER 9 - Park Land Acquisition and Park Facilities Development
APPENDIX A - Expanded Land-use Database

APPENDIX B - Summary of Recommendations

APPENDIX C - Master Facilities Plan

NOTE REGARDING TEXTUAL MATHEMATICS: It is important to note that the use of a
computer provides for calculations to a large number of decimal points. Such data, when
included in text and supporting textual tables, has been rounded to no more than two decimals
Jor clarity and thus may be not replicated to the necessary degree of accuracy as the spreadsheet
schedules at the end of each chapter. Should there be any difference between tables within a
chapter and the schedules at the end of the same chapter, the schedules will prevail.
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CHAPTER ENDNOTES

1. The figures are consistent with the City of Huntington Beach General Plan Land Use Element.

2. bid.

3. Assuming that the vacancy factor retains its traditionaily high occupancy factor as evidenced in 2000 Census
(averaging just under 97%). The estimated 16,844 additional residents is the average of full occupancy (17,089)
and the roughly 97% average occupancy {16,599).

4. Ibid.
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Schedule 2.1
City of Huntington Beach

Summary of Development impact Fees By Type of Fee
(Fees per Residential Dwelling Unit, or Business Square Foot)
at Fair Share or Equity-based Development Impact Fees

ot

n'| Storm Drainage |

Detached Dwelling Units (1)

per Unit

Attached Dwelling Units $815 $3s2 $1,657 $397 $908 $672 $13,164 $17,995 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2 $369 $1,583 $1,299 $2,082 $733 $542 $10,627 $17,235 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units $455 $356 $1,105 $479 No Fee No Fee $459 $2,854 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units $532 $794 $1,915 $356 No Fee No Fee $359 $3,956 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $1.041 $0,329 $2.331 $0.347 No Fee No Fee $0.954 $5.002 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $0.443 $0.030 $1.621 $1.144 No Fee No Fee $0.772 per S.F.

$692,604

1,612,578

$4,341,018

$1,516,383

$45,281,610

Industrial/Manufacturing Uses

$1.611,624

$109,140

$5,807,198

$4,181,872

$5,353,680 $2,040,82
Attached Dwelling Units $4,325,205 $2,027.274 $8,793,699 $2,106,879 $4,818,756 $3,566,304 $69,861,348 $95,499,465
Mobile Home Dwelling Units {2 $3.321 $14,247 $11,691 $18,738 $6,597 $4,878 $95 643 $155,115
Hotel/Mote! L.odging Units $372,100 $201,208 $003,800 $301,822 $0 $0 5375,462 $2,334,572
Resorl Lodging Units $284,620 $424,790 $1,024,525 $190,460 $0 50 $192,065 $2,116,460
Commercial/Office Uses $2,516,007 $705,103 45,634,027 $838,699 $0 $0 $2,305,818 $12,089,834
$2,808,536

$14,588,380

o Totall %9 105,354,382
City—wide Impact Fee $9,805,671 $5,274,430 $26,606,048 $13,062,159 $6,875,181 $5,087,565 $105,354,382 $172,065,436
Existing Fund Balance $0 $0 $200,000 $0 $0 %0 $3,379,000 $3,579,000
Other Sources $0 $700,000 $260,020 $0 $0 $22,000,000 $o $22,960,020
Capital Total $10,100,805 $11,241,972 $28,537,800 $207,494,050 $7,841,369 $108,733,000
. Overagelsnortally |- (spe5.22m)| - (sSe@nsdm (6 47173 ($1osanison| o (geeese)| s
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Chapter 3

Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment

The Existing System (or the infrastructure). The Police Department currently operates out of the
78,700 square tfoot facilities at the Civic Center on Main Street and the 7,050 square foot 5% Street

Substation. These combined 85,780 square feet of the two facilities provide roughly 365 square
feet per each of the 235 sworn (budget approved) officers. The facility meet’s current needs but
will not likely accommodate the space needs required for the additional officers necessary to
accommodate the additional calls-for-service generated by new development at General Plan build-
out, Certainly not at the same standards of service afforded to existing development. The
Department will need to hire additional officers to maintain the existing levels of law enforcement
services and the current static facility will ultimately prove insufficient to house the entire staff at
General Plan build-out. An expansion of the City-owned facility will need to occur before General
Plan build-out to allow the City to accommodate that new development. Due to size limitations
of the current police station parcels, it may be difficult to enlarge the current buildings at either
of the existing sites.

The existing facility space would cost approximately $53,423,178 to acquire at current land
acquisition and construction costs. Additionally, the Department has a response fleet consisting
of 231 vehicles installed with significant, and costly, amounts of sophisticated equipment costing
some $12,640,310 to replace. The 235 General Fund-supported sworn officers are each assigned
equipment such as various leathers, armaments, clothing, radios, protective vests, safety apparel
costing an average of $9,930 per sworn officer for a total of $2,155,801 for the 235 current
officers. The final key asset is the estimated $3,027,410 in law enforcement specialty equipment.
These assets, totaling some $71,246,699, represent the cumulative commitment of the cumulative
City Councils (and community) to the Police Department standards of service as supported by Law
Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment infrastructure.

Demand Upon Infrastructure Created by the Development of Under or Undeveloped Parcels.
Residents/ businesses benefit from law enforcement services in three ways: directly, indirectly and
through standby availability. Direct services are those involving an actual unit response, usually
as a result of being the victim of a crime or other emergency situation, Direct service results in
the form of a law enforcement officer directly contacting the victim, Indirect benefits, such as
crime prevention programs, free patrol time and other more general services that serve all, are
benefits that are more difficult to calculate. As an example, the burglar that is arrested today in
some neighbors home, may have broken into your home tomorrow. Most residents and businesses
may go for many years before ever requiring a direct call-for-service. These fortunate residents
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and businesses still benefit for law enforcement services, if in no other way, than in the security
that a law enforcement officer is available, through adequate planned stand-by, to respond if you
require public safety assistance.

Everyone benefits from stand-by capabilities, which is just the fact that law enforcement services
are simply there, staffed, trained, equipped and available to respond as they are needed. Sworn
law enforcement officials are the first responders to emergency problems that can occur to anyone.
They are trained to act and solve just about any law enforcement problem that might occar. The
concept of stand-by service is similar to stand-by water service. Consider owning a vacant lot not
requiring water service, regardless of the fact that others have built a functional water system near
your vacant lot. At some point in time, that vacant iot is developed and needs a water meter and
water service. Because of the forethought of others, the water service is available when the lot
is developed. One may not feel they need law enforcement services, but some day they will, and
because of the foresight of others, the service capability will be available.

The addition of new residential units and new businesses will increase the demand upon the law
enforcement capacity to serve by creating more direct calls-for-service, more areas requiring
preventive patrol, and in general, more opportunities for crimes to be committed.

The development of vacant parcels into residential or business units will also generate more calls.
Residents and business-owners occupying those residences and businesses will create the increase
in law enforcement calls-for-service. Simply stated, more homes and businesses will mean more
responses to the additional burglaries, domestic disputes, noise complaints, shoplifting, and
miscellaneous incidents that wiil occur in the new homes and businesses.

If the Law Enforcement capabilities (the base) are not expanded, then any increasing number of
calls-for-service from development (the rate) will reduce the amount or free hours available for
preventive patrol. This inability to expand the capabilities would ultimately drive the Department
fully into a reactionary mode.

Table 3-1, following, summarizes an analysis of the calls-for-service received by the Police
Department in recent twelve month period.! The table indicates the breakdown of calls into the
land uses that generated them and divides them by the number of developed units (during the same
period). This process generates a calls-for-service factor for the various land-uses.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 28



Chapter 3 Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipmeni

Table 3-1
Law Enforcement Calls-for-Service Generated by Land Use (2009)

g:: ' . Developed Caﬁs o Totaéi%é-é;Céll’S--P_ér_
| Dwelliggs © |- . For ... | = Dwellingor -

L i __ or.:.-AC__I_.‘Es' ;‘S«ex_vice-_ # E _Pét{:’re ' ___
Detached Dwelling Units 38,616 13,185 0.341/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 36,108 25,350 0.702/Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 2,865 910 0.318/Unit
Hotel/Motel Units 1,070 420 0.393/Unit
Resort Lodging Units 809 371 0,459/Unit
Commercial Uses (in KSF) 12,836,000 | 11,514 |  0.897/KSF
Industrial Uses (in KSF) 20,261,000 7,729 0.381/KSF

Beach Area 1,806 _l

The previous Table representing the 59,479 annual police calis-for-service to privately-held
developed parcels within the City’s limits (for a recent twelve months reporting periods), identifies
the differing demand caused by the differing land uses. As an ¢xample, there was approximately
13,168 calls-for-service requiring a response to one of the 38,616 existing detached dwellings in
the City (during the tested twelve month sample). The result indicates that each residential
detached dwelling unit will statistically generate just slightly more than one third of a call-for-
service per year,” on average. The same analysis was undertaken for the other seven land uses.
Obviously there are calls to incidents on publicly owned roads and right-of-way, in parks and other
publicly held parcels, these calls represent approximately 3% of the annual calls-for-service.
Calls-for-service to resort lodging facilities, typically larger than hotel/motel facilities (defined as
three stories or more) have been separated in order to generate a more relevant calls-for-service
rate for each of the two differing types of temporary lodging. Resort facilities have been shown
to generate more calls-for-service, most likely due to their convention and banquet facilities.
However, any such resorts constructed in the future would also have such amenities.

The annual calls-for-service was responded to by one of the City’s existing 235 sworn officers
establishing an average of about 260.79 calls-for-service per sworn officer annually.?
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Average Demand as Determined by Calls-for-Service. The calls-for-service ratios are on-average,
that is to say that not every detached dwelling unit will generate 0.341 annual calls-for-service.
Since they are statistically representative of averages of how calls-for-service are generated in City
of Huntington Beach, they can be used to project the number of additional law enforcement calis-
for-service that can be expected at General Plan build-out. This process is accomplished by
multiplying the average calls-for-service rate, per Table 3-1, by the number of anticipated
additional residential dwellings or business square feet per Table 2-1. The result is approximately
8,697 additional annual calls-for-service at General Plan build-out. The number of additional
officers necessary to meet the anticipated (net) additional 8,697 annual calls-for-service from
future development (8,448 from development and 249 from public rights-of-way}) is then divided
by the average number of calls-for-service capacity that an officer currently responds to (or 260.79
per year per officer). This process indicates that an additional thirty-three sworn police officers
will be necessary to accommodate the anticipated new development at the current standards of
service provided to the existing community, Or in the contrary, without the doubling of the Police
staff, the City would experience a roughly 14.2 % reduction in the standards-of-service at General
Plan build-out, as defined by the ability to respond to calls-for-service.

Information from Table 3-1 and Table 2-1 (L.and-use Database) has been used to determine how
many additional officers will be required at build-out. By multiplying the demand rate for
detached dwelling units (0.341 calls-for-service per unit) times the 1,749 anticipated detached
dwelling units to be constructed through General Plan build-out, the City could expect an
additional 597.2 annuai calls-for-service. The total 8,697 additional calls-for-service, (8,448 from
development and 249 from the public beach area from all land-uses (and rights-of-way) divided
by roughly 260.79 calls per officer per year indicates the need for thirty-three additional officers
to be able to accommodate the additional calls generated by the new development at General Plan
build-out without diminishing the existing standards of coverage to the existing community to do
so. Table 3-2 identifies the calls-for-service anticipated for each of the seven major land uses.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].
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Table 3-2
Additional Law Enforcement Calls (rounded)
Generated by New Development, by Land Use

 Totl Calls Per | Addirional Calls-
" Dwelling ot Acre | - for-serviee .
B : : L EE

Detached Dwelling Units 1,749 0.341/Unit 597.18 Calls
Attached Dwelling Units 5,307 0.702/Unit 3,725.83Calls
Mobile Home Units (1) 9 0.318/Unit 2.86 Calls
Hotel/Motel Units 818 (0.393/Unit 321.08 Calls
Resort Lodging Units 535 0.459/Unit 245.35 Calls
Commercial Uses (net in KSF) 2,417,000 0.897/KSF 1,268.07 Calls
Industrial Uses (KSF) 3,638,000 0.381/KSF 1,387.80 Calls
Proportional Beach Increase 248.96 Calls

NOTES: (1) Development of these types of units ts not anticipated. One acre of units is included for calculation purposes..

Cumulatively, an additional (rounded) calls-for-service would be expected at General Plan build-
out. It is important to note that the additional of the thirty-three officers (8,695 annual calls-for-
service + 260.79 calls/sworn officer) by General Plan build-out would merely maintain the
existing levels of service, and would pot increase the existing levels of service because of the
additional 8,697 annual calls-for-service, or the 8,448 calls-for-service to the privately-held land-
uses.

No judgement is made, regarded or offered about the existing standards-of-service (LOS) or the
current ratio of officers to calis-for-service, or that it is the City’s desired level-of-service or that
it is optimum, it merely is the existing, or defacto, level-of-service (LOS).

The Purpose of the Fee. The purpose of the fee is to collect proportional contributions from new
development to pay for additionally required law enforcement facilities, vehicles and equipment.
Specifically, additional law enforcement calls-for-service can be expected, and the cost of adding
sworn officers necessary to respond to these anticipated calls, and thus maintain the existing

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 31



Chapter 3 Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment

levels-of-service afforded the existing residential and business community, can also be determined.
The additional costs can be proportionally determined and translated to a fee, or an amount,
necessary to offset the added costs of the required additional law enforcement staffing. Those
impact costs include housing and equipping the additional required officers. Providing that the
impact cost is adopted and imposed as a fee, new development will finance the capital costs of
expansion of the City’s Police Department. The annual operations cost of the annual salary and
benefits for those additional officers, will need to come from the increases in the base amounts of
property, sales and transient occupancy general tax increases generated by the new residences and
businesses and their occupants.

The Use of the Fee. The fees collected will be used to fund the law enforcement facilities and
equipment (identified in the Master Facilities Plan) that are necessary to accommodate the
anticipated (and planned for) development identified in Table 2-1. The revenues raised for a
properly calculated and legally-supported Law Enforcement Development Impact Fee would be
limited to capital(ized) costs related to that growth. The fees would be used to expand or increase
capacity within the law enforcement facilities, increase the number of response and investigator’s
vehicles, and specialty equipment. Conversely, the General Plan Build-out Needs-based Law
Enforcement Development Impact Fee receipts cannot be used repair the existing building, replace
existing vehicles, or re-outfit a new officer (due to normal vacancies of the existing 235 officers).

The Relationship Between the Use of the Fee and the Type of Development Paying the Fee. The
fees collected from new development will be used to pay the proportional facility expansion costs
generated by new development. As the development occurs, the impact (in the form of new or
additional demands for service) is generated in differing amounts by differing land-uses and the
development impact fees would be collected as the various types of development occurs (at a time
in the development review and approval process determined by the City). The collected fee would
be put to use to acquire law enforcement space, vehicles and equipment for the new (and
additional) officers necessary to respond to those additional calls generated by that same new
development, without reducing the capability of responding to calls for the existing community.

The Relationship Between the Need for the Public Facility and the Type of Development Project.
As noted in this report, residents and businesses will generate calls-for-service at different rates.
Thus, there is a need to establish a specific schedule of development impact fees to fund the law
enforcement facilities needed to support the development anticipated in Table 2-1. To meet that
need, Police Department calls-for-service records were used to verify that differing land uses
generate differing amounts of calls-for-service. Anecdotally we can all recognize that a retail store
would be more likely to suffer shoplifting incidents, whereas a residence is more likely to
experience a domestic disturbance or break-in and thus would have differing demands. The data
in this Chapter demonstrates those expected differences using data specific to the City of
Huntington Beach. The collected impact fees would be used to acquire additional building space,
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response vehicles and specialty and issued equipment for additional officers necessary to respond
to the additional calls-for-service generated by private residential dwelling and business space.

It would take the construction of roughly 368 attached dwellings to generate the need for a one full
police officer. Cumulatively over time, the calls generated by various new developments within
the City will create the need for additional officers and ultimately an additional patrol beat. It is
interesting to note that on an acreage basis, an acre of detached dwellings, yielding about six
detached units, will generate about 2.0 annual calls-for-service, only 15% of that generated by an
acre of attached dwellings, yielding about 47 units.

The Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the Portion of the Facility
Attributed to the Development Project. Each new development would finance a proportional
amount of the expansion of the Police Station, vehicle response fleet and specialty law enforcement
equipment and thus a proportional share of the costs. The existing Police Station, while quite
large and is generally capable of meeting the needs of the existing staff required to serve the
existing community, was not necessarily designed to meet the City’s law enforcement needs at
General Plan build-out. The two buildings combined 85,750 square feet provides about an average
of about 364.89 square feet per existing officer, a reasonable target to maintain for future police
officers*. Based upon the future addition of thirty-three officers to maintain the existing levels of
staffing, a 12,041 square foot expansion of the existing facility, or some other City-owned facility
would be needed, (33 X 364.89 = 12,041) to maintain the same ratio of space per officer that is
currently afforded by the existing facility.

As aresult of potential addition of thirty-three sworn officers, the City will also need to add thirty-
three response vehicles at a total cost of $1,751,040 (or 33 vehicles X $54,720/vehicle) to
maintain as close to the existing ratio of 0.98 vehicles per sworn officer as possible (231 vehicles
divided by 235 officers = 0.98 vehicles per officer). The thirty-three new officers would each
require a full set of personal equipment and armament at $9,930 each for a total of $327,690.
Additional communications, telemetry and specialty operations equipment at an estimated total
$425,000 has been included to maintain a similar ratio of specialty equipment to sworn officer.

General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development Impact Fee Schedule. Table, 3-3, following,
summarizes the resulting General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development Impact Fees (see

Schedule 3.2 for detailed calculation) for development to contribute financially to the expansion
of the City’s Law Enforcement capacity in order to allow the City to extend the same level-of-
service to the City's newest citizens and businesses without diminishing the existing level-of-
services offered to the existing residents and businesses.
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Table 3-3
General Plan Build-out Needs-based Law Enforcement Impact Fees
TS L ey Allocation of | Expansion Cost
landUse . . | ExpansionCosts | PerUnitor S.F. - |
Detached Dwelling Units $692 944 $396/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $4,323,304 $815/Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units $3,319 $369/Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units $372,568 $455/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $284 694 $532/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $2,515,742 $1.041/S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $1,610,348 $0.443/S.F.

DIF Proportionality Test by Comparison with Existing Financial Commitment, The current
equity in the City’s law enforcement assets includes the 85,750 square feet of law enforcement
facilities with a replacement cost of $53,423,178, the 231 law enforcement vehicles costing the
City some $12,640,310, the inventory of assigned equipment for 239 officers at a total of
$2,155,801, the specialty and communications equipment at $3,027,410. There is no existing Law
Enforcement Development Impact Fee thus no existing fund balance. When this combined equity
figure of $71,246,699 is distributed to the current community (via Table 3-4, following and
detailed in Schedule 3.3), the existing community commitment, on a per unit basis, is just slightly
less than the calculated Law FEnforcement General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development
Impact Fees (or cost) per unit, as indicated by the existing $71,246,699 invested in capital for the
provision of law enforcement.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].

Huntingion Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 34



Chapter 3 Law Enforcemeni Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment

Table 3-4
Existing Financial Commitment or "Equity-based”
Law Enforcement Impact Fees

I © Allocation | Totl Equity

End‘ Use . s : __:sz-Equit-Z _ Eir_Unit or Sli '
Detached Dwelling Units $15,793,603 $409/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $30,365,403 $841/Unit
Mobile Home Units $1,090,040 |- $380/Unit
Hotel/Motel Units $503,096 $470Unit
Resort Lodging Units $444 401 $549/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $13,792,002 $1.074/S F.
Industrial Uses $9,258,164 $0.475/S.E.

RESULTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The General Plan Build-out Needs-based impact fees, identified in Table 3-3, are slightly less than
the Financial Commitment or Investment-based fees identified in Table 3-4 indicating that the
existing commitment has kept relative pace with law enforcement asset expansion. In order to
ensure that proportionality, and its underlying fairness, be maintained the development impact fee
schedule identified in Table 3-3, (General Plan Build-out Need-based Development Impact Fees)
are the most reasonable for both additional new development and the existing community. The
adoption of Table 3-3, and detailed in Schedule 3.2 at the end of the Chapter, would also generate
sufficient capital, about 97% of the full amount identified in the Master Facilities Plan, to
construct most of the law enforcement facilities and capital equipment needed to absorb the new
demands generated by the City’s continued new development while maintaining proportionality
with the commitment demonstrated by the existing community. The remaining 3% would need
to come from other sources.
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RECAP OF RECOMMENDED LAW ENFORCEMENT FACILITIES, VEHICLES AND
EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

® Adopt Schedule 3.2, General Plan Build-out Needs-based development Impact Fees for the
seven basic new land-uses.

CHAPTER ENDNOTES

1. The twelve month period spanning 2009.

2. Staied slightly differently, we could expect that any randomly selected thirty homes would generate about ten
calls in a given year,

3. Again, this is not intended to imply that each officers annul work effort is limited to only 260.79 calls-for-
service. Patrol officers respond to a far greater number of calis-for-service. Investigators may spend an entire
vear on only a few cases, while officers involved in management of the Department do not necessarily respond to
any. The 260.7% calls-for-service is only an average and represent the composite calls-for-service workload
distributed between the entire 235 sworn officers.

4. This is almost the same as the average of 365.0 square foot per officer of six cities (with greater than 85
officers) where RCS has conducted similar analyses. Those six municipalities include Huntington Beach,
Anaheim, Ontario, Riverside, Chino and Corona. The average for twenty cities (of all sizes) is 353.6 square feet

per sworn officer.
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Schedule 3.1

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Identification of Projects and Cost Allocation

Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment

_ Apportioned .

LE-001 Additional Law Enforcement Facility Space $7,597,165 $224,116 97.05% $7,373,049

LE-002 Acquire Additional Response Vehicles $1,751,040 $51,656 97.05%) $1,699,384

LE-003 Acquire Additional Sworn Office Issued Equipment $327,690 $9,667 97.05% $318,023

LE-004 Acquire Law Enforcement Specialty Equipment $425,000 $12,538 97.05% $412,463
| SUB-TOTAL ESTIMATED NEW PROJECT COSTS | $10,100,895 | $297,976 | [ 97.05%|  $9,802,919 |

LESS: Existing Law Enforcement Impact Fee Fund Balance $0 $0 | 0.00% $0

SUB-TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 50 $0 0.00% $0

[ Total - Law Enforcement Capital Project Needs | $10,100,895 | $297,976 97.05%|  $9,802,919
~Forward to Schedule 3.2

NOTES:

1. Costs distribution based upon a 10% sampling of Police Department ” Calls-for-Service” statistics.

w)
|

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.

Fullerton, CA 92831



Schedule 3.2

City of Huntington Beach

2010-11 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report

General Plan Buifd-out Needs-based Developrment Impact Costs (Fees)

Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment

Proposed Land Use

| orsguarsFoot

T Development

- Impact Fes per Unit -

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 295.0 1,749 0.341 597.18 7.07% $692,944 $2,349 5.93 $396 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 111.2 5,307 0.702 3,725.83 44.10%  $4,323,304 $38,879 47.72 $815 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.0 0.318 2.86 0.03% $3,319 53,319 8.00 $362 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 18.6 818 0.393 321.08 3.80%, $372,568 $20,031 43.98 8455 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 9.3 535 0.459 245.35 2.90% $284,694 $30,612 57.53 $532 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 39.8 | 2,417,000 0.897 2,168.07 25.66%|  $2,515,742 $63,210 60,729 $1.041 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Use 187.0 { 3,638,000 0.381 1,387.80 16.43%,  $1,610,348 $8,611 19,455 $0.443 per S.F.
i T 9802919 in Total Law Enformont G Nogos 1o Compleo Sy

[FN)
oo

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.

Fullerion, CA 92831



Schedule 3.3

City of Huntington Beach

201011 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Community Financial Commitment or Equity-based Proportionality Test Fees
Law Enforcemnent Facdilities, Vehicles and Equipment

- 'perA'cre
Detached Dwelling Units (1) 6,436.0 38,616 0.341 13,185.0 22.17%| $15,793,603 $2,454 6.00 $409 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.4 36,108 0.702 25,350.0 42.62%| $30,365,403 $16,819 20.00 $841 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 204.6 2,865 0.318 210.0 1.53%) $1,090,040 $5,328 14.00 $380 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 33.4 1,070 0.393 420.0 0.71% $503,096 $15,063 32.04 $470 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 20.2 809 0.459 371.0 0.62% $444,401 $22,000 40.05 $549 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 841.9 [12,836,000 0.897 11,514.0 19.36%| $13,792,002 $16,382 15,246 $1.074 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Use 930.3 (20,261,000 0.381 7.729.0 12.99% $9,258,154 $9,952 21,779 $0.457 per S.F.

o ijQjCéIfs"for' = .::_:

L Acres | Semvice | Perlnit
Detached Dwelllng Units 38,616 13, 185 0.31
Attached Dwelling Units 36,108 25,350 0.702
Mobile Home Units 2,865 910 0.318
Hotel/Motel Units 1,070 420 0.393
Resort Units 809 371 0.459
Commercial/Office KSF 12,836 11,514 0.897
Industrial KSF 20,261 7.729 0.381

B

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C. - Fullerton, CA 92831



Chapter 4

Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment

The Existing Fire Suppression/Medic Infrastructure. The Fire Department responds to calls for
service from eight existing stations and trains at a facility consisting of a training (and drying)

tower, classrooms, offices and support areas with specialty situation tfraining mock-up imptements.
There is also a storage facility for reserve vehicles. The fire facilities are detailed as follows:

Fire Station #1 (Gothard) is a 10,200 square foot facility on parcel that is just under an acre
(42,166 square feet) and is located at 18311 Gothard Street.

Fire Station #2 (Murdy) is a 11,500 square foot three-bays wide by two-vehicles deep facility
also on a 42,166 square foot parcel at 16221 Gothard Street.

Fire Station #3 (Bushard) is a one-bay wide by one-vehicle deep, 5,700 square foot facility
located on a 12,980 square foot parcel located at 19711 Bushard Street.

Fire Station #4 (Magnolia) is a 5,702 square foot, one-bay wide by one-vehicle deep facility
located on a 21,780 square foot parcel located at 21441 Magnolia Street.

Fire Station #5 (Lake) is a 11,508 square foot, three-bays wide by two-vehicles deep facility on
a 14,200 square foot parcel located at 530 Lake Street.

Fire Station #6 (Edwards) is a 13,000 square foot, three-bays wide by two-vehicles deep facility
located on a 208,478 square foot parcel located at 18591 Edwards Street.

Fire Station #7 (Warner) is an 8,750 square foot, two-bays wide by one-vehicle deep facility
located on a 53,273 square foot parcel at 3831 Warner Avenue.

Fire Station #8 (Heil) is a 5,712 square foot, two-bays wide by one-vehicle deep station on a
10,280 square foot parce] located at 5891 Heil Avenue.

The Training Facility is also located at 18301 Gothard next to Station #1 on a 77,580 square foot
portion of a City parcel and consists of 7,081 square feet of classrooms and offices. The site also
has numerous training exercise implements and a drafting pool.
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Reserve Vehicle Storage Building - The facility is 2,525 square foot storage building and is
located behind Fire Station #1 (Gothard).

The land and replacement construction cost of the existing stations and training facilities is
approximately $52,999,718. Not surprisingly, the City also has a sizable fleet of City-owned
response and prevention units (and equipment) consisting of:

® Four front line and three reserve ambulances;

¢ Two front line ladder trucks, one aerial platform and a large tiller ladder truck and one
reserve tiller ladder truck;

® Eight front-line and four reserve engines;

® Two Battalion Chief incident command vehicles;

® Seven utility pick-up trucks of varying sizes (utility and specialty support);

® Three specialty vehicles, a decontamination vehicle, a HazMat vehicle and Light/Air
support vehicle; and,

® Twenty-two administrative, inspection and investigation sedans.

The total investment in the Department’s vehicle compliment is about $9,237,000. The City’s
investment in assigned fire fighter equipment is approximately $1,010,202 at $§7,595.50 for each
of the 133 sworn fire fighters. The City has also acquired approximately $537,780 in
computers/Electronic equipment. There is no existing Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicle
and Equipment Impact Fee Fund thus no current year-end fund balance.

The current equity of the stations, parcels, specialty equipment and the response fleet is estimated
to be $63,784,700. The sale of Station #8 (IHeil), to allow it to be relocated, decreases this figure
by a net $2,550,473 to $61,234,227. This figure represents what it would cost to establish the
existing eight station (along with the reserve vehicle and training facilities) response capability at
current vehicle, equipment, land acquisition and facility construction costs. The relevance of this
figure will be established later in this Chapter.

Demand Upon Infrastructure Created by the Development of Under or Undeveloped Parcels.

While it can be said that numerous factors are considered when determining the number of and
location of fire stations in any city, it can be stated without any logical argument that all new (net)
private development in the City will have an effect on the City's current ability to respond to fire,
medic, and emergency calls-for-service. The effect, simplified but not trivialized, is twofold.
Initially, each new residential and business development will create, on average, more calls-for-
service increasing the likelihood of simultaneous (and thus competing) calls-for-service.
Additionally, as development spreads further from any existing station or stations, as large-scale
development is often likely to do, the distances (and thus response times) will increase, taking the
existing engine companies out-of-service for greater lengths of time.

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 41



Chapter 4 Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment

The capacity of any fire station to respond to calls-for-service is finite and will ultimately reach
practical limits (through a combination of call-frequency and total time on that call). When that
station’s capacity is exceeded, the level-of-service afforded to existing development will be greatly
diminished. Or stated in another way, if development continues without the addition of fire
stations (additional capacity), the existing station will be overwhelmed (new demand), making a
timely response for emergency service less likely. That is to say, the existing engine companies
may not be available to respond to your needs as they may be out-of-service on a call in a different
part of the community.

The Purpose of the Fee. The purpose of the fee is to collect proportional financial contributions
from new development to pay for additional fire suppression/medic facilities, vehicles and
specialty equipment. In order to be able to continue to be able to respond to an ever-increasing
number of expected calls, the Fire Department staff has determined the need for the relocation of
one new station (as opposed to adding a ninth) and an expansion of one existing station. Having
the right type and inventory of fire stations in the right locations enables the City’s policy makers
to house fire fighters, apparatus, and equipment in a rational way for maximum use of resources.

Conversely, the penalties are high and extremely visible, for inadequate fire response capacity.
Adverse effects are felt by the City’s fire staff, the council, and indeed by the existing taxpayers.
With poor response capacity response times, (via distance or out-of-service due to a previous call),
can become excessive and if a tragedy occurs, the incident will be well publicized.

Often, response time 1s mistakenly referred to for only the first-in unit. This can be a grave error.
More correctly, response time must consider the time necessary to assemble ail of the fire
resources necessary to place the incident under control. If the first unit arrives within five minutes
but cannot provide the necessary water flow, undertake entry, or perform the needed functions due
to a lack of staffing, the five minute response becomes insignificant and irrelevant. Thus an
increase in the number and type of response vehicles is also necessary to match and equip the
needed additional staff. The following sections identify the manner in which the City plans to
meet the demands of additional calls-for-service and can thus accommodate new development.

The Use of the Fee. The development impact fee would be collected as the development occurs
at some point of the development review process determined by the City. As the development
occurs, the impact is generated. The collected fees would be put to use to acquire the additional
fire-fighters® facilities necessary to respond to additional calls-for-service, necessary to avoid
reducing the capability of responding to cails from the existing community. These fees will be used
to finance the construction or acquisition of fire suppression/medic facilities, vehicles and specialty
equipment (identified in the companion Master Facilities Plan) that have been identified as
necessary to accommodate the anticipated (and planned for) development identified in Table 2-1.
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The proposed fire suppression/medic facilities and equipment that are necessary to accommodate
the anticipated (and planned for) in Table 2-1 are identified in the companion document the Maszer
Facilities Plan. It is important to note that the fees would be used to acquire additional stations or
expand existing stations (to increase the response capacity of that station) and increase the number
of emergency response vehicles. Conversely, the Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles,
and Equipment Impact Fee receipts could not be used to simply repair any existing fire station or
replace any existing emergency response vehicles. Additional facility capacity is planned to come
on-line, as needed, as development creates additional demands beyond the existing capability
(frequency and distance) of the existing stations. The six capital projects expansions proposed by
the City’s fire staff will cost a net $11,241,972. They are described briefly:

FS-001 - Relocate Station #8 (Heil) - The proposed project involves the relocation of the existing
station from it’s current location on Heil Street just west of Springdale to a more northerly area
near Graham Street, north of Edinger Street. The relocation is largely needed to meet the shifting
and increasing demands resulting from the redevelopment/up-sizing of both the Downtown
Specific Plan and the Beach/Edinger Specific Plan corridor. The proposed building would be a
three-bay wide by two-vehicle deep facility. The project would need approximately an acre and
a quarter.

FS-002 - Construct Station #8 (Heil) Apparatus Storage Facility - The reserve vehicle storage
facility behind the existing Station #1 would need to be supplemented with a storage facility behind
Station #8 as part of the above project but is not fully needed as result of the redevelopment of the
two large specific plans. It is partly needed to accommodate existing reserve vehicles.

FS-003 - Construct a Single Bay/Quarters At Station #4 (Magnolia) - The project will add
2,400 square feet to the station. The additional space would consist of an additional 1,600 two
vehicle deep bay to house and additional engine company and an ambulance.

FS-004 - Acquire an Additional Engine and Ambulance for Station #4 (Magnolia) - This
project consists of the response vehicles in support of the Station #4 expansion.

FS-005 - Acquire an Additional Engine for Station #1 - This additional engine would be needed
to assist in handling the additional call volume resulting from the development in both the
Downtown Specific Plan and the southerly portion of the Beach/Edinger Specific Plan corridor.

FS-006 - Acquire an Additional Engine for Station #2 - This additional engine would be needed
to assist in accommodating additional call-for-service volume resulting from the development in
the Beach/Edinger Specific Plan corridor.
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The proposed projects and costs are identified on Schedule 4.1 and are detailed in the Master
Facilities Plan. The total cost of completing the fire infrastructure system is $11,941,972, which
is mitigated by the $700,000 offset anticipated by the sale of the Station #8, Heil for a net total of
$11,241,972. There is no existing Fire Suppression/Medic Development Impact Fee fund thus
no fund balance.

The Relationship Between the Need for the Public Facility and the Type of Development Project.
As noted in this report, residents and businesses will generate calls-for-service at different rates.
Thus, there is a need to establish a specific schedule of development impact fees to finance the
required expansion to the fire suppression/paramedic facilities et. al. needed to support the
development anticipated and identified in Table 2-1. Fire suppression/medic response standards
extended to new development should be consistent with the fire response currently enjoyed by the
City's existing citizens and business community by constructing new facilities, or the result will
be a deterioration in the level-of-service provided both to the existing residents and future citizens
and businesses within the City. It follows that it is appropriate to assess future development to
contribute additional fire suppression/medic facilities, vehicles and equipment.

To project the impact of future development on fire services, it was first necessary to quantify the
current impact on services from each of the City's land uses. Then, a determination of the costs
of future capital facilities necessary to meet this increased demand was made. The following
section illustrates the relative impact from each land use on fire services and facilities.

The Relationship Between the Need for the Public Facility and the Type of Develgpment Project.

As noted in this report, residents and businesses will generate calls-for-service at different rates.
Thus, there is a need to establish a specific schedule of development impact fees to fund the fire
suppression/paramedic facilities needed to support the development anticipated in Table 2-1. To
meet that need, actual Fire Department calls-for-service records' were used to verify that differing
land uses generate differing numbers of calls. The data in this Chapter demonsirates those
expected differences using data specific to City of Huntington Beach. The collected impact fees
would be used to acquire equipment for additional fire fighters, vehicles and additional building
space necessary to respond to the calls-for-service generated by private residential dwelling and
business space.

The Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the Portion of the Facility
Attributed to the Development Project. Each new development would finance a proportional
amouut of the expansion of the fire station/company response capacity, vehicle response fleet and
specialty response/paramedic equipment and thus a proportional share of the costs. It is unlikely
that any specific development will generate the need to construct the additional fire station, but
each one will pay for their proportional demands on that expansion.
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The beach/City right-of-way areas generated 195 calls for service. Of residential land uses, the
occupants of an attached dwelling unit are less likely, by less than half as much, to require an
emergency fire service response at (.051 annual responses per unif, than the occupants of a
detached dwelling unit at 0.123 annual responses per unit. Commercial/Office development is
shown to generate 0.044 responses per 1,000 square feet of building pad, while industriai
development generates a minimal response demand of 0.004 calls per 1,000 square feet of building
pad. The lower demand by industrial uses over commercial/office uses should be expected given
the greater density of employees and patrons in a commercial or office establishment when
compared to an industrial business of similar building size. However, it should be noted that
while there are fewer calls for industrial properties, significant specialty training is required to be
prepared for industrial responses, (i.e., confined space and hazardous materials training).

Table 4-2 indicates that, given the high density of rooms and accompanying facilities, an acre of
resort development, creates the highest demand for fire services, thus the development impact fee
for that land use is the highest, on an average acreage basis.

Table 4-2
Calls-for-service by Land-use
an Acre Basis

' R . Je_r'.:Acr@”
Detached Dwelling Units 0.123 6
Attached Dwelling Units 0.051 20
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 0.212 14 2.97
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 0.048 32 1.53
Resort Lodging Units 0.106 40 4.25
Commercial/Office Uses (per KSF) 0.044 15,246 0.67
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses (KSI¥) 0.004 21,779 0.09

Based on the existing rate of respomses by land use, the increased number of fire
suppression/medic service responses generated by future residential, commercial/office and office
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development was extrapolated. This was accomplished by multiplying the average responses per
unit or 1,000 square feet (KSF), established in Table 4-1, by the number of anticipated dwelling
units, commercial rooms or business KSF. Table 4-3, following, indicates the number of
additionai calls-for-service that could be anticipated from the development of currently vacant land
within the City’s planning area.

Table 4-3
Additional Annual Fire Suppression/Medic Responses
Generated by Future Anticipated Development

e ' -. WFir-,g_/Medict a :POténtial 5 "'A__ddiiﬁona;l-
LandU se"_‘-f-_;_ s ._.RC_SPGDS‘?-SQ.._ - :.'U_I}its - . Annmual Fire |
G “|. Per Unit/KSE. L Cor KSE - |- Resgponses .
Detached Dweliing Units (0.123/unit 1,749 units 215.68 calls
Attached Dwelling Units (0.051/unit 5,307 units 271.32 calls
Mobile Home (in parks) 0.212/unit 9 units 1.91 calls
Hotel/Motel Units 0.048/unit 818 units 38.99 calls
Resort Lodging Units 0.106/unit 535 units 56.87 calls
Commercial/Office Uses 0.044/KSF 2,417 KSF 106.39 calls
Industrial Uses _0.04‘%KSF__ __3,63§_ KSF_ __14.72 _calls ]
to | o~ o . 705.88 calls |

Proposed Capital Expenses. The total cost of the required improvements to the City’s investment
of fire suppression/medic facilities, vehicles and specialty equipment was previously estimated to
be $11,941,972 with an offset of $700,000 from the proceeds of sale of the to-be vacated Heil
Station #8. Roughly 46.4 % has been identified as required to serve the net new calls-for-service
resulting from development or up-sizing due to redevelopment. Projects FS-001 through FS-006
are capacity-increasing and have been determined by City staff to be necessary to accommodate
the anticipated additional calls-for-service from new development or for a more appropriate aerial
unit. When this cost is distributed the various land-uses and the demands created by each, a
proportional cost is determined, by development unit. Table 4-4, summarized from Schedule 4.2,
indicates the proportional cost by land-use unit,
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Table 4-4
General Plan Build-out Needs Fire Facilities, Vehicles
and Equipment Development Impact Fees

| ofCosts | PerUnitorSF
Detached Dwelling Units $1,693,338 |. $968/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $2,130,176 $401/Unit
Mobile Home Units (in parks) $14,996 $1,666/Unit
Hotel/Motel Units $306,117 $374/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $446,495 $835/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $835,285 $0.346/S.F.
Industrial Uses $115,569 $0.032/S.F.

Existing City Financial Commitment. The replacement value of the existing fire infrastructure
(parcel and station, response fleet and related safety/specialty equipment) at a net $61,234,227
(includes the potential sale of the Heil Station) was referenced earlier in this Chapter. This
represents the current investment or financial commitment by the existing community toward fire
suppression/medic capability/capacity. When this figure is distributed over the existing
development in the same manner as were the future costs, by the land use demands, an average
investment, or financial commitment (or equity for that matter) per unit is determined. The results
are summarized in Table 4-5 (from Schedule 4.3). As an example, each detached dwelling unit
has "invested" over the lifetime of the City, about $922 (as identified in Table 4-5 following) into
fire suppression/medic capital, an amount that is about 95% of the General Plan Build-out Needs-
based Development Impact Fee schedule identified in the previous Table 4-4 and detailed in
Schedule 4.3.

The current community’s commitment has established the eight response station capacities and was
paid for through years of General Fund receipts. To allow future residents to benefit by use of
all of the capital needs without contributing additional assets, could endanger the existing residents
and businesses. Table 4-5, following, summarizes the distribution of the $ in replacement costs
to the existing community, (Schedule 4.3 indicates this in greater detail).
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Table 4-5
Existing Fire Suppression/Medic Existing
Community Financial Commitment

= a_l-'__fE':}': : 3:1-'1fy = B

__-_;.Pcr- U_{n_ét_ T SE 5;__-
Detached Dwelling Units $35,586,696 $922/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $13,795,263 $382/Unit
Mobile Home Units (in parks) $4,536,145 $1,583/Unit
Hotel/Motel Uniis $381,126 $356/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $642,683 $792/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $4,222,277 $0.329/S.F.
Industrial Uses $612,791 $0.030/S.F.
Other (beach area) $1,457,246 NA

Of importance is the fact that the Community Financial Commitment or Equity-based costs on
Table 4-5 are just slightly higher, at roughly 105%, than the proposed General Plan Build-out-
based impact fees as demonstrated in Table 4-4. This indicates that the City is just slightly behind
in its cumulative and proportional investment in needed fire suppression/medic facilities, vehicles
and equipment.

RESULTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

Since the equity position of the existing community is slightly less than the General Plan Build-out
Needs-based development impact fees necessary for expansion, the current Community Financial
Commitment or Equity-based Proportionality Test-based Development Impact Fees, as identified
in Table 4-5 and Schedule 4.3, would be the most equitable fee schedule to adopt.

Resulting Development Impact Cost Distribution. The collection of the proposed development
impact fee, through build-out would allow the City to provide a great deal (44.7 %) of the proposed

expansions and most of the equipment, but not all of it. It would fall about $6.0 million short of
financing all of the required improvements attributed to new development.
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Chapter 4 Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment

OTHER NOTES AND ISSUES

1. The City will need to monitor the approval of conditional uses within industrial zoned
development where newly constructed industrial developments. These land uses are initially have
the lower industrial use development impact fees imposed when constructed as “spec” buildings
but end up being used, with a CUP, for commercial/office uses. These commercial/office uses
generate far greater demand than the industrial uses. If left unchecked, the Fire Department, as
well as other City services, will be faced with the greater demand from the actual
commercial/office uses but will be left only with the collection of the far lower industrial use
development impact fee rates. To avoid this under collection, the City should impose an impact
fee representing the difference between the commercial/office development impact fee and the
previously paid industrial land-use impact fee when a CUP is approved and tenant improvement
plans are submitted indicating a commercial or office use.

RECAP OF RECOMMENDED FIRE SUPPRESSION/MEDIC FACILITIES, VEHICLES
AND EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES.

® Adopt Schedule 4.3 General Plan Build-out Needs-based for the seven basic land-uses.

CHAPTER ENDNOTES

1. The response data is generated from Department response incident data used to complete the annual National
Fire Incident Report (NFIR’s).
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Schedule 4.1

City of Huntingron Beach

2011-12 Developmernt Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Identification of Frojects and Cost Allocation

Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities and Vehicles

Relocate Station #8 (Heil)

$3,684,735

50.00%

$3,584,735

$7,169,470

FS-002 Construct Second Apparatus Storage Facility (@ Heil Station) $1,716,044 $1,287,033 25.00% $429,011

FS-003 Add Bay/Quarters at Station #4 (Magnolia) $1,266,458 $633,229 50.00% $633,229

FS-004 Acquire Engine Company and Ambulance for Station #4 (Magnolia) $740,000 $370,000 50.00%) $370,000

FS-005 Acquire Engine Company for Station #1 (Gothard) $525,000 $262,500 50.009%| $262,500

FS-006 Acquire Engine Company for Station #2 (Murdy) $525,000 $262,500 50.00% $262,500
| SUB-TOTAL ESTIMATED NEW PROJECT COSTS |  $11,941,972 | [ & $6,399,997 | [ 46.41%[  $5,541,975 |

LESS: Existing Fire Suppression Impact Fee Fund Balance ] $0 $0 0.00% 30

Sale of Property (Heil Station) ($700,000) ($700,000) 0.00% $0

SUB-TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS | ($700,000) ($700,000) 0.00%| $0

| Total - Fire Suppression/Medic Capital Project Needs [ $11,241,972 | $5,699,997 5

NOTES:

1. The cost distribution is based upon annual Fire Department " Calls-for-Service” statistics (NFIRs).

L
—

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.

Fullerton, CA 92831



Schedule 4.2

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development Impact Costs (Fees)
Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities and Vehicles

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 295.00 1,749 0.123 . 30.55% $1,693,338 $5,740 5.93 $968 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 111.20 5,307 0.051 . 38.44% $2,130,176 $19,156 47.72 $401 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.00 9 0.212 . 0.27% $14,996 $14,996 9.00 $1,666 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 18.60 818 0.048 . 5.52% $306,117 $16,458 43.98 $374 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 9.30 535 0.106 . 8.06% $446,495 $48,010 57.53 $835 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 39.80 | 2,417,000 0.044 . 15.07% $835,285 $20,987 60,729 $0.346 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Use 187.00 | 3,638,000 0.004 . 2.09% $115,569 3618 19,455 $0.032 per S.F.

Lh
W]

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C. Fulierion, CA 92831




Schedule 4.3

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Community Financial Commitment or Equity-based Proportionality Test Fees
Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities and Vehicles

Proposed |

Detached Dwelling Units (1) |  6,436.00 38,616 0.123 4,762.0 58.12%| $35,586,696 $5,529 6.00 $922 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.40 36,108 0.051 1,846.0 22.53%| $13,795,263 $7.641 20.00 $382 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 204.60 2,865 6.212 607.0 7.41%| $4,536,145 $22,171 14.00 $1,683 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 33.40 1,070 0.048 51.0 0.62% $381,126 $11,411 32.04 $356 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 20.20 809 0.106 86.0 1.06% $642,683 $31,816 40.05 $794 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 841.90 12,836,000 0.044 565.0 6.90%  $4,222,277 $5,015 15,246 $0.329 per S.F.

0.004 82.0 1.00% $612,791
""" 195.0 2.38%| $1,457,246 |

Industrial/Manufacturing Use_ 930.BQ per S.F. ,

Beach Area

261940

202 in Existing ter
- 80 in Existing Fire Suppr

Lh
Lo

Revenue & Cost Specialisis, L.L.C. Fullerton, CA 92831



Chapter 5

Circulation (Streets, Signals and Bridges) System

The following Chapter will identify the street, traffic signal and bridge improvements (henceforth
referred to as the Circulation System) planned for the City through General Plan Build-out of the
existing City limits as identified in the Land-use Database Table in Chapter 2.

RCS recommends the continuation of the City’s comprehensive Circulation System Development
Impact Fee, i.e., a fee that combines the required street, signal and bridge expansions, all of which
are related to the movement of primarily vehicles. The reasons are practical in that combining
these three components will provide greater flexibility in establishing priorities in what is
essentially a singular circulation issue with a common nexus, traffic or as stated in trip-mile
generation. It is fairly common that a single circulation system capital improvement project will
involve both a street improvement (or intersection) and signal improvement.

The Existing Circulation System. The City currently has and maintains an extensive system of
roadways available for transportation of goods and services, as well as for educational,
recreational, and social purposes. Streets that fall under the jurisdiction of City of Huntington
Beach are classified as one of four types of roadways for the purposes of this Report. Roadways
are defined in part (in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element) as:

® Freeway - Very high mobility with limited access to arterial streets and no access to adjacent
land use. [The City is not responsible for the construction of freeways but will likely have to
financially assist CALTRANS with any alteration to an existing access/egress ramps].

® Arterial - High mobility with access to collectors, some access to local streets and major
traffic generators.

® Collector - Limited mobility connecting local streets with arterials; also provides good access
to adjacent land uses.

® Local -Limited mobility but provides very good access to adjacent land uses and collector
streets.

Typically, locals would be constructed upon the developer’s private property and generally only
benefits those new residential or business buildings. Assuming that the design criterion has been
met and that the right-of-way improvements meet inspection requirements, the City then accepts

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 54



Chapter 5 Circulation (Streets, Sionals, and Bridges) System

the local street improvements along with the responsibility to maintain the improvement in
perpetuity. Inshort, local streets are of little benefit to the Citywide circulation system, and these
costs are not shared by other developers, as the collector and arterial system improvements are.
For these reasons, the cost of all local streets is excluded from the Circulation System
Development Impact Fee calculation.

Demand Upon Infrastructure Created by the Development of Undeveloped Parcels. Undeveloped
parcels create few trip-ends beyond an occasional visit to the site for weed abatement purposes or

to consider a sale or development of the vacant parcel. None of these trip-ends are on a routine
basis. However, a developed parcel will generate a statistically predictable number of trip-ends,
depending upon the specific land use of the development. Thus it can be stated that a vacant
parcel, when developed into a specific use, i.e., residential or business, will generate more traffic
than it did when it was vacant. Similarly, a change in the use of the parcel may also increase the
number of daily trip-ends. A good example would be the demolition of a low trip-generating
insurance office which is reconstructed as a new high trip-generating fast-food restaurant.

All new development contributes to curnulative traffic impacts, which are difficult to measure and
mitigate on a project-by-project, basis but which have significant and widespread cumulative
impacts on the City's existing road system. Factors that will increase the competition for existing
lane miles (and freeway crossings) include, (as measured by trip-miles defined later in Chapter
text) the following:

* An increase in the City's full-time population through the construction of about 7,065
additional dwelling units contributing approximately 183,270 new trip-miles daily or
just more than 49.4% of the newly expected daily trip-miles.

L The construction of 1,353 commercial lodging units (resort and hotel/motel) will
generate 26,882 daily trip-miles, not quite 7.3% of the total new trip-miles annually.

L The construction of private commercial and office uses on the (net) 40 acres currently
identified as undeveloped commercial or office uses will generate 78,553 new daily trip-
miles, or about 21.2% of the total new trip-miles expected at General Plan build-out.
This figure could vary significantly depending upon the type of commercial uses
constructed and possible zoning changes or conditional use permits issued.

] The addition of 187 acres of industrial development (and Institutional Uses) generating
the potential for an additional 82,219 daily trip-miles, just under a quarter of the total
new trip-miles at 22.1%. Again, it is possible that some parcels zoned for industrial
uses will end up being commercial uses after obtaining a Conditional Use Permit. There
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are likely many existing industrial buildings contiguous to the City’s many arterials and
collectors that have become commercial uses.

When all (or most) of the available vacant land is developed, the City can expect an additional
370,924 daily trip-miles. For perspective, the City currently experiences approximately 3,135,213
daily trip-miles from the existing residences and businesses. The 370,924 anticipated trip-miles
represents an approximate 11.8% increase over the existing 3,135,213 daily trip-miles.

The Purpose of the Fee. The purpose of the fee is to collect proportional contributions from new
development to pay for additional circulation system capacity and by creating more lane miles or
more efficient lane miles with which to accommodate the additional trip-miles created by and
anticipated from new development. Additionally there are circulation projects required to alter
existing arterials, collectors or intersections that currently exist, but due to additional trip-miles
are becoming ineffective at moving vehicles. An example would be the intersection of Beach
Boulevard and Edinger Avenue (ST-001). This project is required because additional citizens and
business-owners will use the existing intersections along with the current users rendering it, again,
ineffective at moving traffic at a reasonable pace, primarily during the a.m. and p.m. peak hour
of traffic. Acceptable traffic paces can be maintained with a combination of road widening,
freeway access/egress, proper signalization and turn lane channelization. The simple answer to
increasing demand for lane miles is to construct additional lane miles. Unfortunately there are
little if any opportunities to construct additional lane miles of arterials or collectors within the
City’s limits without the impractical and acquisition of very expensive right-of-way.

Thus, given the size of City of Huntington Beach and the magnitude of growth projected in this
Report, numerous intersection improvements and construction of technologically improved traffic
signals will be the primary methodology employed by the City to avoid congestion and gridiock
in the future. Traffic planners have long known that the critical constraint in a typical roadway
network is usually not the roadway itself but the many intersections of arterial and collector
roadways. While the street capacity may be theoretically adequate to carry traffic volumes at
build-out, motorists may experience congestion and even gridlock at the intersections of the
arterial/collector. While the City will likely undertake, some street widening projects where
possible, the installation of traffic signals and lane reconfiguration at critical intersections in the
City is perhaps a more important component of traffic circulation.

The importance of traffic signals is twofold. First, the City can build only so many major
collector streets and there are limits as to how wide they can be, indeed there are no more practical
opportunities for additional lane-miles. Second, anorth-south arterial/collector, by definition, will
intersect with an east-west arterial/collector assuring that someone will have to stop, either at a
stop sign or a traffic signal, adding time to their tasks. The traffic carrying capacity of each
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collector can only be maximized by assuring orderly flow of traffic by efficient signalization of
those intersecting arterial/collector roadways.

None of this is intended to eliminate the time-honored practice of the developer constructing the
full width roadway and being reimbursed for the portion greater than would otherwise be required
of the developer. This impact fee calculation and resulting fee collection would simply improve
the reimbursement capability.

The City's Master Facilities Plan Circulation System section identifies fifteen circulation projects
costing a net $28,539,780. The individual projects and costs are identified on Schedule 5.1 at the
end of the Chapter and detailed in the Master Facilities Plan. A total of $26,608,410 has been
identified by staff as capacity increasing, leaving $1,929,390 to be supported by other financial
resources such as assessment districts, State (CALTRANS) assistance, General Funds, etc. There
is an existing Circulation System Development Impact Fee Fund balance of $200,000 leaving some
$1,469,370 with unidentified revenue sources.

The Use of the Fee. The continued collection of the Circulation System Development Impact Fee
would be used to construct the projects (or portions of projects) identified in Schedule 5.1 at the
conclusion of this Chapter's text. The collected fees will be used to create additional lane miles
with which to accommodate the additional 370,924 additional daily trip-miles that will be
generated by the scope of development identified in Table 2-1. Nineteen specific signal
modification/intersection modification improvement projects have been included in the list of
proposed projects. They include:

Beach Boulevard - Seven signal modification/intersection improvement projects would be
constructed along Beach Boulevard at the intersections with Edinger, Heil, Warner, Slater,
Talbert, Garfield, and Yorktown Avenues.

Pacific Coast Highway - Three signal modification/intersection improvement projects would
improve traffic flow along Pacific Coast Highway at Warner Avenue, Goldenwest and Brookhurst
Streets.

Newland Street - Three signal modification/intersection improvement projects along Newland
Street include the intersections with Talbert, Warner and Yorktown Avenues.

Goldenwest Street - There are two such projects planned at the intersections of Goldwest Street
with Bolsa and Slater Avenues.

Gothard Street - There are also two signal/intersection improvement projects planned at the
intersection of Gothard Street with Slater and Talbert.
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There are two more signal improvement projects, one at the intersection of Ward Street and
Garfield Avenue and one at Brookhurst Street and Adams Avenue as well as a few minor
intersection improvements that will be identified as development projects arise. There is a minor
amount for a facility addition at the City yard to store replacement signal equipment.

The Relationship Between the Use of the Fee and the Type of Development Paying the Fee. There

1s a reasonable relationship between the fees’ use and the types of projects on which the fees are
imposed. The fees will be used to provide for a fair share contribution for transportation system
improvements, including various street, signal and bridge project improvements needed to
accommodate additional development of residential units and business square feet. The
development impact fee to be imposed and collected will be based on the ratio of projected number
of trip-miles the proposed development will generate in relationship to the total 370,924 additional
projected trip-miles at General Plan build-out. Any amount imposed as a Circulation System
Development Impact I'ee will continue to be placed in a separate fund as the current City practice
(collecting interest) and is to be used only on the projects identified on Schedule 5.1 as
development-related.

From time to time the City may require an applicant of a private project to construct a street or
signal improvement (or portion thereof) that is on the list of required improvements at the end of
this Chapter. This method is often undertaken to expedite the project at the request of the
applicant/developer. The developer should receive a credit representing the cost of those required
improvements, against their mathematically calculated impact fee, for any money expended on this
required improvement against any circulation projects. Should one not exist, a portion of the
ordinance addressing the issue of credits should be prepared and added to the City of Huntington
Beach Municipal Code.

The following table identifies some of the key system attributes of the Circulation System. The
attributes identify that approximately 89.4% of the total trip-miles at "build-out” are represented
by the existing community who have contributed a similar, but larger amount (96.2 %) of the cost
of the entire system. The traffic system yet to be built represents about 3.9% of the total trip-mile
supporting system when the City is fully developed. Since there is a finite amount of room for
additional major roads, traffic signals must be constructed at the intersection of major arterials.
All of this generally indicates that the City is “on target” in terms of the construction of a
circulation infrastructure. Or another way to state it is that the current drivers will generate
89.4% of the ultimate “build-out” trip-miles, have constructed about 96.2%, (in terms of cost) of
the required infrastructure. It would be appropriate to assume that the remaining 10.6% of the
traffic trip-mile generators contribute the remaining 3.9% of the infrastructure,
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[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single pagel.

Table 5-1
Comparison of Circulation System Attributes
- Infrastructure. - .. Existmg |  Futre |  ~ Totalat .
. Facter || Community | Community | Build-out -
Number of Trip-miles 3,135,213 370,__924 _ 3,506,_1_37
_ Percentage of Total || 89.4% ] . 106% |  100.0%

$26,608,410 $560,147,785

Cost of Total System || 7$533,539,375

95:2%

The Relationship Between the Need for the Facility and the Type of Development Project. There
is a reasonable relationship between the need for the proposed circulation projects and the types
of developments on which the fees would be imposed. New residents and new business owners
will utilize the community’s existing circulation system which will then require a number of street,
signal and bridge improvements to maintain the existing level-of-service (LOS) enjoyed by the
existing community. Schedule 5.1 identifies the additional traffic to be generated by new
development, by type of development. The technical volume, Trip Generation (Manual) 7th
Edition, produced by the Institute of Traffic Engineers, has been used to identify part of the nexus,
or the relationship between the type of development and the projected number of trips that
development will generate. The nexus will be based upon the combined factors of trip frequency
and trip distance.

New Trip Adjustment for Pass-by or Diverted Trips (trip frequency factors). Schedule 5.2
contains a sub-schedule that identifies adjustments to new total trip-ends. As an example, an acre
of general commercial use would be expected, on average, to generate about 381 daily trip-ends.
However, approximately 15% of those trip-ends, or about 57 trip-ends per day, are pass-by trip-
ends, in that, the trip-end is not truly an end but is actually a one in a series of stops, i.e. at
various commercial establishments, with a different location such as a residence as the final trip-
end or destination of the series of trip-ends. In order to be considered a pass-by trip, the location
of the stop must be contiguous to the generator’ route, i.e. the route that would have been used
even if the temporary stop had not been made*. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
indicates that:
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Thus when forecasted trips based upon the trip generation rates are distributed to the
adjacent streets, some reduction is made to account for those trips already there that will
be attracted to the proposed development.’

Pass-by trip-ends are fully adjusted (reduced at 100%) from the average trip-ends (per day)
generated by the eleven land uses identified in Schedules 5.2 and 5.3.

A diverted trip is similar to a pass-by trip-end in that it is an extra stop between, as an example,
a motorist’s work site and his or her residence. A diverfed trip differs slightly in that it requires
a minor deviation from the normal generator route and the temporary stop. In short, a diverted
trip-end creates a separate side trip using additional (and different) lane miles from that of the
normal route from the motorist’s place of employment and his or her home®. These trip-ends
increase the traffic volume from the generator route only for brief distances. The ITE adds that
diverted trips:

are produced from traffic volume on roadways within the vicinity of the generator (route)
and require a diversion from that roadway to another roadway with access to the site.
These roadways could include streets or freeways adjacent to the generator but without
access to the generator.’

These diverted trip-ends will be adjusted (reduced at an assumed 50 %) from the full trip-end count
for each of the land uses identified in the Chapter 2.

Again, the trip-end adjustment schedule at the bottom of Schedule 5.2 indicates the total daily trip-
ends reduced by the number of pass-by trips (at 100%) and diverted trips (at 50%). The trip pass-
by and diversion percentages were generated by a study conducted by the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG) in conjunction with various U.S. and California agencies®.

Average Trip Distances by Land Use (trip distance factors). Additionally, the same SANDAG
data schedule referenced above provides information for a trip distance factor component to the
nexus. Based upon that data, a trip to an industrial work-site has the greatest distance at 9.0 miles.
A trip to an office average 8.8 miles, a residential trip averages 7.9 miles, a trip from a hotel or
motel (once in residence) averages 7.6 miles, and an average trip to a commercial site is the
shortest at 4.3 miles. This indicates that drivers are generally willing travel further distances to
work and for treatment at medical offices than they are to shop. Both frequency (trip-ends) and
distances (average miles per trip) have been combined into the nexus by combining frequency and
distance, the two major factors of circulation master planing.

When the trip frequency and trip distance factors are combined, a 200-unit attached dwelling
residential specific plan would generate about 4,620 daily trip-miles (200 unit’s X 23.1 daily trip-
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miles per unit) and a ten-acre commercial-retail development would generate 4,955 daily trip-miles
(10 acres X 32.6 trip-miles/K.S.F. X 15,246/1,000 S.F.). Each would pay their proportionate
share of the total 370,924 newly created trip-miles expected at General Plan build-out. In the case
of the detached dwelling development, the 4,620 daily trip-miles generated by the new 200
attached dwellings represents about 1.25% of the 370,924 total new trip-miles anticipated at build-
out, thus they would be required to contribute financially to the DIF fund or construct projects on
the DIF list to an amount equal to 1.49% of the total development-related project costs. The
4,955 daily trip-miles generated by the ten acres of commnercial development represent 1.34% of
the total 370,924 new trip-miles anticipated at build-out. As a result they would be required to
contribute financially to the DIF fund or construct projects on the DIF list to an amount equal to
1.34% of the total development-related project costs.

The Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the portion of the Facility
Attributed to the Development Project. Again, the calculation of the Circulation System
Development Impact Fee is based upon the recognition that differing types of developments
generate differing numbers of trip-ends. The fee is based upon the projected number of trip-miles
generated by the proposed private development project. Circulation System Development Impact
fee receipts will be accumulated until they reach the amount necessary to construct a meaningful
project to alleviate or mitigate the demands of those new developments. Table 5-2 (summarized
from Schedule 5.2) following, identifies the General Plan Build-out based Circulation System
Impact Fee Schedule based upon the net $26,608,410 in identified capacity-increasing projects.

Table 5-2
General Plan Build-out Based Circulation System Impact Fees
|| LandUse =~ o -} ofCosts: |0 PerUnitor SF |
[— —— —— yia— — S — e —
Detached Dwelling Units $4,341,072 $2,482/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $8,794,196 $1,657/Unit
Mobile Home Units (in parks) $11,693 $1,299/Unit
Hotel/Motel Units $903,562 $1,105/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $1,024,741 $1,915/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $5,635,037 $2.331/S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $5,898,019 $1.621/S.F.
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Again, adoption of this set of proposed fees would generate the total revenue necessary to
construct a significant portion (about 93%) of the needed street, traffic signal and bridge
construction projects. The shortfall is largely due to removing new “passthrough” trips from new
development outside of the City limits from the calculation. These figures, however, need to be
compared to the existing community financial commitment demonstrated by the existing circulation
assets to identify the level of fairness in adopting this schedule of development impact fees.

Proportionality Test. Table 5-3, following (and summarized from Schedule 5.3) identifies the
assets of the existing system (at current construction and acquisition costs). The $533,539,375
consists of the existing $431.6 million in circulation plan arterial/collector streets, $96.8 million
in traffic signals and intersection improvements and $5.0 million in major bridges inventory.
There is also a $200,000 balance in the Circulation System Development Impact Fee fund balance.
When the combined $533.6 million is distributed over the existing community, using the identical
nexus factor used for distribution future costs, the existing community has contributed the
following, on average, by land use:

Table 5-3
Existing Circulation System Community
Commitment Comparison Development Impact Fees

Total Cost
Detached Dwelling Units $227,375,119 $5,888/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $141,943,317 $3,931/Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units $8,824,837 $3,080/Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units $2,804,166 $2,621/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $3,675,809 $4,544/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $70,992,504 $5.531/S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $77,923,618 $3.846/S.F.
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Of importance is that the existing community has contributed, on average, far more, (at nearly
237%) than would be required of future development to meet the General Plan build-out needs for
all users. This indicates that there is no proportionality issue as the future community is being
asked to contribute at a far lesser amount (at about 42 %) than has been contributed by the existing
community.

Alternative Cost Methodology. A more precise calculation of costs for specific types of land uses
(i.e., banks, hospitals, convalescent homes, etc.) can be determined by multiplying the average
cost per trip of $71.74 by the applicable daily trip-mile rate. An example of this calculation ¢an
be found in Schedule 5.3 at the end of the Chapter and applied to Table 5-4, on the following
page. These tables list trip-mile rates and costs for various residential, resort, industrial and
commercial developments. A fee system based on a lengthy schedule of trip-mile rates
theoretically provides greater accuracy and therefore greater equity in determining specific uses
demand on the City's circulation system, but at the same time may increase the City's
administrative costs to administer the fee. A more extensive listing of traffic generators by land
use is available in Trip Generation as published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, New
York, NY and SANDAG.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].
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Chapter 5 Circulation (Streets, Signals, and Bridges) System
Table 5-4
Detail of Circulation System Financial Commitment-based
Impact Fees for Specific Business Uses

Adjusted Average Trip—end Additional Cost per Cost per 1,000 Square
LAND USE Trip—ends Distance to Trip Trip—miles Trip—mile Feet or Dwelling Unit
RESIDENTIAL LAND USES {per Unit): .~ oo o o 0 T T T
Detached Dwelling 8.76 7.9 0.5 34.60 $71.74 $2,482.20 /Unit
Apartment 6.15 7.9 0.5 24.3 $71.74 $1,743.28 /Unit
Condominium/Townhome 5.36 7.9 0.5 21.2 $71.74 $£1,520.89 /Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling 4.57 7.9 0.5 18.1 $71.74 $1,298.49 /Umit |
RESORT/TOURIST (per Unit or Entry Door): e i o
Hotel 6.29 : . $1,714.59
All Suites Hotel 377 7.6 0.5 14.3 $71.74 $1,025.88 /Room
Motel 4.34 7.6 0.5 16.5 $71.74 $1,183.71 /Room
INDUSTRIAL (per 10O SEY: o o i o T ey e R
General Light Industrial 6.17 9.0 0.5 27.8 $71.74 $1,994.37 /KSF
Heavy Industrial 597 9.0 0.5 26.9 $71.74 $1,920.81 /KSF
Manufacturing 2.73 9.0 0.5 12.3 $71.74 $882.40 /KSF
Warchousing 4.39 2.0 0.5 19.8 $71.74 $1,420.45 /KSF
COMMERCTAL (per LOOOSE): = "0 . s e S
Office Park 7.42 8.8 0.5 32.6 $71.74 $2,338.72 /KSF
Research Park 5.01 8.8 0.5 22.0 $71.74 $1,578.28 /KSF
Business Park 9.34 8.8 0.5 41.1 $71.74 $2,948.51 /KSF
Bldg. Materials/Lumber Store 20.35 4.3 0.5 63.1 $71.74 $4,526.79 /KSF
Garden Center 23.45 4.3 0.5 50.4 $71.74 $3,615.70 /KSF
Movie Theater 247 4.3 0.5 5.3 $71.74 $380.22 /KSF
Church 592 4.3 0.5 12.7 $71.74 $911.10 /KSF
Medical-Dental Office 22.21 8.8 0.5 97.7 $71.74 $7,009.00 /KSF
General Office Building 7.16 8.8 0.5 315 $71.74 $2,250.81 /KSF
Shopping Center 30.20 4.3 0.5 6.9 $71.74 $4,655.93 /KSF
Hospital 11.42 4.3 0.5 24.6 $71.74 $1,764.80 /KSF
Discount Center 62.93 4.3 0.5 135.3 $71.74 $9,706.42 /KSF
High-Turnover Restaurant 8.90 4.3 0.5 19.1 $71.74 $1,370.23 /KSF
Convenience Market 43.57 4.3 0.5 93.7 $71.74 $6,722.04 /KSF
Walk—in Bank 13.97 4.3 0.5 30.0 $71.74 $2,152.20 /KSF
Ouhor: (not available "per KSF") -0 LT e LT CngmenEE e
Cemetary (per acre) 307 4.3 0.5 6.6 $71.74 $473.48 /Acre
Service Station/Market (avg) 107.69 4.3 0.5 231.5 $71.74 $16,607.81 /FP/Day (4)
Service Station and Car Wash 99.35 4.3 0.5 213.6 $71.74 $15,323.66 /FP/Day (4)
NOTES:
1. ADT = Average Daily Trips 3. Adjusted for Pass—by and Diverted Trips.
2. KSF = Thousand Square Feet of Gross Floor Area 4. FP/Day = per "Fuelipg Position™ per day.
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RESULTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The contribution of the existing community as evidenced in Table 5-3, Community Financial
Commitment-based Proportionality Test Fees is far greater than what is to asked of future
development (Table 5-2) the General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development Impact Fee
schedule is adequate and reasonable for adoption. It would be more than adequate for the usual
and normal application to the seven broad land-uses. as the fairest schedule of impact fees.
However, it is further recommended that there should also be the option for the engineering staff
to apply the per trip-mile fee from Schedule 5.2 multiplied by the specific use Table 5-4 or the
more extensive listing of traffic generators by land use (available in Trip Generation as published
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, New York, N.Y.) multiplied by the SANDAG land-
use trip distances.

RECAP OF RECOMMENDED (LOCAL) CIRCULATION SYSTEM, VEHICLES AND
EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES.

® Adopt Schedule 5.2. for the seven basic new land-uses including the per Daily Trip-mile rate
with standard ITE trip-end rates for the application to unusual or highly specific development
proposals.

® Adopt Table 5-4 for application on specific business uses as necessary by engineering staff, as
well as the table at the bottom of Schedule 5.2 to allow City staff to calculate specific Circulation
System DIFs, based upon ITE data not necessarily highlighted on Table 5-4.

[This space left vacant to place the Chapter Endnotes on a single page].
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CHAPTER ENDNOTES

2.For complete definitions and standards, see the City of Huntington Beach General Plan Circulation Element as
part of the Infrastructure and Community Services Chapter page III-CE-1. Further description of the components

of the Element are on page III-CE-2 and III-CE-3.
3.The normal route between a daily work-site and the residence of the motorist.

4.As an example, a motorist travels the same route from work to home daily. On some number of occasions, the
motorist stops at a market along the route to pick up some groceries. These stops at the market would be
considered pass-by trips in that they do not generate an additional trip along that route.

5.Trip Generation, Institute of Traffic Engineers, 525 School Street, SW., Ste. 410, Washington D.C. 20024-
2729, Chapter 111, Definition of Terms, Pass-by Trips, page 1-7.

6.An example of a diverted trip would be a single trip where, along the way from work, a motorists evening drive
home deviates from the normal route taken home to stop at perhaps a preferred grocery store, drop mail off at a
post office and pick up a child from piano lesson before continuing home. Each of these three stops would be
considered diverted (rips.

7.Trip Generation, Institute of Traffic Engineers, 525 School Street, SW., Ste. 410, Washington D.C. 20024-
2729, Chapter III, Definitions of Terms, Diverted Linked Trips, I-5.

8. Traffic Generators, San Diego Association of Governments, 401 B Street, Suite 300, San Diego, CA 92101,
Briet Guide to Traffic Generation Rates compiled in conjunction with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, U.S. Department of Transportation, the California Department of Transportation and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. July 1995.
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Schedule 5.1

City of Huntington Beach
2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report Constructs
Identification of Projects and Cost Allocation L That Ineréa &
Circulation (Streets, Signals and Bridges) System - Infrastructure Capacity’
‘ " Percent. | Appo
Line o0 Desgription " Dol e T | Need
ST-001 Beach Boulevard and Edinger Avenue $600,000 $150,000 | | 75.00% $450,000
ST-002 Beach Boulevard and Heil Avenue $1,000,000 $50,000 | | -95.00%] $950,000
ST-003 Beach Boulevard and Warner Avenue $400,000 $20,000 ' $380,000
8T-004 Beach Boulevard and Slater Avenue $500,000 $25,000 $475,000
ST-005 Beach Boulevard and Talbert Avenue $1,000,000 $380,000 $620,000
ST-006 Beach Boulevard and Garfield Avenue $1,000,000 $50,000 | | .95.00%) $950,000
ST-007 Beach Boulevard and Yorktown Avenue $500,000 $25,000 | {:...-95:00%, $475,000
ST-008 Pacific Coast Highway and Warner Avenue $2,000,000 $100,000 | | -'95.00061  $1,900,000
ST-009 Pacific Coast Highway and Goldenwest Street $750,000 $90,000 | |- 88.00% $660,000
ST-010 Pacific Coast Highway and Brookhurst Street $750,000 $37,500 ¢ [::95.00% $712,500
8T-011 Golden West Street and Bolsa Avenue $500,000 $25,000 { | 950095 $475,000
ST-012  Golden West Street and Slater Avenue $50,000 $2,500 | [ 7.95.00% $47,500
ST-013 Newland Street and Talbert Avenue $500,000 $25,000 | [ 95.00% $475,000
ST-014 Newland Street and Warner Avenue $30,000 $1,500 | | 95.00% $28,500
8T-015 Newland Street and Yorktown Avenue $300,000 $15,000 o $285,000
8T-016 Gothard Street and Slater Avenue $500,000 $25,000 $475,000
ST-017 Gothard Street and Talbert Avenue $264,000 $13,200 $250,800
ST-018 Ward Street and Garfield Avenue $8,800 $440 | | 96:00% $8,360
ST-019 Brookhurst Street and Adams Avenue $10,000,000 | | $500,000 | |1 95.00%|  $9,500,000
ST-020 Miscelianeous Traffic Signals/Intersection Improvements $5,000,000 || 5, $250,000 | |- 95.00%  $4,750,000
S§T-021  Public Works Maintenance Building $2,820,000 | [0 $141,000 | {105,000  $2.679,000
8T-022 Public Works Maintenance Vehicles $65,000 | | $3.250 | | 95.00% $61,750
| SUB-TOTAL ESTIMATED NEW PROJECT COSTS | $28,537,800 | [ 6.76%[  $1,929,390 | [ 93.24%] $26,608,410 |
LEss ]
Local Circulation Impact Fee Fund Bafance {$200,000) ($200,000)| - 0.00% $0
Support from Other Agencies ($260,020) ($260,020)| | . ©0.00% $0
SUB-TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS ($460,020) ($460,020)| [ 0.00% $0
| Total - Local Circulation-related Capital Project Needs | $28,077,780 | $1,469,370 | [ 94.77%| $26,608,410
Forward to Schedule 5.2
:P‘NOTES:

~!H. There are no notes.
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Schedule 5.2

City of Huntington Beach
2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report

General Plan Build—-out Needs-based Development Impact Costs (Fees})
Circulation (Streets, Signals and Bridges) System

_ Undeveloped | Daily Trip-end | al | Percentage | Average Units | ment

i s | Trip-miles [ - Gosts . Feahcre | orSquaréFoot . |
Detached Dwelling Units 295 1,749 34.60 60,515 16.31%]  $4,341,072 $14,715 5.93 32,482 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 111 5,307 23.10 122,592 33.05%] $8,794,196 $79,084 47.72 $1,657 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling U 1 9 18.10 163 0.04% $11,693 $11,693 9.00 $1,2992 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Unit 19 818 15.40 12,597 3.40%! $903,6562 $48,583 43,98 $1,105 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Unit 9 535 26.70 14,285 3.85%| $1,024,741 $110,187 57.53 $1,915 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 40 ¢ 2,417,000 32.50 78,553 21.18%| $5,635,037 $141,584 60,729 $2.331 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing 187 3,638,000 22.60 82.219 22.17% $5,898,019 $31,540 19,455 $1.621 per S.F.
B T2 370,92 00.0%]  $26,608.410 in Capital project Needs to Finish Girculation System |

f ALTERNATIVE FEE METHODLOGY 370,924 $26,608,410 $71.74 per Daily Trip-mile J

Trip-ends Adjustment Daily Percent of Diverted Diverted Percent Combined Remaining Adjusted Trip Average Trip-ends
Calculation Total Diverted Trip % Trip of Pass-by Diverted and Trip % as  |Rate, Adjustment Trip X05

Land Use Trips Trips Adjustment Percent Trips (1) Pass-by Adjustment % | % X Total Trips Length X Length

Detached Dwellings 9.57 11.0 0.50 5.5 3.0 8.5 91.50% 8.76 7.9 34.6

Attached Dwellings 6.39 11.0 0.50 5.5 3.0 8.5 91.50% 5.85 7.9 23.1

Mobile Home Units 4.99 11.0 0.50 5.5 3.0 8.5 91.50% 4.57 7.9 18.1

Hotel/Motel Lodging 5.27 38.0 0.50 19.0 4.0 23.0 77.00% 4.06 7.6 15.4

Resort Lodging 9.13 38.0 0.50 19.0 4.0 23.0 77.00% 7.03 7.6 26.7

Commercial Uses (KSF) 23.25 40.0 0.50 20.0 15.0 35.0 65.00% 15.11 4.3 325

Industrial Uses (KSF) 5.68 19.0 0.50 9.5 2.0 11.5 88.50% 5.03 8.0 226

(1) Pass-by trips adjusted at 100%.

o))
o0

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Schedule 5.3

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Community Financial Commitment or Equity-based Proportionality Test Fees
Circulation (Streets, Signals and Bridges) System

£ -:_-Drsrrrbut,rqn_

il e lnfrastrq drell of“Equity” orSe

Propose _...,andUse "Equity”: | . perActe. :_:E.ﬁ.

Detached Dwelling Units 6,436 38,616 34.60 1,336,114 42.62%| $227,375,119 $35,329 6.00 $5,888 per Unif
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805 36,108 23.10 834,095 26.60%; $141,943,317 $78,622 20.00 $3,931 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling U 205 2,865 18.10 51,857 1.65% $8,824,837 $43,132 14.00 $3,080 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Unit 33 1,070 15.40 16,478 0.53% $2,804,166 $83,957 32.04 $2 621 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 20 809 26.70 21,600 0.69%| $3,675,809 $181,971 40.05 $4,544 per Unit
Commaercial/Office Uses 842 | 12,836,000 32.50 417,170 13.31% $70,992,504 $84,324 15,246 $5.531 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing 930 | 20,261,000 22.60 457,899 14.61%| $77,923,618 $83 762 21 ,779 $3.846 per S.F.
[” ...... TOTAL ”:1(}:2:72:”' : : — T

| ALTERNATIVE FEE METHODLOGY 3,135,213 $533,539,375 | $170.18 per Daily Trip-mile |
e

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C. Fullerton, CA 92831



Chapter 6

Storm Drainage Collection System

The Existing System. The City's existing storm drainage network is composed of street gutter
facilities, inlets and a pipeline network of storm drain lines, ranging from 24" to 96" pipe"'. This
combination of improvements conveys storm water runoff to various larger lines and Flood
Control District storm channels located throughout the City leading directly into the Santa Ana
River to the north. There are also numerous small outlets which lead directly into the Pacific
Ocean. The system, with minor exceptions, functions well to remove storm water runoff and
protect developed parcels and other City infrastructure. However, as the City continues to develop
currently vacant or underutilized parcels, the existing City-owned storm drainage lines will
approach maximum capacity reducing the ability of the existing drainage lines to sufficiently and
adequately collect and remove additional runoff.

The City currently has more than 532,000 linear feet of storm drain pipe sized from 24" to 96"
creating some 5.3 million cubic feet of storm drainage capacity. The system consists of roughly
1,000 infet boxes and 2,000 junction/combination boxes®. The system also has 9,000 linear feet
of reinforced concrete box providing additional large flow capacity. The estimated replacement
value of the existing (non-local) storm drainage collection line’s system assets are approximately
$158,631,313. There are also fifteen storm drainage pump stations with a replacement value of
$45,000,000. The City has in place an existing Storm Drainage Collection System Development
Impact Fee but that fund currently has a zero fund balance.

Property-based Benefit Reasoning. Initially, separate zones was considered for each drainage
basin within the City because each area has specific capital needs for storm-water collection.
Storm-water runoff from along the northerly area of Beach Boulevard may not directly impact the
homeowner near Huntington Harbour; similarly, a 24" collection line near Adams Avenue and the
Santa Ana River required to handle runoff from the homes in that area may provide little direct
benefit to a business in the downtown area of the City. In each case, there can be some distinct
property-related areas of benefit for each drainage basin.

User-based Benefit Reasoning, the Human Element. The owners and users of all developed and
undeveloped parcels benefit, directly and indirectly, from all Citywide existing and future storm
drainage improvements. As the various systems within the greater community of the City of
Huntington Beach develop, the benefits are generally recognized as:
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1. Proposed development projects can only be approved by the City when precautions,
generally in the form of infrastructure improvements, have been made that assure
that developed and undeveloped downstream parcels will not be adversely affected
(i.e., inundated, flooded, cut off from access in and out), by storm water from the
project being proposed. The avoidance of downstream or down-zone damage from
the development of an upstream parcel may not be a major concern to a developer,
but the City must concern itself with such issues when approving private
development proposals.

2. The private development being assessed a development impact fee will receive the
same storm-water protection from other development projects upstream or up-zone
from their own developments.

3. Storm water must be adequately controlled and removed to large scale flood control
channels or creeks to assure access by public safety vehicles to all parts of the City,
regardless of which zone a call for service is in. Fire suppression and other
paramedic calls, as well as law enforcement and public works responses cannot
wait during heavy rainstorms. To the contrary, the number of emergency calls-for-
service probably increases during such storm events and the City's public safety
and maintenance units must be able to respond, fo all zones.

4. The City of Huntington Beach's citizens and business owners/employees must also
be able to travel safely in heavy rain through one storm drainage zone to another.
An adequate and sufficient storm drainage system will provide such protection.

For the above stated four reasons, RCS recommends the adoption of a single storm drainage
development impact fee to be applied Citywide. Storm runoff does recognize a boundary between
downtown and the other areas. It will leave one part of the City and pass through another to reach
its southwest ultimate location, the Pacific Ocean.

Demand Upon Infrastructure Created by the Development of Underdeveloped or Undeveloped
Parcels. The construction of flood control and storm drainage facilities is essential to the

preservation of private property, public streets, curbs and other facilities. The county or a
regional level of government is generally responsible for flood control’, and cities are generally
responsible for storm drainage. The building of new homes and businesses on presently
undeveloped land will increase the amount of runoff and thus accelerate the need for additional
storm drainage facilities to handle increased runoff from these developing areas. As vacant and
underdeveloped parcels are developed and pervious surfaces are replaced with impervious rooftop,
parking lots, driveways, pools, and sidewalks, greater amounts of the rainfall runs off of the
developed parcel. The amount of the runoff varies with differing types of development (i.e., land-
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use) and the varying amounts are referred to as the runoff coefficients. Approximately 0.775 (or
77.5%) of rainfall that falls on a parcel developed with detached dwelling residences, exits that
developed parcel. The rate for attached dwelling residences runoff is little much higher at 0.810
(81.0%). Most business uses such as a hotel/motel, resort, retail/office and industrial have a
runoff coefficient of between 0.875 and 87.5% with industrial acres to 0.950 or 95%. Clearly,
water runoff increases when a vacant property is developed with impervious roof-top, sidewalks
and driveways/parking lots. The cumulative effects of additional runoff must be managed with
the appropriate capital facilities to move the water and, in some cases such as during heavy
downpours, detain the storm water prior to releasing it slowly into the downstream storm drain.
The costs of the new storm drainage will be distributed by the coefficients of drainage, i.e., the
percentage of property that will end up with impervious coverage such as asphalt or cement-based
concrete drives or parking lots, rooftop, pools and any other hard surface that do not allow any
absorption into the soil.

The Purpose of the Fee. The purpose of the development impact fee is to collect fair share
contributions from the various land-uses to finance the proportional acquisition of additional storm
drainage system improvements needed to collect that additional storm water runoff from the that
same proposed development. The cost of extending the same level of storm drainage protection
to the newly developing homes and businesses as 1s provided to the existing community, (that has
largely paid for the existing system), can be calculated, an impact fee imposed and collected. The
impact fee revenues can then be used to expand the storm drainage facilities necessary to extend
the existing level-of-services. The City’s Storm Drainage Plan identifies a total of $207,494,225
in storm drainage collection system capacity-increasing projects required to fully complete the
City’s General Plan build-out network of pipes, small channels and detention ponds. This cost
cannot be mitigated by Storm Drainage System Development Impact Fee fund balance.

The Use of the Fee. The construction of storm drainage collection facilities in the City of
Huntington Beach is essential to the preservation of private property, and the millions of dollars
invested in public streets, curbs, parks and other public facilities. The building of new residences
and businesses on presently undeveloped (or underdeveloped) land will require the installation of
additional storm drainage collection lines and inlets to handle the ever increasing runoff from this
same new development. This Chapter reviews the costs of expanding the storm drainage
collection system facilities needed to accommodate the drainage generated by future development.

The revenues raised from a properly calculated and supported Storm Drainage Collection System
Development Impact Fee would be limited to capital(ized) costs related to that growth. The fees
would be used to construct additional or parallel storm drainage lines (to increase the drainage
capacity of the system). Conversely, the Storm Drainage Impact Fee receipts would not be used
to repair, replace or rehabilitate any existing storm drainage lines with adequate capacity.
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The Relationship Between the Need for The Public Facilities and the Type of Development

Project. There is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facilities and the types
of developments on which the fees are imposed. New residents and businesses utilize and impact
the community’s existing stormn drainage system which requires various storm drainage
improvements. Upon the identification of the costs of storm drainage facilities, generated by future
development, costs must be further distributed for each of the land uses (i.e., commercial and
residential uses) based on their estimated storm runoff. Detached and attached residential dwelling
development provides the most landscape percentage per parcel and thus the greatest percolation
and conversely the least runoff of storm-water. As such, these land uses should not bear the same
cost as Commercial/Office or Industrial use developments, both of which generally will have
lesser landscape area (or stated another way, have a higher percentage of impervious area) and
therefore generate a higher amount of storm water runoff.

Schedule 6.1 contains the list of storm water projects identified * as necessary to control the storm
water runoff resulting from the creation of an impervious surface by future development and also
continue to protect the existing developed community. The list consists of hundreds of smalil
projects in six storm drainage zones estimated to cost $207,494,050. For this Report, costs were
distributed between land uses on established runoff coefficients. Table 6-1 is the listing of these
runoff coefficients employed in this Report.’

Table 6-1
Storm Drainage Runoff Coefficients
(@ a 2"/hour rainfall)

| Coetcientof

,__._.,___ﬂ_.___&.__R‘ELQ.ff__
Detached Dwelling Units 0.775
Attached Dwelling Units 0.810
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 0.800
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 0.900
Resort L.odging Units 0.875
Commercial/Office Uses 0.960
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses 0.950

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 73



Chapter 6 Storm Drainage Collection System

Since this development impact fee category is an acre-based calculation, (as opposed to the number
of units built on an acre), it is determined by applying a drainage factor to the type of land use
zone. Differences result between what the City’s development rules allows (for the General Plan
Build-out Need-based Impact Fee) and what has actually been approved in the past (for the
Community Financial Commitment or Proportionality Test) can significantly skew the resulting
figures. As, an example, the City anticipates future approval of 5,307 attached dwelling units at
roughly 48 units per acre density. However, the 36,108 existing attached dwelling units generate
an average density of closer to 20 to 25 units per acre. Assuming a storm drainage impact fee
of $5,000 per acre, each existing unit would have an equity share of about $200, ($5,000 per acre
+25 units per acre = $200/unit) while the future units would be assessed about $100, ($5,000 per
acre + 48 units per acre = $104/unit).

Schedule 6.1 identifies the six storm drainage zones and the projects necessary to provide flood
protection and insure the ability to traverse the City during a heavy storm. The project costs total
$207,494,050 without any mitigation by Development Impact Fee fund balance.

Table 6-2, following, indicates that the 8,303.18 acres of acre-runoff factor created by the
currently developed community represents about 92.7 %of the total acre-runoff factor that can be
expected at General Plan build-out.

Table 6-2
Comparison of Storm Drainage System Attributes

Infrastructure  PBxistng | Fumure .|  Totalat =

S0 Factor - o | Community - | Community |  Build-out
Total R_un_off Acre Factor |I __8_,303.18 & 5_57.85_ ______8,861.03

- Percentage of Total g%l 63% | 7 100.0%

$207,494,050 | $411,175,363
S s05% 1 100.0%

At the same time the currently developed community’s investment in the existing storm drainage
system, at $203,631,313 is a lesser proportion at about 49.5% of the cost of the total system at
projected General Plan build-out. Conversely that means that the current vacant and
underdeveloped parcels will generate the remaining 6.3 % of the demand expected at General Plan
build-out but would, if allocated ali of the remaining storm drainage projects would need to
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finance the remaining 50.5% of the total General Plan cost of the system at a guaranteed
preventive (and assuredly illegal) development impact fee of about $370,000 per acre. This
clearly indicates that the City’s storm drainage collection system has not been constructed
proportionally and ratably with the amount of storm runoff generated by the development in the
City to date. Stated slightly differently, with 92.7% of the City’s acreage developed, the storm
drainage system should also be close to 92.7 %developed. However, such is not the case. Such
a statement can be said of virtually all of Southern California’s cities. The most likely reason is
that the storm drainage system, without an exclusive revenue source, must compete with other far
more needed (or desired) capital projects within the City’s limited General Fund. As an example,
a $1.0 million dollar signal modification that eliminates significant traffic delays daily, would
more likely be funded as compared to a $1.0 million storm drainage project that benefits the
community during a few hours of the few rainiest days of the year.

A fair cost allocation would be to recognize that future additional drainage represents
approximately 6.3 % of the total at General Plan build-out thus should be allocated roughly 6.3%
of the total cost of the remaining projects. Table 6-3, following, indicates the impact fee amounts
that would need to be imposed to pay for the cost of completing the portion of the system’s
collection pipes and channels identified by staff to be financed with impact fees. It would be
reasonable to expect future development to finance its proportional share of the identified storm
drainage needs without violating the proportionality rule as has been done with other development
impact fees in this report.

Table 6-3
General Plan Build-out Needs Storm Drainage Facilities Impact Fees
- Alt_loéat.ibn___-'_-_ o _f'___‘éost ] Total Cost

| (_)_fProj'_é_:ct-': | Distribution. ;| Per-Unitor SF.
Detached Dwelling Units $5,354,096 $18,149 $3,061/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $2,109,274 $18,968 $397/Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units $18,735 $18,735 $2,082/Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units $392,020 $18,149 $479/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $190,624 $20,497 $356/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $838,839 $21,076 $0.347/S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $4,160,238 $22.,247 $1.144/S.F.
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The Relationship Between the Use of the Fee and the Type of Development Paying the Fee. There
is a reasonable relationship between the fees’ use and the types of projects on which the fees are
imposed. The Storm Drainage Collection System Development Impact Fees that are imposed and
collected will be used to mitigate the storm water runoff generated by the various types of
development. If the development is a commercial/office or industrial/manufacturing property
generating a significant amount of runoff, the fee collected will be proportionally higher and will
be enough to construct the required additions to the storm drainage system downstream from this
development.

From time to time the City may require an applicant of a private project to construct an
improvement (or portion thereof) that is on the list of required improvements at the end of this
Chapter. This is often done to expedite the project for the applicant/developer. The developer
should receive a credit for any monecy expended on this required improvement against their
calculated storm drainage collection system impact fee. An ordinance clearly addressing the issue
of credits should be prepared and added to the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Code should
one not fully exist at this time.

The Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the Portion of the Facility
Attributed to the Development Project. Each new development, or demand increasing

redevelopment, would finance a proportional amount of the expansion of the City’s storm drainage
collection system. Similar to the previous findings, the relationship is based upon the projected
amount of storm water to be collected, contained and safely transported to flood control channels
or rivers as a proportion of the entire amount of storm water to be so conveyed. The downstream
collection lines (lines further down from the proposed project but prior the outfall into a river or
flood control channel) need to be sized to handle all of the storm-water collected upstream. Storm-
water that is collected in one location accumulates with feeder lines along the way and thus the
downstream system must be built increasingly larger (at increasing higher material and
construction costs) the further it gets away from its source.

Table 6-4 distributes the total existing community financial commitment (or equity value) of the
existing system, at $203,631,313, consisting of the actual storm drainage pipe, channels and
detention basins. Please note that the resulting development impact cost, by land use, is in terms
of units such as residential dwellings or commercial/office and industrial/manufacturing square
feet of building pad (including multiple floors).

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page].
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Chapter 6 Storin Drainage Collection System

Table 6-4
Distribution of Current Equity-based Commitment in
Storm Drainage System Collection (or Proportionality Verification)

L e o = System : TotalCost :
Land Use | Bauity per | Per Unit or SF
A ik - Acre LT
Detached Dwelling Units $122,325,402 $19,006 $3,168/Unit
Attached Dwelling Units $35,863,547 $19,865 $993/Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units $4,013,573 $19,617 $1,401/Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units $737,145 $22.070 $689/Unit
Resort Lodging Units $433,735 $21,472 $536/Unit
Commercial/Office Uses $18,583,394 $22,073 $1.448/S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses $21,674,517 $23,298 $1.070/S.F.

Of note is the fact that Table 6-4 summarizing Schedule 6.3, the investment "investment" (albeit
General Plan proportionally deficient) of the current community is slightly greater, (at about 8%)
of the previously exhibited General Plan Build-out Needs-based fees identified in Table 6-3
summarizing Schedule 6.2. Based upon these proportional facts, the adoption of the General Plan
Build-out Needs-based fees identified in Schedule 6.2 and summarized in Table 6-3, would be
reasonable and equitable.

RESULTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The adoption of Schedule 6.2 at the end of this chapter, as summarized in Table 6-3 and based
upon as the Storm Drainage Collection System Development Impact Fees would generate
approximately $13.0 million in capital revenues with which to construct a portion of the
remaining $207.4 million in the storm drainage infrastructure required to complete the system.
The City should adopt both the per unit fees, i.e., the dwelling unit fees and the square foot
business construction square foot fees and the per acre figures under the column heading titled
Cost Distribution per Acre on Schedule 6.2. The former is for application to projects that include
a building creating new demand for all infrastructure and the latter for projects merely creating
additional runoff (e.g. a parking structure).
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Chapter 6 Storm Drainage Collection System

RECAP OF RECOMMENDED STORM DRAINAGE COLLECTION SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES.

® Adopt Schedule 6.2. for the seven basic new land-uses, and;

® Adopt the Schedule 6.2, “Cost per Acre” column for construction of parking lots and other
private construction causing additional runoff but few other impacts.

CHAPTER ENDNOTES

1. Storm drainage pipe below the size of 21" is almost exclusively used for “local” or tract storm water collection
and is thus not included in the equity calculation. In Huntington Beach this amounts to an additional 80,100 linear
foot of reinforced concrete pipe that is 18" to 21" and considered to be “local” in nature and thus not included in
this calculation.

2. Roughly assumes inlet boxes constructed at 425 linear foot intervals, combination boxes at 750 foot intervals and
Jjunction boxes at 300 linear foot intervals.

3. Projects of major importance generally involving the control of large quantities of flood water (over 500 C.F.S.)
through numerous cities and unincorporated areas.

4. The projects individual scope and cost estimates have been provided by the City’s comntractual engineering firm
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Engineers and Scientists, Irvine, CA 92612-1311.

5. San Bernardino County Hydrology Mamual, Williamson and Schmidt, Civil Engineers, Irvine, California,
August, 1986, Runoff Index Number 56.
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Schedule 6.1

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report - Gonstruction Need:
Identification of Projects and Cost Allocation - Bupported b 2
Starm Drainage Collection System .. Other Respurges - - Infrastructire €apac
Peroent | Agporti
___________ - Need
$23,728,000 $22,234,085 6.30%  $1,493,915 |
SD-002 Coastal and Bolsa Chica Wetlands Region (SD Region #2) $21,527,000 $20,171,660 6.30% $1,365,340
SD-003 Slater Channel Region (SD Region #3) $34,236,000 $32,080,501 6.30% $2,155,499
SD-004 Wintersburg Channet Region (SD Region #4) $28,749,000 0% $26,938,963 6.30% $1,810,037
SD-005 Bolsa Chica Channel & Harbour Region (SD Region #5) $98,549,000 | [198,70% $92,344,355 6.30% %6,204,645
SD-006 Public Works Maintenance Building $705,050 | 0% 70%) $660,660 6.30% $44,390
L SUB-TOTAL ESTIMATED NEW PROJECT COSTS | $207,494,050 | | '93.70% $194,430,225 | | 6.30%|  $13,063,825 |
LESS: Existing Storm Drainage Impact Fee Fund Balance | $0 50 0.00% $0
Other Revenue Sources $0 $0 0.00% $0
SUB-TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS | $0 ) [ $0 0.00% $0
[ Total - Storm Drainage Collection System Capital Project Needs | $207,494,050 | 6.30%  $13,063,825
Forward to Schedule 6.2

NOTES:
There are no notes.

~J
\D
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Schedule 6.2

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
General Plan Build-out Needs-based Development impact Costs {Fees)
Storm Drainage Collection System

T F’ercentage e
. S ige | of Additional | Expans

ProposedLandUse ..~ | fo o\ Service Calls | Cosi

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 295.00 1,749 0.775 40.98% $5,354,096 $18,149 5.93 $3,061 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 111.20 5,307 0.810 16.15% $2,109,274 $18,968 47.72 $397 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.00 9 0.800 0.14% $18,735 518,735 9.00 $2,082 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 18.60 818 0.900 3.00% $392,020 $21,076 43.98 $479 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 9.30 535 0.875 1.46% $190,624 $20,457 57.53 $356 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 39.80 | 2,417,000 0.200 6.42% $838,839 $21.076 60,729 $0.347 per S.F.
industrial/Manufaciuring Use 187.00 | 3,638,000 0.950 31.85% $4,160,238 $22,247 19,455 $1.144 per S.F.
[ TOTAL|  eele0| Sl 557.85 | . 100.00%| $13,063:825 in Total Storm Drainage Capital Needs to Finish System . - |

o0
<o
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Schedule 6.3

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Community Financial Commitment or Equily-based Proportionality Test Fees
Storm Drainage Collection System

e REEI e '”’P'-”'-":?.‘:fi:_ ::_:..: -
TR DI s % e e Wrastructure | of "1 OF Tent pe

Proposed.LandUse . -7 i s -gff ) Senvice Galls EQUIY™ : _-_Feet/Acre -.-oquuareFoar

Detached Dwelling Units (1) |  6,436.00 38,616 0.775 4,987.90 60.07%)| $122,325,402 $19,006 6.00 $3,168 per Unit
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.40 36,108 0.810 1,462.37 17.61%)| $35,863,547 $19,865 20.00 $993 per Unit
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 204.60 2,865 0.800 163.68 1.97%  $4,013,5673 $19,617 14.00 31,401 per Unit
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 33.40 1,070 0.900 30.06 0.36%) $737,145 $22,070 32.04 $689 per Unit
Resort Lodging Units 20.20 809 0.875 17.68 0.21% $433,735 $21,472 40.05 $536 per Unit
Commercial/Office Uses 841.90 {12,836,000 0.900 757.71 9.13%| $18,583,394 $22,073 15,246 $1.448 per S.F.
Industrial/Manufacturing Use| 930.30 |20,261,000 0.950 883.78 10.64%)| $21,674,517 $23,298 21,779 $1.070 per S.F.

Cini i UTOTALY 10,271.80 | T 0007 05 6 ATE i Tota Bty i e e Enveremmant Assets

o0
[u—Y
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Chapter 7

Public Library Facilities and Collection

The Existing System. The City’s library system consists of five library facilities providing a total
of 127,400 square feet. When the 127,400 square feet of the library building space is divided by
the City’s residential population of 190,377', a space standard of 0.669 square feet/resident is
established, (127,400 square feet of library space + 190,377 residents). The City’s library
operations also house an extensive inventory of 410,594 collection items contained within the five
libraries. When the 410,594 collection items are divided by the City’s residential service
population of 190,377%, a collection item standard of 2.157 library collection items/resident is
established, (410,594 collection item’s + 190,377 residents).

Demand Upon Infrastructure Created by the Development of Underdeveloped or Undeveloped
Parcels. Stated simply, the 127,400 square feet of library facilities utilized by the City will

accommodate only a finite number of collection items and residents/patrons. Additional residential
development will increase the demand on the existing square feet of library pad and the existing
collection items.

The Purpose of the Fee. The purpose of the fee is to enable the City to collect a fee that would
allow the City to construct additional square feet that would ensure that the City’s existing and new
residents would have adequate and sufficient access to and enjoyment of the library space and
collection. The calculation in Table 7-1, following, establishes the City’s existing de-facto library
standards.

[This space left vacant to place the following table on a single page]
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Chapter 7

Public Library Facilities and Collection

Table 7-1
Calculation of Existing City
Library Facilities/Collection Items Standard

Library . Collection
Facility S.F. Items
Banning Library 2,400 27,637
Central Library 115,000 314,921
Graham Library 1,200 14,920
Main Street Library 4,500 30,429
Oak View Library 4,300 22,687
Total Library Resources 127,400 410,594
Current Residential Population 190,377 190,377
Existing Standard/Resident 0.669 2.157

Table 7-2, following, indicates that the remaining residential dwelling development and typical
number of residents per type of residential dwelling will generate a need for 11,443 additional
square feet in order to maintain the existing library facility standard of 0.669 square feet per
PErsoIL.

Table 7-2
Square Feet Required to Maintain Existing Facility Standard

Residential Number |Persons per | Resident

Land-Use of Units Dwelling Yield
Detached Dwellings Units 1,749 3.053 5,095
Attached Dwellings Units 5,307 2.257 11,978
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 9 1.660 16
Additional Residential Population to be Served 17,089
Square Foot per Person Existing Standard 0.669
Square Feet Required to Maintain Existing Standard 11,433
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Chapter 7 Public Library Facilities and Collection

The library system also has a collection of 410,594 collection items® generating a collection
standard of 2.157 collection items per resident within the system (410,594 collection item’s
+190,377 persons). Table 6-3, following, indicates the additional number of residents to be
served and the number of collection items required to maintain the existing standard. The City will
need to acquire roughly 36,861 collection items to maintain the existing 2.028 collection items per
person in light of the additional 17,089 additional Huntington Beach residents expected at General
Plan build-out.

Table 7-3
Collection items Required to Maintain Existing Standard

Residential Number (Persons per | Resident

Land-Use of Units Dwelling Yield
Detached Dwellings 1,749 2.913 5,095
Attached Dwellings 7,207 2.257 11,978
Mobile Home Dwellings 9 1.822 16
Additional City Population to be Served 17,089
Collection Items per Person Existing Standard 2.157
Collection Items Required to Maintain Existing Standard 36,861

The Use of the Fee. The fee, if adopted, would be imposed, collected, and, as needed (and
desired), expended on expansion of the amount of iibrary facility space in the two libraries and
the number of collection items in the system’s collection. The library staff has indicated that the
proceeds of any Library development impact fee would be used to expand the Banning Library
from its 2,400 square feet to approximately 12,500 square feet and expansion of the existing 4,500
square feet Main Street Branch Libraries into the remaining 4,804 square feet (for a total of 9,304
square feet) in the same building after the current tenant chooses to move elsewhere. Collection
items would be expanded in proportion with the population increase, most likely into the additional
proposed library space.

The Relationship Between the Need for the Fee and the Type of Development Project. The
development of any acreage zoned for residential uses, increases the demand on the finite amount
of library space and collection items. Thus, those residential land uses that generate higher
numbers of residents (i.e., detached dwelling) will be charged a proportionally higher amount.
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Chapter 7 Public Library Facilities and Collection

There is no information available demonstrating a substantive link between library use and local
businesses. Library use is primarily by residents as opposed to business persons.

The Relationship Between the Use of the Fee and the Type of Development Paying the Fee.
Additional square feet will be constructed with the DIFs collected from residential development
and additional collection items will be added to the existing collection. If not adopted and used
to expand the City’s existing Library standards’ the ievel of service will decrease by about 8.3%
to 0.620 square feet and 1.98 collection items per resident at General Plan build-out. The Library
DIFs, if adopted, imposed and collected, cannot be used for any other purpose than their stated
use of maintaining the existing library standards.

The Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the Portion of the Facility
Attributed to the Development Project. The cost of acquiring land for additional library space
and construction is about $520.63 per square foot*, (per Schedule 6.1). The 127,400 square feet
of library space, when divided by the 190,377 existing potential patrons create a standard of 0.669
square feet of library space per City resident. The standard of 0.669 square foot standard
multiplied by the $520.63 per square foot of pad cost of library construction results in a charge
of $348.30 per additional City resident. Table 7-4 following, demonstrates this.

Table 7-4
Establishment of the Library Facilities Standard
and Cost per Person to Maintain the Standard

Library Facilities Owned Square Feet 127,400
Current City Service Population 190,377
Square Feet per Resident Standard 0.669
Cost of Library Building Construction per Square Foor | $520.63
Square Feet per Resident Standard 0.669
Cost per Additional Resident $348.30

The cost of acquiring additional collection items, called the accession process’, (per Schedule 6.1)
is estimated by the Library staff to cost roughly $25.00 per collection item. The 410,594
collection items, when divided by the City’s 190,377 population create a standard of 2.028
collection items per City resident. The standard of 2.157 collection item standard multiplied by
the $25.00 per collection item results in a cost of $53.93 per additional City resident, in order to
maintain the existing standard. Table 7-5 following, demonstrates this.
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Publiic Library Facilities and Collection

Table 7-5

Establishment of the Library Collection Standard
and Cost per Person to Maintain the Standard

Collection Items per Resident Standard

Library Collection Items 410,594
Current City Service Population 190,377
2.157

s Ty AR -

Cost of Library Collection per Collection it

$25.00

em
Collection Items per Resident Standard 2.157
Cost per Additional Resident $53.93

Resulting Impact Costs. The combined cost per new resident is $402.23, consisting of $348.30
for 0.669 square feet of library space and $53.93 for 2.157 additional collection items. Table 7-6,
following, indicates the amount required for pro-rata expansion of the library space per Schedule
7.1. If adopted and imposed on the remaining development, it would collect enough to acquire
land for and construct an additional 11,432 square feet of public library space and an additional

36,861 coliection items.

Table 7-6
Summary of Library Space and Collection Impact Costs
T e .Rés-i'c:.l_:ent's | Cost per - '. _Impact Cost
Land Use . & per Dwelling (. Resident i . Per Unit
Detached Dwelling Units 2.913 $402.23 | $1,172/Dwelling
Attached Dwelling Units 2.257 $402.23 $908/Dwelling
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.822 $402.23 $733/Dwelling
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Chapter 7 Public Library Facilities and Collection

RECOMMENDED DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

® Adopt Schedule 7.1 which contains the recommended City Library Facilities and Collection
(item) Development Impact Fees and is summarized in Table7-6.

® Establish a General Plan square foot standard for Library Facilities square feet per resident and
a standard for Collection Items per resident.

Chapter Endnotes

1. Based upon the 2011 State of California Department of Finance City population estimate of 190,377.
2. The current population of 190,377 establishes the existing standard.

3. A collection item is generally a book but can also be a CD, magazine subscription, video tape or some other
like item with a similar cost and accession cost.

4. Based upon the construction cost of a 30,000 square foot library constructed in Highland, CA at a cost of
$11,500,000 and increased by the Engineering News Record construction cost index increase of 14.95% over the
01/06 construction date (or $441.63 per square foot) and land acquisition at a cost of $20 per square foot of land
with a FAR (floor area ratio) of (.20 requiring five square feet of land per square foot of building pad. 06/2010
ENR- CCI = 8805 divided by the 01/06 ENR - CCI of 7660 = 14.95 percent increase.

5. The accession process includes: needs research, ordering, receipt, preparation, entering it into the computer and
actual placement on the shelves.
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Schedule 7.1
City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report

Public Library Facilities and Collection

Library Library

Space Collection
Banning Library 2,400 27,637
Central Library 115,000 314,921
Graham Library 1,200 14,920
Main Street Library 4,500 30,429
Qak View Library 4,300 22,687

[ Existing Square Feet of Library Space

| Existing Library Collection ltems

|Calcuiation of Existing Standards:

Current Population (Residents)

190,377

190,377

S.F. of Library Space/Resident

Collection ltems/Resident

|Library Construction/Square Foot 06/2010

$440.83

Land Acquisition at $20.00/S.F. and 0.25 FAR.

$80.00

Land Acquisition and Construction per Square Foot

Cost per Collection Item

Cost per Square Foot or Collection ltem

$520.63

$25.00

Existing City Library Standard(s)

0.669

2157

Cost of Space per Resident

$348.30

Cost of Collection Item per Resident 53.
Type of Density Library Library Total
Residential per Dwelling Space Collection Library
Dwelling Unit Unit Component | Component | Impact FeeJ
Detached Dwelling Unit 2.913 $1,015 $157 $1,172
Attached Dwelling Unit 2257 | | $786 $122 $908
Mobile Home Dwelling Unit 1.822 $635 $98 $733
88
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Chapter 8

Community Use Facilities

The Existing System. The City has a number of facilities dedicated for Community Use. The
existing 118,020 square feet of Community Use Facilities are identified in Table 8-1, following.

Table 8-1
Inventory of Existing Community Use Facilities

r Community Use Facility Square Feet \
Beach Public Service Center 2,561
City Gymnasium and Pool Facility 23,600
Edison Community Center 11,065

Harbor View Clubhouse 2,203
Huntington Beach Municipal Art Center 11,092
Huntington Beach Youth Shelter 5,600
Junior Lifeguard Headquarters 5,922
Lake Park Clubhouse | 3,000
Lake View Clubhouse _ 2,000
LeBard Clubhouse 1,000
Murdy Community Center 11,000
Newland Barn 6,000
Newland House Museum 2,750
Oak View Community Center 10,000
Rodgers Senior Center 14,000
Seniors Outreach Center 2,700

Shipley Nature Center Interpretive Building 1,863

Terry Park Comununity Center 1,664 I
‘ Total Community Use Facilities Square Feet 118,020

v— A p— ——— e T

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact I'ee Calculation Report 89



Chapter 8 Community Use Facilities

This category of facilities differs from general facilities which are facilities generally used by the
City staff in the commission of their government tasks and duties on behalf of the community’s
many residents and businesses. Community Use Facilities are typically made available to
community groups for social, community and educational group uses.

Based upon an existing City population of approximately 190,377, as identified in Schedule 8.1,
the City’s 118,020 square feet designated for use as Community Use facilities create a standard
of 0.620 square feet per resident. While there is no nationally recommended standard for
Community Use facilities, RCS staff typically finds that most cities have an actual standard
ranging anywhere from 0.300 to a 1.000 square foot per person standard'. While the City’s
overall standard of 0.619 square feet per person compares well with other municipal agencies, the
offerings of the combined facilities may not provide the City with the most desired configuration
of space for the many differing needs of the community. As a result, the City may desire to either
expand one of the existing community centers or construct additional such facilities to obtain the
additional space to accommodate the growing public needs for social, recreational, educational and
cultural needs of residents of varying ages and interests that will result from the anticipated seven
thousand additional residential dwelling units expected at General Plan Build-out. Table 8-2,
following, demonstrates the calculation of the existing Community Use Fucilities square foot
standard:

Table 8-2
Establishment of the Community Use Facilities Square Foot Standard
and Cost per Person to Maintain Said Standard

City-owned Community Use Facilities Square Feet 118,020
Current City Service Population 190,377
Square Foot per Resident 0.620
""" Cost of Community Use Facilities Construction (S.F) | $480.00

Cost per Additional Resident $297.60

Table 8-3, following, indicates the additional number of residents to be served and the number of
square feet of additional Community Use space required to maintain the existing standard of 0.620
square feet per resident.
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Chapter 8 Community Use Facilities
Table 8-3
Square Feet Required to Maintain Existing Standard

Residential Number |Persons per | Density

Land-Use of Units Dwelling Yield
Detached Dwelling Units 1,749 2.913 5,095
Attached Dwelling Units 5,307 2.257 11,978
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 9 1.822 16
Maximum Additional Population to be Served 17,089
Square Foot per Person Existing Standard 0.620
Square Feet Required to Maintain Existing Standard 10,595

Demand Upon Infrastructure Created by the Development of Under or Undeveloped Parcels.
Simply stated, additional residential dwelling units will increase of the population placing demands
upon the existing community centers. The construction of a detached dwelling will house, on
average 2.913 potential new potential community center facilities users. The addition of a new
attached dwelling will create 2.257 potential new users. The addition of mobile home dwelling
units in park-like settings, although unlikely, would generate approximately 1.822 residents per
dwelling unit.

The Purpose of the Fee. The purpose of the fee is to determine the cost of proportionally
expanding the community center to meet the added demands created by the construction of
additional residential dwelling units and imposing it in order to maintain the current standard.

The Use of the Fee. The fee, if adopted, would be imposed, collected, and spent on the
construction of additional Community Use Facilities space that accommodates additional City of
Huntington Beach residents, but would not be used on the rehabilitation of any existing Community
Use facility.

The Relationship Between the Need for the Fee and the Type of Development Project. Different
types of residential dwellings generally have differing densities of people dwelling in them.
Census data indicates the following occupancy statistics for the City:

2.913 Persons Per Unit
2.257 Persons Per Unit
1.822 Persons Per Unit

Detached Dwelling Units
Attached Dwelling Units . . . ........... ... ......
Mobile Home Dwelling Units
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Chapter 8 Communiry Use Facilities

The Relationship Between the Use of the Fee and the Type of Development Paying the Fee. The
fee will be used to expand the amount of community center square feet in proportions consistent

with the average persons per dwelling unit.  Community Use Facilities would be
expanded/constructed in the following amounts, following, by type of residential dwelling:

Detached Dwelling Unit . ... ...... 2.913 Persons Per Unit x 0.620 Square Feet = 1.806 Square Feet
Attached Dwelling Unit .. ........ 2.257 Persons Per Unit x 0.620 Square Feet = 1,399 Square Feet
Mobile Home Dwelling Unit . ... ... 1.822 Persons Per Unit x 0.620 Square Feet = 1.130 Square Feet

The Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the Portion of the Facility
Attributed to the Development Project. The cost of adding 0.620 square feet of building space

per person is roughly $297.60 based upon a $480.00 per square foot land acquisition and
construction cost. A detached dwelling unit with 2.913 persons requires 1.806 square feet of
Community Use facilities’ space at $480.00/square foot for a total cost of $867.00 (or 2.913
additional residents multiplied by the $297.60 cost per resident, rounded). An attached dwelling
unit requires 1.399 square feet of community use meeting space at a cost of $672.00 (1.399 square
feet X $480.00 per square foot, rounded).

Resulting Development Impact Fee Schedule. Table 8-4, following, indicates the proposed
Community Use Facilities Development Impact Fee Schedule.

Table 8-4
Summary of Community Use Facilities Development Impact Fee
T D R | Impact Fee
“Residential Land Use ~ Per Unit-
Detached Dwelling Units $867
Attached Dwelling Units $672
Mobile Home Dwelling Units $542

[This space left vacant to place the Chapter Recommendations and Endnotes on a single page].
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RECAP OF RECOMMENDED COMMUNITY USE FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT
IMPACT FEES.

® Adopt Schedule 8.1 for the three basic residential land-uses.

® Establish a General Plan square foot standard for Community Use Facilities.

CHAPTER ENDNOTES
1. RCS is not recommending any particular size of Community Use facility. That is a matter for the Council and
community to decide and set a General Plan standard. However, it appears from visual experience that any facility
smaller than 3,500 square foot in size tends (o have little flexibility and may not meet the needs of the community.
Regardless of desired size, the development impact fee is based upon the actual standard created by the existing
118,020 square feet of Community Use facilities and the existing population of 190,377. Any higher standard
could be construed as unreasonable to the development community and those purchasing the new homes.
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Schedule 8.1

City of Huntington Beach
2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Community Use Facilities

Building
Size

Beach Public Service Center 2,561
City Gymnasium and Pool Facility 23,600
Edison Community Center 11,065
Harbor View Clubhouse 2,203
Huntington Beach Municipal Art Center 11,092
Huntington Beach Youth Shelter 5,600
Junior Lifeguard Headquarters 5,922
Lake Park Clubhouse 3,000
Lake View Clubhouse 2,000
Lebard Clubhouse 1,000
Murdy Community Center 11,000
Newland Barn 6,000
Newland House Museum 2,750
Qak View Community Center 10,000
Rodgers Seniors Center 14,000
Seniors Outreach Center 2,700
Shipley Nature Center Interpretive Building 1,863
Terry Park Community Center 1,664
|Existing City—owned Public Use Facilities Square Feet 118,020 ]
[Current Population 190,377 |
{Square Foot per Resident Standard 0.620 |
Average Construction Cost per Square Foot (1) & (2) $400.00
Land Cost @ $20.00/S.F. and 0.25 Floor Area Ratio $80.00
| Total Cost for one Square Foot of Public Use Space $480.00 |
Total Cost for one Square Foot of Public Use Space $480.00
Square Foot per Resident Standard 0.620
Cost per New Resident $297.80
[ Residents Proposed
Type of Dwelling Unit per Unit Impact Fee

Detached Dwelling Units 2.913 $867

Attached Dwelling Units 2.257 $672

Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.822 $542

Notes:

(1) Includes, grading, design, permits, engineering, inspection and furnishings.
(2) Assuming a Floor Area Ratio of 25%, so four times as much land is required as pad.

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.I..C.

Fullerton, CA 92831



Chapter 9

Park Land Acquisition and
Park Facilities Development (including Open Space)

This Chapter summarizes the City's existing inventory of parks and identifies the ratio of park land
per resident allowable under the Quimby Act (§66477 of the Government Code') for residential
developments involving the subdivision of land and AB1600 (§66000) for the construction of
residential developments not involving the subdivision of land. The existing per capita standard
is then utilized to calculate the park dedication requirement for future residential development.

EXISTING PARKS AND RECREATION SYSTEM

Open space notwithstanding, intensive parks and recreational facilities constitute one of the City
of City of Huntington Beach's greatest needs both with respect to facilities for current residents
and future citizens. The provision of a well-planned park system, with a variation in the size and
nature of facilities offered, is an important amenity to residents of any city, the City of City of
Huntington Beach included. A mixture of passive and active uses and facilities and programs
which appeal to a broad spectrum of potential park and trail users are considered optimal in most
urban cities. The City currently has at its disposal (and within general control) some 999.09 acres
of park, beach and specialty uses for use by the City’s many residents. However, not all of these
acres are owned by the City, many are leased or owned by other agencies made available to the
City via a joint use agreements with the various school districts or are S.C.E. right-of-way.

'The current acres dedicated to park use (and owned or under long-term control by the City) can
reasonably well serve the City’s current needs. However if the number of owned park acres
remains static at 778.41 acres, the City may not be able to continue to meet recreational demands
in light the probable 9.0% increase in the City’s population. At an attempt to achieve a high level
of fairness, the City’s owned park acreage will be used as the standard for calculating the park
standard and the development impact fee schedule. The figure is a Government Code statute-based
calculation and thus does not include other park opportunities in the area such as Harriet Weider
Regional Park, which while clearly serving the City residents, are not City-facilities and thus
cannot be programmed by the City. The City has a General Plan standard target of 5.0 acres per
1,000 acres per residents and the calculation of target does include the park acres of other agencies
{i.e. the regional park and state-owned beach land) within the calculation of that General Plan
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Chapter 9 Park Land Acauisition and Park Facilities Development

target. That is completely acceptable for General Plan issues, and the City does meet that General
Plan standard.

Future residential development, by increasing the City's population, will impact the City's park
system by requiring additional athletic fields and adequate space for various athletic activities.
Given the magnitude of growth projected in this and other reports, the challenge facing the City
will be to provide new facilitics and park land to serve the recreational needs of these new
residents. Without additional park land acquisition and development of currently owned but
underutilized park land during the remaining period of private residential development, the City's
parks will become overcrowded and overused, with the ultimate result becoming a negative
experience for park users.

Existing Park L.and and Open Space Land. Currently, the City owns (or has long-tern control of)
approximately 778.41 acres of traditional park land, about 87.9%(683.9 acres) of it, developed.
The entire list of parks and their acreage is identified on Schedule 9.1 at the conclusion of this
Chapter with a summary by type in Table 9-1. Central Park is the largest developed park,
representing just under a half of the park system acreage and provides the greatest variety of sports
and passive uses.

Table 9-1
Current Park Total Inventory

Community/Sports Parks 546.82 470.81
Other (beaches, etc) 268.48 177.86

Total Acres (Owned) 999.09 778.41

City Park Standard. Table 9-2, following, is a comparison of the acreage of parks to the City of
Huntington Beach's current population and indicates that the City presently possesses a total
standard of 5.248 acres of park land per 1,000 residents, (999.09 park acres + [190,377 resident’s
<+ 1,000], rounded). However as stated previously, the owned acreage will be used to calculate
the standard and resulting impact fee. The City presently owns 778.41 acres and thus possesses
an owned standard of 4.089 acres of owned park land per 1,000 residents, (778.41 owned park
acre’s + [190,377 resident’s + 1,000], rounded). This is above the benchmark of 3.0 acres per
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Chapter 9 Park Land Acquisition and Park Facilities Development

1,000 persons contained in Section 66477 of the California Government Code relating to
dedication of parks.

Table 9-2
Calculation of Actual City-owned and Developed Park Acres Standard

Current Park Acres 999.09 778.41
Current City Population 190,377 190,377
Population Stated in Thousands _ 190.377 19(.)_.377
Park Acres per 1,000 Population l_—' 5.248 |t 4.089

The Quimby Act, to be discussed later, allows a minimum standard of 3.0 acres per thousand
resident’s even ifthe City has not attained that standard. However, the park acres owned standard
for the City of Huntington Beach, at 4,089 acres per 1,000 resident’s, exceeds that minimum
standard and thus the Quimby allowable minimum standard of 3.0 acres per 1,000 new residents
is irrelevant and the 4.089 acres/1,000 resident’s standard will be used for Park Land Acquisition
and Park Facilities Development. Though not particularly relevant’® to the City of Huntington
Beach, the Quimby Act has a cap on land dedications required as a part of the subdivision of land
of 5.0 acres per thousand (Government Code §66447 (a)(2).

Planned Improvements. In addition to the ongoing improvement of the remaining 115.85 acres®
available for increased residential development, the City will need to acquire 70.5 additional park
acres, per Table 9-3, and develop these new parks to serve the additional 17,089 residents
anticipated to live in City of Huntington Beach at General Plan build-out.

[This space left vacant to place the following tabe on a single page]

Huntington Beach 201]1-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 97



Chapter 9 Park Land Acquisition and Park Facilities Development

Table 9-3
Calculation of Required
Park Acres per Allowable Standard

Future Added Population 17,089
Population Stated in Thousands 17.089
Allowable City of Huntington Beach Park Standard 4.128
Parks Acres Required to Maintain Standard 70.5

The 70.5 acres could be constructed in any of the following configurations:

Mini or “Pocket” Parks - This type is the smallest of the park type designations, usually an acre
or less. Mini parks are generally not planned due to higher maintenance costs. They are usually
the result of the acquisition of an unusual parcel oftentimes with historical or community
significance. Tarbox, Booster, Trinidad or Baily Parks are good examples of this category.

Local or Neighborhood Parks - These parks are generally 3.0 to six acres and serve local (walk-
in distance) users. Not surprisingly, the City has a number of these parks, roughly forty-nine at
an average of about 3.5 acres in size. Neighborhood Parks, per the category title, are intended to
serve walk-in populations nearby the park and typically are not highly programmed with City-run
activities.

Community - These parks, to be functional, are usually closer to ten acres or larger and are
designed to meet the needs of the entire community. These needs include youth and adult sports
organizations, clubs or associations and large scale community events such as 4® of July
celebrations or festivals. Langenbeck, Baca, Bartlett, Carr and Gisler Parks are good examples
of a broad-based use community park.

Sport Parks - These park, again as titled, are highly infrastructure-developed to meet the active
sports needs of both youth and adults. Edison and Greer Parks are good examples of the City’s
sports parks.

The proposed park improvements that could be contained within the roughly 65 needed acres and
the existing standard (Table 9-2) are consistent with the City's Park and Recreation Element of the
General Plan. The City’s 3.785 acres per 1,000 population standard speaks reasonably well for
the City as a three-acre per 1,000 population standard is the common minimum, but frequently
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Chapter 9 Park Land Acquisition and Park Facilities Development

unmet, target of municipalities and recreation and park special districts throughout California. City
staff has plans and has identified parcels that would assist help reach the 5.0 acres per 1,000
standard at General Plan build-out.

CALCULATION OF PARK DEDICATION STANDARD

Unlike the other facilities discussed in this Report, the California Government Code contains
specific enabling legislation for the acquisition and development of community and neighborhood
parks by a City. This legislation, codified as Section 66477 of the Government Code and known
commonly as the "Quimby Act,” establishes criteria for charging new development for park
facilities based on specific park standards. This Report will recommend the adoption of Quimby-
style park fees over an AB 1600-style development impact fee for developments requiring the
subdivision of land and an AB 1600 fee for non subdivided land.

Allowable Park Standard As stated earlier, under Section 66477 of the Government Code, the
City may charge new residential development based on a standard of 3.0 acres per 1,000
population if the City does not presently possess a ratio of 3.0 acres per 1,000 for the existing
population. The Government Code also enables a city to charge development based on a standard
higher than 3.0 acres (to a maximum of 5.0 acres) if the City currently exceeds the minimum
benchmark ratio of 3.0 acres per 1,000 persons. Schedule 9.1 indicates that the City exceeds that
minimum standard (with 3.785 acres/1,000 residents) and may then impose a fee in order to
maintain that standard.

The law states that "if the amount of existing neighborhood and community park area ... exceeds
the [3 acres of park area per 1,000 person] limit ... the legislative body may adopt the calculated
amount as a higher standard not to exceed 5 acres per 1,000 persons.”* Park fees may be required
by the City provided that the City meets certain conditions including:

® The amount and location of land to be dedicated or the fees to be paid shall bear a
reasonable relationship to the use of the park by the future inhabitants of the subdivision.

® The legislative body has adopted a general plan containing a recreational element, and the
park and recreational facilities are in accordance with definite principles and standards
contained therein.

® The city ... shall develop a schedule specifying how, when, and where it will use the land
or fees, or both, to develop park or recreational facilities ... Any fees collected under the
ordinance shall be committed within five years after the payment of such fees.

Once a per capita standard for parks is determined, the cost of residential development's impact
on the City's park system can then be computed as follows:
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Park-land Acquisition Costs. Land costs will vary significantly from one park to another. The
park land to be acquired must be suitable for park construction and is somewhat conservatively
estimated at approximately $871,200 per acre (or $20.00/square foot) which has been used in the
park development impact fee calculation, as a default park development impact fee for ordinary
residential dwelling development. This is consistent with the cost of recent development for
detached dwelling development in the more northerly areas of the City of Huntington Beach area.
However, the use of this $20.00 per square foot figure could be criticized if a developer can show
that the cost of the residential land they are developing is currently valued at less than the
$871,200/acre figure. Conversely the City should retain the ability to increase this impact fee in
areas where the cost of land exceeds the $20.00 per square foot figure. The fee recommendation
at the end of the Chapter will recognize this need for flexibility.

Park Development Costs, Park development costs are based upon the very recent construction of
Schedule 9.3, a current schedule of common park costs and typical improvements by type of park.
Schedule 9.2 identifies the three types parks’ that the City will likely construct over General Plan
build-out® and the costs of the types and numbers of improvements generally included in each.’
Community Use Facilities were not included in the cost calculation (see Chapter 8)Table 9-4,
following and summarized from Schedule 9.2, identifies the factors in the average costs to develop
an acre of park land for the three types, based on figures which are consistent with the probable
improvements and costs to build similar parks incurred by other communities. For cost estimate
purposes, roughly forty-five acres of Central Park has been identified as higher cost sports park
acres with the remainder as Community Park. Sixty acres of beach land has been categorized as
neighborhood park due to the nature of the more limited improvement costs. The table also
indicates the three major types of parks. The existing 834.06 developed park acres® cost the City
an estimated $258,698,242 construct as parks for an average construction cost of $310.168 per
acre. :

Table 9-4
Average Park Construction Cost per Acre

Type Park Cost/ Average
of Acres Acre Construction
Park Cost

Neighborhood/Mini Park 271.01) $223,441| $60,559,816
Community Park 229.15] $289,206| $66,292,242
Sports/Regional Park 333.90[ $394,884{ $131,851,622
Total Cost | =i+ | o .| $258,698,242
Total Acres 834.06
Cost/Acre (rounded) $310,168
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The $310,168/acre is then increased by 15% to $356,693 to account for the park architectural
costs and 24 % to $442,299/acre to account for project administration, plan check, engineering,
inspection and materials testing costs. Lastly, the $422,299 per acre figure is increased by 15%
to $508,644 for a typical park project contingency. Schedule 9.2 shows this in numeric detail.
Scheduie 9.3 shows the average park construction cost by type of park.

Average Park Acquisition and Development Cost per Capita. The combined park acquisition and
development cost is $1,379,846 per acre ($871,200/acre for acquisition and $508,644 per acre for

development). If the City were to charge development for the maximum allowable amount of park
acreage as allowed in the Quimby Act and as recommended here, then the City would need to
acquire 4.128 acres of new park land for every potential 1,000 new residents to the City. The
4,128 acres of land acquisition and development per 1,000 persons would be $5,832,415 or about
$5,832.42 per new resident. Table 9-5 and Schedule 9.1 calculates the cost, per type of residential
dwelling, to develop 4.089 acres, which represents the required park land cost for 1,000 persons.

Table 9-5
Summary of Quimby Park/AB1600 Development Impact Fees for
Residential Dwelling Construction

T P .P.él'__S.OI:l'S.p:(’_:I% -:F'ee;_per N Iinp_éct:ﬁe_c.__::
Residential Land Use || . Dwelling. | ~ Resident. | - Per Unit-
Detached Dwelling Units 2.913 $5,832.42 $16,990
Attached Dwelling Units 2.257 $5,832.42 $13,164
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.822 $5,83'2.42 $10,627

The development impact fees for residential detached dwelling development involving the
subdivision of land, as identified in Table 9-5, should be adopted under the auspices of the
Quimby Act. The development impact fees for residential dwelling units not requiring the
subdivision of a parcel, will need to be adopted as an AB 1600-supported development impact fee.

BUSINESS USE PARK OPEN SPACE IMPACT FEE COMPONENT

Open Space Fees for Business Uses. Imagine a community without any (or very little) park or
open space. There a small number of such communities in the greater Los Angeles area. All
private development benefits from the acquisition of land that is never developed, and exists, at

Huntington Beach 2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation Report 101



Chapter 9 Park Land Acquisition and Park Facilities Development

a minimum, as a buffer from all other businesses. Schedule 9.4 identifies the cost for park land
(as open space) for the business type land-uses. Again, the City owns 778.4 acres of park space
which at a minimum acts as open space for all land uses. There are 10,271.8 acres of privately
held developed land within the City’s limits. As a result there is 0.0758 acres of park/open space
for each developed privately held acre. The 0.0758 acres of open space per privately held acre
is the recommended standard to be applied to the development of vacant parcels zoned for the
business uses of commercial and resort lodging, commercial/office and industrial/manufacturing
uses, The open space land acquisition cost will be limited to the $20.00 per square foot (or
$871,200 per acre) acquisition cost only based upon the argument that business use benefit largely
from the open space component and do not require the benefits of developed parks. The cost to
acquire that 0.0578 acre of park land would be $16,605. Again the cost is limited to only open
space land acquisition, but does not include the development component of that land as a park.
That will fall to the developers of residentially zoned land that will generate park users (residents).
Business acres benefit from the parks as open areas that make the City a desirable location for that
business.

The $300,000 per acre of development will be divided by the varying units from the three
differing types of business uses in Table 9-6. Schedule 4.5 is summarized in Table 4-9 on the
following page.

Table 9-6
Cost Calculation for Business Uses

iy L O S Unitsor | Cost/Acre | Costper
Residential Land Use | S.Fper | ofOpen | KeyedRoom -
R : L b L Acre ~Space: - | or Square Foot
Commercial Lodging Unit 36 $16,505 $458
Resort Lodging Unit 46 $16,505 $359
Commercial/Office Square Feet 17,300 $16,505 $0.954
Industrial Square Feet 21,390 $16,505 $0.772

Note: A lodging unit is defined as keyed room.

Land Acquisition Cost Adjustment Challenge. As mentioned previously, the use of $871,200/acre
as the default park land acquisition cost is based upon the assumption that parks acreage would
likely be close in proximity and thus similar in cost to residential land value of the private project
the park is intended to serve. However, if the developer or contractor of a home can provide
evidence (acceptable to the City), in the form of a recent purchase agreement or appraisal of the
property they will be developing that the current land value is worth less than the $871,200/acre
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(or a $20.00/square foot), the development impact fee could be adjusted accordingly by placing
the actual cost of land acquisition into the Schedule 9.1 calculation. Again, if the City wishes to
adopt such an adjustment, the terms under which the challenge may be made and proved should
be included in the Development Impact Fee Ordinance. Similarly, if a development is closer to the
beach area and land costs are higher, the City should be able to impose a park development impact
fee consistent with the local land acquisition costs. Schedule 9.1 shows this calculation.

RECAP OF RECOMMENDED PARK LAND ACQUISITION AND PARK FACILITIES
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES.

® Schedule 9.1 contains the maximum Park L.and Acquisition and Park Facilities Development
Impact Fees to be imposed upon residential development based upon the facts presented in this
Chapter for default or standard residential developments.

® Schedule 9.4 contains the maximum Park/Open Space Land Acquisition Impact Fees to be
imposed upon business development based upon the facts presented in this Chapter.

CHAPTER ENDNOTES

1. Adoption of a Quimby Act fee requires a Park “plan”.

2. The figure has relevance for municipalities that have large tracts of land available for subdivisions in the
thousands or more.

3. The Quimby Act does allow use of revenues raised by the adoption of a Quimby Act Park Impact Fee to be used
for rehabilitation of existing parks.

4. California Govermment Code, Title 7, Division 2, Section 66477 (b).

5. Totaling the roughly 64.7 acres of park land acquisition and development that could be expected to be financed
by imposing the proposed development impact fees over General Plan build-out.

6. Mini parks are not included in the mix as they are very costly to construct on a per acre cost and generally are
expensive maintenance factors. Mini parks are rarely planned for but generally occur as a result of a land
donation or as the recognition of a historical site.

7. Community Use facilities are not included in the cost calculations and they have been removed and placed
separately in Chapter 8.

8.Based upon the 1,006.58 acres of parkland available, less the 45.01 acre Weider County Regional Park and the
127.51 un-improved park acres of City Parks.
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Schedule 9.1
City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report

Park Quimby Fee for Dwellings on a Sub-divided Parcel, and;
AB1600 Fee for Dwelling on Non-subdivided Parcels

< | ['CityOwned | | Developed -
U Parkland | | Parkland -
Arevelos Park 2.58 0.00 2.58
Baca Park 14.35 14.35 14.35
Bailey Park 0.59 0.59 0.59
Banning/Magnolia Park 1.18 1.18 0.00
Bartlett Park 27.73 27.73 2.00
Bauer Park 2.04 2.04 2.04
Beach, City-owned 60.20 60.20 60.20
Beach, City-leased 90.62 0.00 90.62
Bluff Top Park 19.66 19.66 12.66
Bolsa View Park 270 2.70 2.70
Booster Park 0.85 0.85 0.85
Burke Park 2.50 2.50 2.50
Bushard Park 2.38 2.38 2.38
Carr Park 10.72 10.72 10.72
Circle View Park 2.31 0.00 2.31
Clegg-Stacey Park 2.80 0.00 2.80
College View Park 2.70 0.00 2,70
Conrad Park 2.71 2.71 2.71
City Gym/Pool Site 0.50 0.50 0.50
Davenport Beach 0.46 0.46 0.46
Discovery Well Park 6.60 6.60 6.60
Brew Park 2,28 2.28 2.28
Eader Park 2,68 2.68 2.68
Edison Community Park 39.69 28.97 39.69
Farquhar Park 3.52 3.52 3.52
Finley Park 0.56 0.56 0.56
Franklin Park 1.52 0.00 1.52
French Park 0.33 0.33 0.33
Gibbs Park 6.83 6.83 6.83
Gisler Park 11.67 1.17 11.67
Glen View Park 3.02 0.00 3.02
Golden View Park 2.81 0.00 2.81
Green Park 4.04 4.04 4.04
Greer Park 10.44 10.44 10.44
Harbour View Park 4.02 0.00 4.02
Haven View Park 2.95 0.00 2.95
Hawes Park 2.68 0.00 2.68
Helme Park 2.02 2.02 2.02
Hope View Park 3.61 0.00 3.61
Humbolt Beach Park 0.48 0.48 (.48
Huntington Central Park 343.24 343.24 253.24
Irby Park 10.91 10.91 2.91
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Schedule 9.1

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Deveiopment Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report

Park Quimby Fee for Dwellings on a Sub-divided Parcel, and,
AB1600 Fee for Dwelling on Non-subdivided Parcels

©“Park . | | CityOwned | | Developed -

_Size: . | | Parkland | | Parkland
Lake Park 4.75 0.00 4.75
Lake View Park 2.18 216 2.16
Lamb Park 2.60 2.60 0.00
Lambert Park , 3.50 3.50 3.50
Langenbeck Park - 17.02 924 17.02
Lark View Park 3.65 0.00 3.65
LeBard Park 4,99 3.01 4.99
Manning Park 2.46 2.46 2.46
Marina Park 9.34 9.34 9.34
Marine View Park 2.98 0.00 2.96
McCallen Park 5.84 5.84 5.84
Meadowlark Golf Course 98.00 98.00 98.00
Moffett Park 2.38 2.38 2.38
Murdy Park 16.04 16.04 16.04
Newland Park 2.94 2.94 2.94
Oak View Center Park 1.31 0.00 1.31
Weider Regional (County—owned) 45.01 0.00 23.01
Pattinson Park 3.51 3.51 3.51
Perry Park 1.88 1.88 1.88
Pleasant View Park 2.17 0.00 217
Prince Park 0.22 0.22 0.22
Robinwood Park 1.41 0.00 1.41
Rodgers Senior Center Site 2.01 2.01 2.01
Schroeder Park 2.37 £.00 2.37
Seabridge Park 3.91 3.91 3.91
Seeley Park 3.37 3.37 3.37
Sowers Park 2.65 2.65 2.65
Sun View Park 2.45 0.00 2.45
Talbert Park 5.44 5.44 5.44
Tarbox Park 0.44 0.44 0.44
Terry Park 4.81 4,81 4.81
Triangle Park 1.11 1.11 1.11
Trinidad Park 0.75 0.75 0.75
Wardlow Park 8.36 8.36 8.36
Wieder Park 4.80 4.80 4.80
Worthy Community Park 7.00 7.00 7.00
Total Acres (Owned/Developed) 999.09 778.41 849.58

Current Population 190,377 190,377 120,377

Population/1,000 190.38 190.38 1920.38

Current Standard 5.248 4.089 4.463
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Schedule 9.1
City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calcutation and Nexus Report
Park Quimby Fee for Dwellings on a Sub-divided Parcel, and;
AB1600 Fee for Dwelling on Non-subdivided Parcels

[ Cost X Standard |
[ Population Served by Standard |
Cost per Resident |
- Occupants/:
co-Pwelling
Detached Dwelling Units 2.913
Attached Dwelling Units 2.257
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 1.822

“Park | [ CityOwned | [ Developed -
. Size | | Parkland | | - Parkland
Acres/1,000 Population Standard 5.248 4,089 4.483
Quimby Maximum Allowable 5.000 4.089 4.483
Acquisition Cost per Acre (1)
Construction Cost per Acre (2) $508,644

[ 53,562,337 | [ 52,270,078 ] [ Total Fes _

L

1,000.0 | |

1,000.0 | | - Per Person

| $3,562.34 | [ $2,270.08 | | $5,832.42 |

~tand |} Pak || Llandand
- Acquistion: .| ' Development | | Development.
$10,377 $6,613 $16,990
$8,040 $5,124 $13,164
$6,491 $4,136 $10,627

1. Current estimate of $20.00 per acre acquisition cost for land consistent with park use.

2. See Schedule 9.3 for typical park amenity construction cost details.

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Schedule 9.2

City of Huntington Beach

Park Site Inventory Improvement Cost

Residential Park Development Impact Fee
Calculation of Average Park Acre Construction Cost

Average Cost| | - Total Cost.
perAcre | | forPark |
Prince Park $223,441 | $49,157
French Park 0.33 $223,441 $73,736
Tarbox Park 0.44 $223,441 $98,314
Davenport Beach 0.46 $223,441 $102,783
Humbolt Beach Park 0.48 $223,441 $107,252
City Gym/Pool Site 0.50 $223,441 $111,721
Finley Park 0.56 $223,441 $125,127
Bailey Park 0.59 $223,441 $131,830
Trinidad Park 0.75 $223,441 $167,581
Booster Park 0.85 $223,441 $189,925
Triangle Park 1.11 $223,441 $248,020
Banning/Magnolia Park 0.00 $223,441 $0
Qak View Center Park 1.31 $223,441 $292,708
Robinwood Park 1.41 $223,441 $315,052
Franklin Park 1.52 $223,441 $339,631
Perry Park 1.88 $223,441 $420,070
Rodgers Senior Center Site 2.01 $223,441 $449,117
Helme Park 2.02 $223,441 $451,351
Bauer Park 2.04 $223,441 $455,820
Lake View Park 216 $223,441 $482,633
Pleasant View Park 217 $223,441 $484,868
Drew Park 2.28 $223,441 $509,446
Circle View Park 2.31 $223,441 $516,149
Schroeder Park 2.37 $223,441 $529,556
Bushard Park 2.38 $223,441 $531,790
Moffett Park - 2.38 $223.441 $531,790
Sun View Park 2.45 $223,441 $547.,431
Manning Park 2.46 $223,441 $549,665
Burke Park 2.50 $223,441 $558,603
Arevelos Park 2.58 $223,441 $576,478
Lamb Park 0.00 $223,441 $0
Sowers Park 2.65 $223,441 $592,119
Eader Park 2.68 $223,441 $598,823
Hawes Park 2.68 $223,441 $598,823
Bolsa View Park 2.70 $223,441 $603,291
College View Park 2.70 $223,441 $603,291
Conrad Park 2.71 $223,441 $605,526
Clegg-Stacey Park 2.80 $223,441 $625,636
Golden View Park 2.81 $223,441 $627,870
Newland Park 2.94 $223,441 $656,917
Haven View Park 2.95 $223,441 $659,152
Marine View Park 2.96 $223,441 $661,386
Glen View Park 3.02 $223,441 $674,793
Seeley Park 3.37 $223,441 $752,997 107
Lambert Park 3.80 | | $223,441 $782,044
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Schedule 9.2

City of Huntington Beach
Park Site Inventory Improvement Cost
Residential Park Development impact Fee

Calculation of Average Park Acre Construction Cost

st| | TotalCost

Acre | | forPark i
Pattinson Park $223,441 | $784,279
Farquhar Park 3.52 $223,441 $786,513
Hope View Park 3.61 $223,441 $806,623
Lark View Park 3.65 $223,441 $815,561
Seabridge Park 3.91 $223,441 $873,655
Harbour View Park 4.02 $223.441 $898,234
Green Park 4.04 $223,441 $902,703
Lake Park 475 $223,441 $1,061,346
Wieder Park 4.80 $223,441 $1,072,518
Terry Park 4.81 $223,441 $1,074,752
LeBard Park 4.99 $223.441 $1,114,972
Talbert Park 5.44 $223,441 $1,215,520
McCallen Park 5.84 $223,441 $1,304,897
Discovery Well Park 6.60 $223,441 $1,474,712
Gibbs Park 6.83 $223,441 $1,526,104
Wardlow Park 8.36 $223,441 $1,867,969
Marina Park 9.34 $223,441 $2,086,941
Meadowlark Golf Course 98.00 $223,441 $21,897,243
Carr Park 10.72 $289,296 $3,101,256
Irby Park 2,91 $289,296 $841,852
Gisler Park 11.67 $289,296 $3,376,088
Baca Park 14.35 $289,296 $4,151,402
Langenbeck Park 17.02 $289,296 $4,923,823
Bluff Top Park 19.66 $289,296 $5,687,5656
Bartlett Park 2.00 $289,296 $578,593
Beach, City-leased 90.62 $289,296 $26,216,029
Beach, City—-owned 60.20 $289,296 $17,415,636
Worthy Park 7.00 $394,884 $2,764,185
Greer park 10.44 $394,884 $4,122,584
Murdy Park 16.04 $394.884 $6,333,932
Edison Park 47.18 $394,884 $18,630,607

Huntington Central Park N 253.24 $394,884 $100,000,314 |
Total | 834.06 | $258,698,680
Total Park Acres 834.06
Average Construction Cost/Acre $310,168

Community Input, Design, Engineering 115.00%
Sub-total Park Construction Cost $356,693

Project Administation, Soils<Materials Testing, etc. 124.00%
Sub-total Park Construction Cost $442,299

Contingency 115.00%
Total Park Construction Cost $508,644

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Schedule 9.3
City of Huntington Beach

Development Impact Fee Calculation Report
Park Improvement Cost Estimates, by Type of Park

[ Unit Cost, Installed | |

5 Acre Neighborhood | 120 Acre Community. Park |

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.

Pub Imps, Road/curb, gutter, etc. $200 Linear Foot 1,040 $208,000 2,704 $540,800
Lg Pk Grading/!rrigation/Turf $37,500 Acre 0 $0 15 $562,500
Sm Pk Grading/Irrigation/Turf $42,750 Acre 5 $213,750 0 $0
Plant Material:

Trees-5, 24 gallon box/acre $149 Each 60 $8,940 225 $33,625

Trees-15, 15 gallonfacre $290 Each 30 $8,700 75 $21,750

Shrubs~10, five galion $30 Each 40 $1,200 150 $4,500

Shrubs-30, one gallon $8 Each 120 $960 450 $3,600
Play apparatus

Curbing, 450’ per large $41.30 Linear Foot 0 $0 450 $18,585

Curbing, 225’ per small $41.30 Linear Foot 225 $9,203 225 $9,293

Play equipment - large $123,750 Lot 0 $0 1 $123,750

Play equipment — medium $99,000 Lot 1 $99,000 0 $0

Play equipment ~ small $67,500 Lot 0 $0 2 $135,000

Sand/Other Surfacing $5,775 Lot 1 $5,775 3 $17,325
Buildings:

Restroom - Small $132,000 Each 1 $132,000 1 $132,000

Restroom - Large $181,500 Each 0 $0 1 $181,500

Equipment storage facility $99,000 Each 0 $0 0 $0

Combined Restroom/Concession | $297,000 Each 0 $0 1 $297,000
Parking Lot

4" A.C. W/6” Rock base $8.30 Square foot 12,000 $99,600 40,000 $332,000

V-gutter $13.20 Linear Foot 300 $3,960 800 $10,560

Drain Inlet $990 Each 1 $990 2 $1,980

Drain Inlet connector $330 Each 1 $330 2 $660

Storm drain line $19.80 Linear Foot 300 $5,940 200 $3,960

Drive approach $2,970 Each 1 $2,970 4 $11,880

Perimeter curbing $16.50 Linear Foot 490 $8,085 800 $13,200

Striping $0.50 Linear Foot 400 5200 1,300 $650

Lighting $2,970 Each 2 $5,940 18 $53,460

Lot signage $330 Lot 1 $330 3 $990

Entrance $4,950 Lot 1 $4,950 3 $14,850
Curb and Gutter $15.27 Linear Foot 3,780 $57,721 3,232 $49,353
Storm Drainage Facilities

Inlets $1,320 Each 2 $2,640 4 $5,280

Connections $2,145 Each 2 $4,290 4 $8,580

Lateral (io arterial) $82.50 Linear Foot 45 $3,713 80 $6.600
Sewer Facilities

Connection to arterial $4,125 Lot 1 $4,125 1 $4,125

Line in street $107.30 Linear Foot 29 $3,112 80 $8,584

Line in park $24.80 Linear Foot 125 $3,100 1,500 $37,200

109

Fullerton, CA 92831




Schedule 9.3
City of Huntington Beach

Development Impact Fee Calculation Report
Park Improvement Cost Estimates, by Type of Park

[ Unit Cost; Installed | [ 5 Acre Neighborhood | [20 Acre Community Park
Fire Hydrant $4,950 Each 1 $4,950 6 $29,700
Street Lights
Standards $2,475 Each 3 $7,425 20 $49,500
Duct work/wiring $1,568 Each 3 $4,704 12 518,816
Water Facilities
3” metered service $4,125 Each 1 $4,125 1 $4,125
Backflow device $4,125 Each 1 $4,125 1 $4,125
Line in street $19.80 Linear Foot 1,320 $26,136 120 $2,376
Water fountains $1,155 Each 1 $1,155 8 $9,240
Fountain lines in park $19.80 Linear Foot 200 $3,960 1,000 $19.800
Benches/Tables
Tables, cement pads $2,475 Each 4 $9,900 60 $148,500
Individual grills $825 Each 2 $1,650 30 $24,750
Benches, cement pads $908 Each 4 $3,632 30 327,240
Bleachers $5,775 Each 0 $0 0 $0
Large Covered Picnic Area (lot) $123,750 Each 0 $0 2 $247,500
Individual Covered Picnic Pad $24,750 Each 1 $24,750 10 $247,500
User Electrical Service park 316,500 Each 0 $0 1 $16,500
Electrical Service per Area $2,063 Each 1 $2,063 6 $12,378
Game Courts 30 $0
Baskethall Courts $66,000 Each 1.0 $66,000 1 $66,000
Basketball Court Lighting $57,750 Each 0 30 0] $0
Fenced Tennis Courts $99,000 Each 0 $0 2 $128,000
Tennis Court Lighting $57,750 Each 0 $0 0 $0
Baseball Field - Competitive $82,500 Each 0 $0 0 $0
Ballfield Lighting $412,500 Per two fields 0 $0 0 $0
Baseball Field — Recreational $24,750 Each 1 $24,750 6 $148,500
Pedestrian Watkway
5’ Wide $22.28 Linear Foot 500 $11,140 2,000 $44,560
6" Wide $28.88 Linear Foot 100 $2,888 500 $14,440
9’ Wide $37.13 Linear Foot 100 $3,713 500 $18,565
Miscellaneous Flatwork $6.20 Linear Foot 500 $3,100 8,500 $52,700
Small Park Signage $4,538 Lot 1 $4,538 0 $0
Large Park Signage $24,750 Lot 0 $0 1 $24,750
Bike Rack/Pad $2,890 Each 1 $2,890 6 $17,340
Natural Element Improvement (Lake, e} $825,000 Each 0 $0 ¢ $0
Small Concrete Stage $41,250 Each 0 $0 0 $0
Small Ampitheater stage only, graded | $82,500 Each 0 $0 0 $0
Large Ampitheater with bowl $247,500 Each 0 $0 1 $247,500
Total Cost 1,117,206 $4,339,444
Total Acres 5 15
Average Cost per Acre - $223,441 $289,296

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Schedule 9.3
City of Huntington Beach

Development Impact Fee Calculation Report
Park Improvement Cost Estimates, by Type of Park

|- UnitCost; Installed - | | 20 Acre Sports Park |
Pub Imps, Road/curb, gutter, etc. $200 Linear Foot 2,704 $540,800
Lg Pk Grading/Irrigation/Turf $37.500 Acre 20 $750,000
Sm Pk Grading/lrrigation/Turf $42,750 Acre 0 80
Plant Materiak:
Trees-5, 24 gallon box/acre $149 Each 150 $22,350
Trees-15, 15 galion/acre $290 Each 50 $14,500
Shrubs-~10, five gallon $30 Each 100 $3,000
Shrubs-30, one gallon $8 Each 300 $2,400
Play apparatus
Curbing, 450’ per large $41.30 Linear Foot 450 $18,585
Curbing, 225" per small $41.30 Linear Foot 225 $9,293
Play equipment - large $123,750 Lot 0 $0
Play equipment - medium $99,000 Lot 1 $99,000
Play equipment - small $67,500 Lot 2 $135,000
Sand/Cther Surfacing $5.775 Lot 3 $17,325
Buildings:
Restroom - Small $132,000 Each 1 $132,000
Restroom - Large $181,500 Each 1 $181,500
Equipment storage facility 899,000 Each 1 $99,000
Combined Restroom/Concession | $297,000 Each 2 $594,000
Parking Lot
4% A.C. W/6" Rock base $8.30 Square foot 40,000 $332,000
V-guiter $13.20 Linear Foot 800 510,560
Drain Inlet $990 Each 2 $1,980
Drain Inlet connector $330 Each 2 $660
Storm drain line $19.80 Linear Foot 200 33,960
Drive gpproach $2,970 Each 4 $11,880
Perimeter curbing $16.50 Linear Foot 800 $13,200
Striping $0.50 Linear Foot 1,300 $650
Lighting $2,970 Each 18 $53,460
Lot signage $330 Lot 3 $990
Entrance $4,950 Lot 3 $14,850
Curb and Guiter $15.27 Linear Foot 1,664 $25,409
Storm Drainage Facilities
Inlets $1,320 Each 4 $5,280
Connections $2,145 Each 4 $8,580
Lateral {to arterial) $82,50 Linear Foot 80 $6,600
Sewer Facilities
Connection to arterial $4,125 Lot 1 $4,125
Line in street $107.30 Linear Foot 80 $8,584
Line in park $24.80 Linear Foot 1,500 $37,200

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Schedule 9.3
City of Huntington Beach

Development Impact Fee Calculation Report

Park Improvement Cost Estimates, by Type of Park

[ UnitCost, Installed | [720 Acre Sports Park |

Fire Hydrant $4.950 Each 1 $4,950
Street Lights
Standards $2,475 Each 20 $49,500
Duct work/wiring 81,568 Each 5 $7,840
Water Facilities
3" metered service $4,125 Each 1 $4,125
Backflow device $4,125 Each 1 $4,125
Line in street $19.80 Linear Foot 120 $2,376
Water fountains $1,155 Each 8 $9,240
Fountain lines in park $19.80 Linear Foot 1,000 $19,800
Benches/Tables
Tables, cement pads $2,475 Each 30 $74,250
Individual grills $825 Each 10 $8,250
Benches, cement pads $908 Each 15 $13,620
Bleachers $5,775 Each 8 $46,200
Large Covered Picnic Area (lot) $123,750 Each 0 $0
Individual Covered Picnic Pad $24,750 Each 4 $99,000
User Electrical Service park $16,500 Each 1 $16,500
Electricai Service per Area $2,063 Each 4 $8,252
Game Courts $0
Baskethall Courts $66,000 Each 3 $198,000
Basketbalt Court Lighting $57,750 Each 8 $462,000
Fenced Tennis Courts $99,000 Each 8 $792,000
Tennis Court Lighting $57.750 Each 8 $462,000
Baseball Field - Competitive $82,500 Each 8 $660,000
Ballfield Lighting $412,500 Pertwo fields 4 $1,650,000
Baseball Field - Recreational $24,750 Each 0 $0
Pedestrian Walkway
5" Wide $22.28 Linear Foot 1,000 $22,280
6’ Wide $28.88 Linear Foot 250 $7,220
9 Wide $37.13 Linear Foot 250 $9,283
Miscellaneous Flatwork $6.20 Linear Foot 4,000 $24,800
Small Park Signage $4,538 Lot 0 $0
Large Park Signage $24,750 Lot 1 $24,750
Bike Rack/Pad $2,890 Each 6 $17,340
Natural Element Improvement (Lake, e| $825,000 Each 0 $0
Small Concrete Stage $41,250 Each 1 $41,250
Small Ampitheater stage only, graded | $82,500 Each 0 $0
Large Ampitheater with bow! $247,500 Each 0 $0
Total Cost $7,897.671
Total Acres 20.00
Average Cost per Acre | [+ $394,884

Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C.
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Schedule 9.4

City of Huntington Beach

2011-12 Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
Open Space Land Acquisition for Business Uses

L.and Acquisition Development Impact Fee Calculation

Total City—owned Park/Open Space Acres 778.4
Current City—wide Privately Developed Acres 10,271.8
Current Open Space Standard per Developed Acre 0.0758
] Acres/Developed Acre Standard | | 0.0758 |
} Acquisition Cost per Acre | | $871,200 |
[ Cost X Open Space Standard | | $16,509 |
- Units/SF | [ Open Space |
:.-perAcre | | Acquisition '
Commercial Lodging Keyed Units 36 $459 per Keyed Unit
Resort Lodging Keyed Units 46 $359 per Keyed Unit
Commercial Acres (in Square Feet) 17,300 $0.954 per Square Foot
|Industrial Uses (in Square Feet) . 21,390 $0.772 per Square Foot |
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Expanded Land-use Database
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oo -Developed o i cooTotal
Acres | #ofUnits || Acres |t Acres | # of Units
Detached Dwelling Units (1) 6,436.0 38,616 295.00 1,749 6,731.00 40,365
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.4 36,108 111.20 5,307 1,916.60 41,418
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 204.6 2,865 1.00 9 205.80 2,874
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 33.4 1,070 18.60 818 52.00 1,888
Resort Lodging Units 20.2 809 9.30 B35 29.50 1,344
Commercial/Office Uses 841.9 | 12,836,000 39.80 2,417,000 881.70 | 15,253,000
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses 930.3 | 20,261,000 187.00 3,638,000 1,117.30 | 23,899,000
Total - City Limits | | 10,271.8 |  ———- || 66190 |  ———o 1093370 | -
Private Residences 8,446.0 77,589 407.2 7,065 8,853.2 84,654
Commercial Lodging Rooms 53.6 1,879 27.9 1,353 81.5 3,232
Business Square Feet 1,772.2 | 33,097,000 226.8 6,055,000 1,899.0 39,152,000

‘as Currrently Developed | | Acres | #ofUnits || Agres =~ |

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 6,436.0 38,616 34.0 183 6,470.00 38,799
Attached Dwelling Units 1,805.4 36,108 15,0 159 1,820.40 36,267
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 204.6 2,865 1.0 9 205.60 2,874
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 33.4 1,070 0.0 0 33.40 1,070
Resort Lodging Units 20.2 809 3.4 300 23.60 1,109
|Commercial/Office Uses 841.9 | 12,836,000 4.5 69,200 846.40 12,905,200
‘tIndustrial/Manufacturing Uses 930.3 ; 20,261,000 44.0 958,320 974.30 | 21,219,320
- Existing Community | [ 10,2718 | ———- |[ 10190  ——— |[ 1037370 ] = ———r |

oo Developed | | intensified/Redeveloped | [0 Total
Acres | # - Acere Co#ofUnits || Aeres | #of Units |

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 0.0 0 1,566 261.00 1,566
Attached Dwelling Units 0.0 0 0 0.00 0
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 0.0 0 0 0.00 0
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 0.0 0 468 14.60 468
Resort Lodging Units 0.0 0 0 0.00 0
Commercial/Office Uses 0.0 0 2,313,817 106.20 2,313,817
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses 0.0 0 2,679,680 143.00 2,679,680

| Redeveloped | | 524.80 | @ ————- |
Specuf:

- -Beach and Edinger.. .- 0

Detached Dwelling Units (1) 0

Attached Dwelling Units 0

Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 0

Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 0

Resort Lodging Units 0

Commercial/Office Uses . 0

Industrial/Manufacturing Uses 0.0 0 0.0 o

| Sub-total Specific Plan A | | 00 ———-o - [ 12100 -———- |




T e Developed o Intenslfledlﬂede\feloped Total =
L Downtown oo  Acres | #otUnits || Actes(3) | #orfumits || Acies D # of Units .
Detached Dweliing Units (1) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Attached Dwelling Units 0.0 0 16.2 648 16.20 648
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 0.0 0 0.0 0] 0.00 0
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Resort Lodging Units 0.0 0 5.9 235 5.90 235
Commercial/Office Uses 0.0 0 13.1 398,583 13.10 398,583
IndustrialfManufacturing Uses 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
| Sub-total Specific Plan B | | 00| —— || 3520 @ ———-- | 3520 | ——mm-
Developed edev: o Total o
__L_es_ R Acres ] £ of Units -'--::--Acres- g “# of Units -
Detached Dwelling Units (1) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Attached Dwelling Units 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Mobile Home Dwelling Units (2) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Hotel/Motel Lodging Units 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Resort Lodging Units 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0
Commercial/Office Uses 0.0 0 {(121.0)| (1,215,000) {(121.00)| (1,215,000)
Industrial/Manufacturing Uses 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.60 0
Sub-total Spegific Plan A | | 00| —-——o | (2100  —oee- | @z2100

NOTES:

{1). Only 34 of the 295 acres are vacant lots. The remaining 261 acres represents acres for the addition of 1,566 detached dwelling units
in areas already developed such as a lot split of a larger parcel parcel with an existing detached dwelling units.
(2). The inclusion of one acre of Mobile for modulary Home Dwelling Units {in parks) is to establish such a fee and does not imply that
that the City anticipates such a private proposal.
(3). The 35.2 acres is not intended to suggest there is 35.2 acres of vacant acres in the downtown area. The 35.2 acres is the result
of anticipating 648 additional units at roughty 40 units per acre.
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SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE RECOMMENDATIONS

Chapter 3 - Law Enforcement Facilities and Equipment
® Adopt Schedule 3.2, page 38, General Plan Build-out Need-based Development
Impact Fees.

Chapter 4 - Fire Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment
® Adopt Schedule 4.3, page 53, Community Financial Commitmeni-based Development
Impact Fees.

Chapter 5 - Circulation (Streets, Signals and Bridges) System

® Adopt Schedule 5.2, page 68, General Plan Build-out Need-based Development
Impact Fees along with the per Trip-mile rate for application to Table 5-4 (page 64)
or for staff calculation per the Table on the bottom of Schedule 5.2.

Chapter 6 - Storm Drainage Collection System

® Adopt Schedule 6.2, page 80, General Plan Build-out Need-based Development
Impact Fees for the seven specific land uses and the “per acre” cost for unusual uses
not involving a structure.

Chapter 7 - Public Library and Collection
® Adopt Schedule 7.1, page 88.
® Formalize a General Plan square foot and collection item per resident standard.

Chapter 8 - Community Use Facilities
® Adopt Schedule 8.1 page 94, (Current Standard).
® Formalize a General Plan square foot per resident standard.

Chapter 9- Park (and Open Space) Land Acquisition and Park Land Development

® C(Create Quimby Act Park Land Acquisition and Development Impact Fee Fund, Note (1).

® Adopt Schedule 9.1, page 104-106, for residential uses requiring the subdivision of
land for Quimby Act application.

® Create AB1600 Park Land Acquisition and Development Impact Fee Fund, Note (1)

® Adopt Schedule 9.1 page 104-106, for residential uses not requiring the subdivision of
land for AB1600 application.

® Adopt Schedule 9.4, page 113, for business uses for application to business use
development.

® Adopt alternative process for residential developments with significantly varying land
values from the standard or default calculation embodied in Schedule 9.1 and 9.4.

(1). Separate Park Land Acquisition and Development Funds are necessary because the Quimby Act allows use of receipts for
rehabilitation of existing facilities whereas theAB1600 requirements prevent such expenditures.
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Serving Local Governments Since 1975

October 17, 2011

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Via Mr. Fred Wilson, City Manager

City of Huntington Beach - City Hall

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

RE: City of Huntington Beach Master Facilities Plan

Honorable Mayor, City Council, and City Manager Wilson,

The following Document, the proposed Master Facilities Plan (MFP) is hereby submitted for City
Council review and consideration. The proposed MFP is the result of many hours of work
between City staff and Revenue & Cost Specialists, L.L.C. staff. This document represents a
long-range program of identification and recognition of the entirety of infrastructure and physical
needs necessary to meet the service demands of an ever-growing residential population and
business community. The information included in this proposed MFP identifies capital needs
throughout the community and is primarily based on the numerous elements of the Huntington
Beach Comprehensive General Plan, it’s many elements, Master Plans and other official
documents.

The City's five-year Capital Improvement Plan and the proposed development impact fees will be
a function of the entire list of proposed projects listed in this document. Stated in a slightly
different way, the list of projects contained herein needs to be agreed to by the City Council in
order to increase the validity of both of the two above mentioned documents.

This Master Facilities Plan contains the following:

A Table of Contents

A Guide to the Master Facilities Plan

A Project Summary schedule

A section containing all Law Enforcement capital needs
A section containing all of the Fire Suppression/Medic capital needs
A Sectlon contalmng all of the-_Streels Brzdges and Szgnals projects




Page Two, October 11, 2011 MFP Letter to the City of Huntington Beach

. A section containing all of the Community Use Facilities projects.
* A section containing all of the Park Land Acquisition and Development of
Recreation Facilities projects.

In addition to the efforts of Bob Hall, Deputy City Manager in coordinating the flow of
information, the following staff were instrumental in identifying the required projects:

M. Todd Broussard, P.E.- Principal Civil Engineer (Siorm Drainage)
David C. Dominguez - Facilities Development and Concessions Manager
Eric G. Enberg - Division Chief/Fire Operations

Jim B. Engle Community Services Director

Kevin Justen,- Senior Administrative Analyst - Fire

Tung M. Kao - Info Systems Specialist

Darrin Maresh, Fire Development Specialist

Tony Olmos - City Engineer

Jerry Thompson - General Services Manager

Bill Reardon - Fire Marshall/Division Chief

Dan Richards - Customer Support/GIS Manager

Bob Stachelski - Transportation Manager

Chuck Thomas - Police Captain

Jerry Thompson - General Services Manager

Bob Wingenroth - Director of Finance

RCS appreciates the efforts of the listed staff and any others whose efforts RCS may have been
unaware of for their assistance in generating the information provided within this Master Facilities
Plan, and we look forward to meeting with the City Council in order to implement and achieve
maximum use this comprehensive report.

Sincerely,

=

SCOTT THORPE
Vice President
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CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH
GUIDE TO THE MASTER FACILITIES PLAN

The Master Facilities Plan is a compilation of projects identified by City staff as being needed for
the City of Huntington Beach through theoretical General Plan build-out of the City. The Plan is
based on input from City staff, recommended projects contained in the City's several Master Plans
for infrastructure and an occasional recommendation from RCS staff.

The Master Facilities Plan generally provides for three major types of projects. The first group
of projects provides for the maintenance, repair and rehabilitation of the City's varied
infrastructure, including its streets, storm drains and other public facilities. These projects
represent a very small portion of the needed replacement of the City's fixed assets identified at
more than $1.435 million of depreciable fixed assets which are being consumed, conservatively,
at an annual rate of just over $19.1 million, (assuming a conservative 75 year infrastructure
lifetime). The $1.435 billion figure excludes owned park land, not subject to depreciation, at
$678.2 million. The following table indicates the replacement values of the various infrastructure
owned by the City.

Table MFP-1
Replacement Value of Existing Infrastructure

|| Infrastructure Replacement Value‘l

Law Enforcement $71,246,699
Fire Suppression/Medic $61,234,227
‘>Circulation System (1) $533,539,375
Storm Drainage System (1) $203,631,313
Library Space/Collection $76,593,112
Community Use Centers $56,649,600
| Park Improvements $432,133,770

[ Total $1,435,028,096 l

{1} Does not include millions of dollars owned in land right-of-way and
Excludes “local” facilities, those limited to neighborhood facilities.

The second group of projects are needed to serve future development and include such projects
as widening of streets, creation of additional parkland or construction of a new fire station. These
projects are proposed to be funded through the development impact fees recommended in the
companion to this document called Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report for City
of Huntington Beach.
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The last group of projects are proposed to enhance the quality of life for all City residents and spur
economic growth in the community. These projects include the construction of a community
centers, libraries and parks that expand the existing level of service.

Goal of the Master Facilities Plan. The Master Facilities Plan is not intended to be the final word
on capital improvement projects needed for the City, but rather a starting point for discussions
between policy-makers (i.e., the City Council), City management staff and the public prior to the
formulation of a Five- or Six-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The Master Facilities Plan
begins the process of identifying all growth-related capital projects required to accomumodate new
City development through General Plan build-out. This document, as all capital improvement
programs should be, is rooted in the philosophy that for the document to have any meaningful
value to future residents and staff members, it must be constantly updated and revised as new
legislation is adopted and as the environment and the City itself changes over the years.

In short, the Master Facilities Plan is intended as a fluid, not static, document. Thus, it is
essential that pertodic updates be performed to add new projects or delete completed or no longer
needed projects.

The Master Facilities Plan represents the starting point for fulfillment of the following purposes:

Planning - The Plan implements the standards and goals contained in the City's General
Plan when applicable and proposes improvement projects which are constructed and
located in conformance with the General Plan.

Financial Planning - A Facilities Plan or CIP should consider the scheduling and
availability of financing sources in order to achieve an orderly and comprehensive process.
Individual project descriptions in this document detail the project's relationship to other
recommended improvements and other scheduling constraints. This effort should always
be a high priority of the City in order to insure that efforts between departments are
coordinated and to avoid construction made more costly by duplication of construction
efforts (i.e. a water pipe installed one year after a road is constructed).

A sound capital planning process can also help to rationally plan projects for the purposes
of long-term financing. Taxpayers can accrue savings when capital financing is
coordinated such that long-term financing can be sized and timed to achieve the lowest
possible financing costs.

Budgeting - The following projects should provide the outline for preparation of the Five-

Year Capital Improvement Plan in the future. The first year of the CIP then is incorpo-
rated into the City's Annual Budget. Note: the scope of services did not include the

ii
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identification of what year the projects will be needed therefore the project costs default
to the last column,

Master Facilities Planning Process. The Master Facilities Plan represents an interdepartmental
effort to identify needed projects through the theoretical point of build-out of the City.
Management staff was then asked to allocate projects as a first step towards prioritizing all projects
for the Plan. Criteria considered by the management team in evaluating projects included:

®  Does the project generate operating savings or otherwise enhance the ability of the
department to deliver services?

®  Did the project reduce or eliminate safety or health hazards?

L Was the project needed to provide adequate levels of service to future residents or prevent
deterioration of service to existing residents?

®  Was the project recommended in any of the City's engineering or planning Master Plans,
the Corporate Plan or any other adopted City document?

®  Did the project have a significant positive effect on the community?

Funding Analysis. The following summary section of this Plan includes a projection of historical
and potential revenue sources for the financing of the listed capital improvement projects.
Development impact fee revenues were estimated based on the proposed rates recommended in
the Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report. For the purposes of this Report it was
assumed that development will occur evenly over the period of build-out for the City.

Other revenue sources were projected based on discussions with City statf, but are shown only for
informational purposes. Given the magnitude of costs shown in this Report, RCS recommends
that a more detailed financial strategy for construction of these improvements (i.e., a Capital
Financing Plan) be conducted by the City within the immediate future. Such a document would
seek to further identify and quantify potential financing sources for the City.

It should be noted that the Master Facilities Plan emphasizes the total capital needs of the City,
in contrast to the more traditional Capital Improvement Program approach which places more of
an emphasis on reducing total needs to only reasonably assured revenue sources. The process of
further scheduling projects on a year-to-year basis should continue onward during the Capital
Improvement Program process.

Organization of the Master Facilities Plgn. The Master Facilities Plan is divided into eight major
sections, according to the category of capital improvement. Each will ultimately be quantified as

iid
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a separate development impact fee in the companion document. The eight types of improvements
are:

Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles and Equipment - These are projects needed for
the City's Police Department, including expansion of the Police Station and acquisition of
additional communication equipment and response vehicles.

Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities and Response Vehicles - This program includes
facilities necessary to accommodate new development support with the existing level of
service provided by the City’s Fire Department. This section contains the need for one fire
station relocation, expansion of second, construction of additional vehicle storage space
and a number of additional response apparatus.

Circulation (streets, bridges and signals) System - These projects consists of future street
additional traffic signals and intersection improvements.

Storm Drainage Collection System - These projects include the construction of new storm
drain lines, channels and other facilities for the purposes of storm drainage.

Public Library Facilities and Collection - This program provides for the expansion of the
City-owned library facilities. The project consists of the building expansion and expansion
of the collection inventory.

Community Use Facilities - This project includes the construction of a
community/recreation centers for classes, meetings and other general public uses.

Park Land Acquisition and Park Facilities Development - The acquisition and develop-
ment of new parks, the construction of recreational facilities for the City and improvement
of existing undeveloped parklands are accomplished through this program. It also includes
open space acquisition.

At the beginning of each of these sections is a summary of projects in that category and proposed
project cost. Next, is an individual project description for each project submitted, detailing the
proposed scope of the project, the submitting department, justification and listing of related
projects.

The table on the following page indicates the total project expenditures ($403,399,086) identified

as necessary through build-out. Some of this amount, about $22.3 million would be financed by
other revenues or government agencies.

iv
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Table MFP-2
Cost of Future Infrastructure

W T Project Totals |
Law Enforcement Facilities, et. al. $10,100,8954
Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities et. al. $11,941,972
|1Eirculation (Streets/Bridges/Signals) $28,537,800
Storm Drainage Collection System $207,494,050 '
|l11brary Facilities/Collection  $7,841,369
Community Use Centers $28,750,000 ||
Park Land Acquisition & Improvements $108,733,000

Total $403,399,086 i

Fairness and reason (as well as the more important State and Federal statutes and court decisions)
dictate that not all of the projects will qualify for development impact fee funding (i.e. some
projects are replacements or service leve! increasing, etc.). If the City adopts the development
impact fees that represent the General Plan Build-out need-based impact fees (Schedule 2.1 in the
companion Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report), 42.6% of the required
funding (or $172.1 million) would be raised with development impact fees. Existing Development
Impact Fee Fund balances of $3.6 million will provide 0.9% of the total project funding and other
sources (inter-governmental support) will finance 5.7% ($23.0 million) This leaves 50.8%, or
$204.8 million of the total project costs as unfunded, to be financed by other sources such as fees,
rates, existing taxes or voter approved additional taxes, inter-governmental transfers and the rare
occasional grant.

Relationship to Development Impact Fee Report. The Master Facilities Plan was prepared in
conjunction with the City's Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Repori, also prepared

by RCS, LL.C. Projects listed in the Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report
correspond to projects found in this document and contain the same numbering sequence as the
Master Facilities Plan. The Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus Report is also
contains eight chapters specific to each one of these infrastructure sections according to the same
category of projects described on the previous page.

Thus, a reader who wants to find more information on Law Enforcement Project No. 1 (Additional
Law Enforcement Facility Space found on Schedule 3.1 of the Development Impact Fee



Guide to the Huntington Beach Master Facilities Plan

Calculation and Nexus Report may turn to Project No. LE-001 of the Master Facilities Plan. For
readers of the Master Facilities Plan who wish to understand the determination of development
impact fee financing more fully, refer to the Development Impact Fee Calculation and Nexus
Report, Chapter One.
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Master Facilities Plan

Master Project List Total Thru

i GP. Buld-Ou

LE001 Additional Law Enforcernent Facility Space $7,597,165
LEQO2 Acquire Additional Response Vehicles $1,751,040
LEOO3 Acquire Additional Sworn Officer Issued Equipment $327,690
LE004 Acquire Law Enforcement Specialty Equipment $425,000
FS001 Relocate Fire Station #8 (Heil) $7.169,470
FS002 Construct Station #8 (Heil) Apparatus Storage Facility $1,716,044
FS003 Construct A Single Bay/Quarters At Station #4 (Magnolia) $1 ,2l66,458
FS004 Acquire An Engine And Ambulance For Station #4 {Magnolia) | $740,000
FS005 Acquire An Additional Engine For Station #1 (Gothard) | $525,000
FS006 Acquire An Additional Engine For Station #2 (Murdy) $525,000
LGO0t Beach Boulevard And Edinger Avenue $600,000
LG002 Beach Boulevard And Heil Avenue $1,000,000
LG003 Beach Boulevard And Warner Avenue $400,000
LG004 Beach Boulevard And Slater Avenue $500,000
LGO05 Beach Boulevard And Talbert Avenue $1,000,000
LG006 Beach Boulevard And Garfield Avenue $1,000,000
LG007 Beach Boulevard And Yorktown Avenue $500,000
LGO08 Pacific Coast Highway And Warner Avenue $2,000,000
LGO09 Pacific Coast Highway And Goldenwest Street $750,000
LGO010 Pacific Coast Highway And Brookhurst Street $750,000
LG011 Goldenwest Street And Bolsa Avenue $500,000
LGD12 Goldenwest Street And Slater Street $50,000
LG013 Newland Street And Talbert Avenue $500,000
LG014 Newland Street And Warner Avenue $30,000
LG015 Newland Street And Yorktown Avenue $300,000

V:1.33.0 Date:11/11/2011

Time: 2:17 PM

Huntington Beach Cctober, 2011 Page:

1
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Master Project List Totsl Thiu
. G.P. Buiid-Out
LG016 Gothard Street And Slater Avenue $500,000
LGO17 Gothard Street And Talbert Avenue $264,000
LG018 Ward Street And Garfield Avenue $8,800
LG019 Brookhurst Street And Adams Avenue $10,000,000
LG020 Miscellaneous Traffic Signal/Intersection Improvements $5,000,000
LG021 Public Works Maintenance Building $2,820,000
.G022 Public Works Maintenance Vehicles $65,000
SB001 Santa Ana River & Talbert Channel Region (SD Region #1) $23,728,000
SB002 Coastal And Bolsa Chica Wetlands Region (SD Region #2) $21,527,000
SB003 Slater Channel Region (SD Region #3) $34,236,000
SDO'04 Wintersburg Channel Region (SD Region #4) $28,749,000
SBO05 Bolsa Chica Channel & Harbour Region (SD Region #5) $98,649,000
SDB006 Public Works Maintenance Building $705,050
PL-001 Expand Banning Branch Library $5,268,470
PL-002 Expand Main Street Branch Library $1,651,375
PL0C3 Expand Library Collection Items $921,524
CR001 Central Park Senior Center $22,000,000
CR002 Edison Community Center Gymnasium $2,875,000
CF003 Murdy Community Center Gymnasium $2,975,000
CF004 Oak View Recreation Center Expansion $800,000
PK001 Bartlett Park Conceptual Plan And EIR $5,400,000
PKO02 Irby Park Phase !I $500,000
FKOO3 Central Park Former Gun Range EIR, RAP And Development $4,325,000
PK004 Le Bard Park Expansion Master Plan And Development Plan $1,450,000
PK0OO5 Bluiftop Park Trail Improvements $1,000,000

V:1.33.0 Date:11/11/2011

Time: 2:17 PM

Huntingten Beach October, 2011 Page:

2
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Master Project List Total Thru

~ G.P Build-Out

PKQO& Edinger Dock Development $700,000
PK0O07 Wardlow Field Reconfiguration Design/Construction $1,000,000
PKO08 City-Wide Parks Master Plan $350,000
PKOQ9 Central Park Habitat Plan $250,000
PKO10 Central Park Acquisiton Of Encyclopedia Lots $1,020,000
PKO11 Central Park Development Of Remaining 86 Acres $20,000,000
PK012 Central Park Rebuild Two Restaurant Facilities $800,000
PK013 General Youth Sports Facilities Grants $39,600,000
PK014 Murdy Youth Sports Complex Phase il $2,500,000
PK015 Beach Playground $350,000
PK016 Central Park Development Of Former Gun Range Area $3,000,000
PK017 Warner Dock Renovation And Expansion $800,000
PKO18 Lamb Park Desigh And Development $1,100,000
PK0192 Central Park Sports Complex Team Room $100,000
PK020 Future Parks Acguisition (Passible Closed School Sites) $24,488,000

V:1.33.0 Date:11/11/2011

Total All Projects

Time: 2:17 PM

Huntington Beach October, 2011

__ $403,399,086

Page:
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Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles And Equipment

2015-16
Through Project Build
2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 -14 2014 - 15 Build Out Qut Total
FS -001 Relocate Fire Station #8 {Heil) $C $0 50 $0 $7,169,470 37,168,470
FS -002 Construct Station #8 (Heil) Apparatus Storage Facility $0 - 80 $0 50 $1,716,044 51,716,044
£S5 003 Construct A Single Bay/Quariers At Stafion #4 (Magnolia) $0 %0 30 30 $1,268,458 $1,266,458
FS -004 Acquire An Engine And Ambulance For Station #4 (Magnolia) 30 $0 50 50 $740,000 $740,000
FS -005 Acquire An Additional Engine For Station #1 (Gothard) 30 $0 $0 30 $525,000 $525,000
FS -006 Acquire An Additional Engine For Station #2 (Murdy) 30 30 50 30 $525,000 $525,000
TOTALS $0 $0 %0 $0 $11,941,972 $11,941,972
Notes:
1) If project timing is not & component of this effort, then ali projects default to their "Thru Build Out" amount,
—t
.
V:1.12.0 Date: 11/01/2011 Huntington Beach October, 2011 Page: 1

Time: 12:06 PM



Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

infrastructure: Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles And Equipmaent
Project Mumber/ Title LE 001 Additional Law Enforcement Facility Space
Submitting Depantments:  Police Department

Project Description:

Acruire land (or replacement land is placed at City Hall) for and construct 12.041 square feet of law enforcement space. The departmeant will
need to hire an additional 33 swom officers at General Plan build-out to saccommodate the addiional 14.6% (8,687) in calls-far-senvice
dernand over the current 53,479 annual calls-for-service. Roughly 249 of these would be to the beach srea. The additional space could be in
the main station or could be located elsewhere in the City. The space would be necessary to expand, patrol, investigation, trafiic control ar any
of the many specialty support services such as communications or records,

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

Annually the City currently experiences roughly 61,285 calls-for-sevice, 97.05%% of which are from privately-held properies within the City's
limits. The land-use database indicates the addition of 7.065 residential dwellings. 1.353 commercial lodging rooms and 7.3 milian square
feet of additional business (commercial, office and industrial) space which will generate, on avarage. an additional 8,448 annual
calls-for-sewvice, or a 14.5% increase. While the existing staticn is adequate to meetthe current needs, the addition of 34 sworn ofiicers will
generate the need for a proportionally greater armount of space.

Felationship to General Plan Development:

The project primarily addresses additional cells-for-service from new development (97.05%) and thus is allocated 97 05% 1 new General
Plan development.

Atlocation To General Plan Buildout: §7.05%

Feference Document:

Project Timing:
The projecttiming would be dependarit upon both the rate of development and collection of Development Impect Fees,

2015-16

PROPOSED EXFPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 - 14 2014- 15 through Build-out Total all Years

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 568,524.00 568,524.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,033,801.00 1,033,801.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,173,493.00 5,173,483.00
4, Confingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 309,604.00 309,604.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 511,743.00 511,743.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.597,165.00 7.587,165.00

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011 Time: 12:47 PM Huntington Beach Octoher, 2011
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Infrastructure: Law Enfarcement Faciliies, Vehicles And Equipment
Project Numbery Title LE 002 Acquire Additional Response Yehicles
Submitting Deparimenis: Police Department

Project Description:
Acruire thiry-wo additional response or specialty vehicles at an average cost of $54.720 each in arder fo maintein the existing rotio of 0.95
vehicles per officer. Approximately 97.05% of these vehicles are required to serve private sector development.

Justification / Conseguences of Avoidance:

The Departmant currently has 231 |law enforcement vehicles that are used by the 235 sworn officers creating an existing standard of 0.98
vehicles per sworn officer. With thai the addition of 33 officers needed ta respond to the annual calls-for-service likely to he generated by
future General Plan development the City will need to acquire an addiional 32 vehicles in order to maintain the 0.96 retio of vehicle per sworn
officer. Failure 1o maintain the current ratic of wehciels per officer could reduce the City's ahility to maintain beat strength and would certainly
accelerate vehilce umover.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
The acquisition addresses only the future additional calls-for-service from General Plan new development and thus is allocated 37.05 percent
to new development.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 97.06%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The project timing would be dependent upon both the rate of development and callectan of Development Impaci Fees.

2015 - 16
PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2042 -13 2013 - 14 2014-15 through Build-out  Total ali Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,751,040.00 1,751,040.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 1751,040.00  1,751,040.00

V:1.08.0 Date:10/14/2011 Time: 12:50 PM Huntington Besch October, 2011
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Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: lLaw Enforcemant Fadilities, Vehicles And Equipment
Project Number/ Title LE 003 Acguire Additional Sworn Officer issued Equipment
Submifting Departments:  Police Department

Froject Description:

Acquirg additional equipment assigned to the additional 33 sworn officers necessary to accommodsate General Flan development. The
capitelized list of equipment includas (butis not limited t0): & protective vest, handgun. baton, compliment of leathers, handeuffs. unifarms,
helmet, raincoat and heawy duty flashlight The costs, at $5.930 includes & norinal background check medical/physical check and

pabygraph exam for the sucessful candidates.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The equipment and related costs ar necessary for an officer to function in the field. The listis mostly safety equipment but also includss the
costs absorbed by the City in ideniifying an appropriate candidate. Roughly 97.05% of the required new officers would be necessaryio serve

new General Plan desvelopment,

Relationship ta General Plan Development:

The project primatily addresses additioral calls-for-service from new development (97.05%) and thus is allocated 97.05% to new General

Flan development.

Allocation To General Plan Buildous; 97.05%

Reference Gocument;

Project Timing:
The projecttiming would be dependent upon both development and collection of development impect fees.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2. Land Acquisition / Right Cf Way Q.00 0.00 0,00 0.00

3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011 Time: 12:56 PM

2015 - 16
through Build-cut
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
327,680.00
327,690.00

Total all Years

0.0¢
0.0¢
0.00
0.00
327.,690.00
327,690.00

Huntington Beach October. 2011



infrastructure: Law Enforcement Facilities, Vehicles And Equipment

Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Project Number/ Title LE 004 Acquire Law Enforcement Specialty Equipment
Submitting Departments: Police Department

Project Descriplion:

Acquire specialty equipment to support the additional 33 officers needed to accommodats new developrnent. Approximately 97% of that

figure are needed to accommodate new development of private property.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The amourit and type of crime is ever increasing. The City will need to acguire additional information-sharing computer capacity as well as

specialty equipment such as hikes, dogs, hand-held radios, sic.

Felationship to General Plan Development:
The project primarily addresses additional calls-forseivice from new development (37.05%) and thus is allocated 97.05% to new General

Flan developmant,

Allocation Ta General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

97.05%

The prajecttiming would be dependent upor both development and collection of develepmentimpect fees.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2, Land Acquisition / Right Of Way

3. Construction

4. Contingency

5, Equipment / Other

TOTAL COST:

V: 1.08.0 Date; 10/11/2011

2011-12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:26 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0¢

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Build-out Total all Years

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

425,000.00 425,000.00

425,000.00 425,000.00
9
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan

Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles And Equipment

2015-16
Through Project Build
2011 -12 201213 2013-14 2014-15 Build Out Qut Total
FS -001% Relocate Fire Station #8 (Heil) 30 30 30 50 $7,160,470 $7,169,470
FS -002 Construct Station #8 (Heil) Apparatus Storage Facility $0 30 30 $0 $1,716,044 $1,716,044
FS -003 Construct A Single Bay/Quarters At Station #4 (Magnclia) 30 30 $0 $0 $1,266,458 51,266,458
FS -004 Acquire An Engine And Ambulance For Station #4 {Magnolia) $0 $0 30 $0 $740,000 $740,000
FS -005 Acquire An Additior: Engine For Station #1 (Gothard) $0 30 30 50 $525,000 $525,000
FS -008 Acquire An Addition Engine For Station #2 (Murdy) 30 $0 $0 30 $525,000 $525,000
TOTALS $0 $0 50 30 $11,841,972 $11,941,972
Notes:
1) i project timing is net a component of this effort, then ail projects default to their "Thru Build Out" amount.
[
—_—
V:1.12.0 Date: 10/10/2011 Time: 5:38 PN Huntington Beach October, 2011 Page: 1



Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities. Vehicles And Equipment
Project Number,/ Title FS 001 Relocate Fire Station #8 (Hail)
Submitting Departments:  Fire Department

Project Description:

Relocate Station #8 from it's current location on Heil Avenue justwest of Springale Streetto e more northerly area near Graham Streest just
natth of Edinger Sireel. The proposed 11,350 square foot facility would be a be a five vehicle configuration and would require roughly 1.25
acres. The facility would be cepable of housing up te three cormpanies and battalion chief. The facility would provide 3,550 square feet of
vehicle bay space, 1,290 sguare feet of mechanicaliechnical space, 6,150 sguare feet of living quarters consisting of (& maximurm of 24)
burks, lockers, restraoms/showers, a physical training room., kitchen, dining and a deyroom. The parcel is also planned to house a reserve
apparatus storage facility (see FD-00Z).

Justification / Consequences of Avaidance:

The fory-five vear-old station, once state-otthe-att, has numerous fimitations in addition to mere aging. In addition to ashestos rermaval
needs, the station design does not allow for mixed gender accommodation or the assignment of an aerial response truck. Since the station
needs ta be reconstructed. relocation more nottherly, sbout 1.25 miles, would improve the firstin engine, truck and paramedic ALS response
capacity to that area of the City. Redevelopment along the Edinger/Beach corridor and the Downtown Specific Plan will resuliin & greater
number of calls-for-serdce changing the response dynamics of the existing eight stations. If the station were not relocated, the area in question
would receive longer response times,

Relationship to General Plan Development

Relocating Station #8 (Heil) is consistent with the City's Genaral Plan Public Sefety response time commitments and would improve the
average engine, aeriel ruck and ALS pararnedic response time through-out the City. in particular the Edinger/Beach cortidor area.

Allocation To General Plan Buildowui: 50.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The redevelopment along the EdingerfBeach coridor and the Downtown Specific Plans would likely be the trigger point far the timing arf this
relocation effort. The station age and limitations are slso be an issue and could trigaer the construction timing.

2015- 16
PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 - 13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.0C 0.00 §32,561.00 532,561.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,026,097.00  1,026,097.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,963,827.00 4,963,827.00
4. Contingency D.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 285,204,00 285,204,00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.0¢ 0.00 C.00 351,781.00 361,784.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7,169,470.00 7,189,470.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Fire Supprassion/Medic Facilities, Vehicles And Equipment
Project Number/ Title FS 002 Construct Station #8 (Heil) Appasatus Storege Faciliy
Submitting Departments:  Fire Department

Project Description:

Construct a 3.620 squers foat reserve epparatus storage facility upan relocation of the existing Station #8 (Heil) to it's proposed future location.
The facility would consist of & 2,660 square foot, two bays wide by two vehicle deep starage huilding for up to four reserve response vehicles.
There would also be a contiguous 360 square fadt basic storage room. The facility would be construciad on the rear portion of the parcel
near the hose tower and hose storage building.

Justification { Canseguences of Avoidance:

The proposed storage building is necessary for proper storage of tha reserve vehicles and other specialty equipment not used on a routine
basis. butimponant none-the-less. The existing vehicle storage facility cannct store &ll of the resenvse vehciels that will be needed at General
Plan build-out. The existing vehicle storage building will be inadequate for storage of al reserve vehicles at GeneralPlan build-out.

Relationship to Gensral Plan Development:

The additional storage space is necessary, in part fo new devecpment and also because of the limited capaciaty of the single existing
reserve vehicle storage facility and the existing apparatus inventany.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 25.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The facility would likely be constructed atthe same time as the proposed relocation of station #8 (Heil),. Howewver, the construction could be
completed at a differenttime.

2015 - 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 201t -12 2012-13 2013- 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total alt Years

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 120,415.00 120,415.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 327,266.00 327,266.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,122,703.00 1,122,703.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 64,210.00 64,210.00
5. Equipment / Other 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 §1,450.00 81,450.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 1,716,044.00 1,716,044.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Fire Suppressionftiedic Facilities, Viehicles And Equipment
Project Number:/ Title FS 003 Construct A Single Bey/CQuarters Al Station #4 (Magnaiia)
Submitting Departments: Fire Department

Project Description:

Construct a 2,400 square foot addition to Stetion #4 (Magnalia). The plans consist of an additional bey and sufficient living
quanersftraining/storage space to be added to the existing two-hey Station #4 (Magnoila). The additional 1,400 sguare footvehicle bay
would allow for two additonal response vehicles, in this case an engine and an ambulance. The 1.000 squere foot living quarters expansion
would increase storageflocker space by approximately 200 square feet and livingftraining space by approximatehy 800 square feet

Justification f Consequences of Avoidance:

The expanded facility will be needed to accommodate the additional calls-for-servce demands from the planned density-inceasing
redevelopment from the Downtown Specific Plan and along the southerly porion of the Edinger/Beach Specific Flan comridor. Increased
calHoad must be balanced by hawing adequate fire station quanters and apparatus in order to meetthe City's General Plan emergency
response goals. Withoutthe additional facilities, the response gosals will be unachievabie with the greater demands.

Reiationship to General Plan Development:
The tacility expansion is required to accormodate higher densities resulting from developmentconsistent with the Downtown Specific Plan
and the southerly portion of the Edinger/Beach Specific Plan coridor as well for multiple response vehicle demands to other pans of the City.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 50.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As needed and as development impact fee receipts and other revenues become available.

2015 - 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013 -14 2014 +15 through Build-cut Total 2ll Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 109,650.00 109,650.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,020,000.00 1,020,060.00
4. Confingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60,308.00 60,308.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 76,500.00 76,500.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,266,458.00 1,266,458,00

14
V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011 Time: 1:32 PM Huntington Beach Qctober. 2011



Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detall

infrastructure: Fire SuppressionfMedic Facilities, Vehicles And Equinment
Project Number/ Title FS 004 Acquire An Ending And Ambulance For Stefion #4 (Magnolia)
Submitting Departments:  Fire Depanment

Project Description:

Add an engine compary andt an ambulance to the Station #4 (Magnolia) apparatus inventory, Project FD-003 details the proposed 2,400
squere fooi guartersfbey expansion required to hause the new engine and ambulance as well as staff.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

incressed call-load must be balanced by having adequate fire station bays/quarters and response apparatus hecessarny to meetthe City's
General Plan emergerncy response goals. Without the additional resources, the response goals will become unachievahle with the greater
demands from continued development. The expanded vehides are needsd to accommodate the additional calls-for-servee demands from
the planned densit-inceasing redevelopment from the Downtown Specific Plan and along the southerly portion of the Edinger/Beach Spedific
Flan corridor.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The facility expansion is required to accommodate higher densities resulting from development consistant with the Downtown Specific Plan
and the southery portion of the EdingeryBeach Specific Plan corridar as well for multinle vehicle response demands to other pans of the City,

Allocation To Genersl Plan Buildout: 50.00%

Reference Document:

Praject Timing:
As needed and as development impact fee receipts and other revenues become available.

2015-16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 -14 2014 - 15 througf Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3, Consfruction .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 740,000.00 740,000.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 740,000.00 740,000,00
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Huntington Beach
Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Fire Suppression/Medic Facilities, Vehicles And Equipment
Project Numbery Title FS 005 Acquire Ar Additionad Engire For Staticn #1 (Gotherd)
Submitting Depanments:  Fire Department

Praject Description:
Add & standard engine company &t Station #1 {Gathard). The engine would be fully stacked with an apgpropriale and sufficient amaount of
hose, appuitenances and other safety/rescus equipment.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The expanded facility will be needed to accommodate the additional calls-for-servce demands from the planned densit-inceasing
redevelopment from the Dawntown Specific Plan and along the Edinget/Beach Specific Plan cortidor. Increased callHoad must be balanced
by having adequate and sufficient spparsius in order to mest the City's General Plan emergency response goals. Without the additional
apparatus, the response goals will be unachievable with the greater demands.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The facility expansion is recuired to accommaodate higher densities resuling from developmeant consistant with the Downtown Specific Plen
and the Edinger/Beoch Specific Plan conidor as well for multiplevehicle response demands to other parts of the City.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 50.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As needed and as development impact fee receipts and other revenues become availsble.

2015- 16

' PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012- 13 2013 - 14 2014-15 through Build-out  Total ail Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 525,000.00 £26,000.00
TOTAL COST: ¢.00 0.00 ' 0.00 - 0.00 525,000.00 525,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Fire SuppressionfMedic Facilities, Vehicies And Equipment

Project Number/ Title

Submitting Depariments: Fira Department

Project Description:

FS 006 Acguire An Additional Engine For Station #2 (Murdy)

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Add a standard engine comparry at Station #2 (Murdy). The engine would be fully stocked with an sppropriate and sufficient amount of hose,
appurtenances and other safetyfrescus equipment,

Justification / Consequences ot Avoidance:
The apparatus will be needed to accommaodate the anticipsted additional calls-for-servoe demands from the planned density-inceasing
recievelopment along the Edinger/Beach Specific Plan corridar. Increased call-Hoad must be balenced by having adequate spparatus in
arcter io meetthe City's General Plan emergency response goels. Without the additional apparatus the response goals will be unachisvable

with the greater demands.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The facility expansion is required to accommodate higher densities along Edison/Beach Specific Pian Conidor and the passihility of multiple
apparatus response demands to other parts of the City.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Peference Document:

Project Timing:

As needed and as development impact fee receipts and other revenues become aeveilable.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Cther
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date:11/11/2011

50.00%%

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
C.00
.00
0.00

Time: 2:45 PM

2612 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
0.00
0.00
C.00
0.00
D.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015- 18
through Build-out
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
525,000.00
525,000.00

Total all Years

.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
525,000,00
525,000,00
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City of Huntington Beach

Circulation (Streets, Signals
and Bridges) System
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan
Local Cireulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System

2015-16

Through Project Build

2011 - 12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 - 15 Build Qut Out Total

LC -001 Beach Boulevard And Edinger Avenue $0 50 $0 $0 $600,000 $600,000
LC -D02 Beach Boulevard And Heil Avenue $0 30 $0 0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
LC -003 Beach Boulevard And Warner Avenue 30 30 $0 §0 $400,000 $400,000
LC -004 Beach Boulevard And Slater Avenue ' 30 30 $0 50 $500,000 $500,000
LC -005 Beach Boulevard And Talbert Avenue 30 $0 $0 $0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
LC -006 Beach Boulevard And Garfield Avenue 50 $0 $0 $0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
LG -Do7 Beach Boulevard And Yorkiown Avenue S0 %0 0 $0 $500,000 $500,000
LG -008 Pacific Coast Highway And YWarner Avenue 50 50 30 $0 52,000,000 $2,000,000
LC -009 Pacific Coast Highway And Goldenwest Street 30 30 $0 50 $750,000 $750,000
LC -010 Pacific Coast Highway And Brookhurst Street 30 $0 $0 $0 $750,000 $750,000
LC 011 Goldenwest Street And Bolsa Avenue 50 0 30 50 $500,000 $500,000
LC -012 Goldenwest Street And Slater Street 30 30 $0 $0 $50,000 $50,000
LC -013 Newland Street And Talbert Avenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000
LC -014 Newland Street And Warner Avenue $0 $0 30 $0 $30,000 $30,000
LC 015 Newland Street And Yorktown Avenue 30 30 30 30 $300,000 $2300,000
LC -016 Gothard Street And Slater Avenue $0 30 _ 30 $0 $500,000 $500,000
LC -017 Gothard Street And Talbert Avenue %0 50 $0 30 $264,000 $254,000
LC -018 Ward Street And Garfieid Avenue $0 50 30 $0 $8,800 $8,800
LC -019 Brookhurst Street And Adams Avenue $0 $0 50 $0 $10,000,000 $10,000,000
LC 020 Miscellaneous Traffic Signalintersecticn improvements 30 $C $0 $0 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
LC -021 Public Works Maintenance Bulilding 30 50 $0 $0 $2,820,000 $2,820,000
LC -022 Public Works Maintenance Vehicles $0 $0 $0 30 $65,000 $65,000

—
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan
Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System

2015-16
Through Project Build
2011 -12 2012-13 2013 - 14 2014 -15 Build Out Out Total
TOTALS 30 $0 3¢ $0 $28,537,800 $28,537,8t{|6

Naotes:
1) If project timing is net a component of this effort, ther: all projects default to their "Thru Build Out’ amount.

]
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/ Title LC 001 Beach Boulevard And Edinger Avenug
Submitting Departments:  Publicorks - Enginesring

Project Desctiption: :

To maximize the capability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all directions). the following improvements to the
intersection are proposed: 1) Add 4th northlzound through lane, and 2) Add a 3rd westhound through lane. Beach Boulevard, being a State
Highway, makes this & CALTRANS managed project. Since the project would nothe managed by the City, the estimaled cost consists of the
entire project cost but does not separate those costs into engineering and contingency components.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

There are few opportunities to add additional lane miles through out the City, thus maximum movement of traffic acrass major circulation routes
is criical. Failure to or inghility to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow atinterseclions of major streets 1o 8 Leve! "E" by acting as a bottleneck. Lewel "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identfied as "long gueues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E". "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups frarm other locations restrict or
prevent movemeant",

Relationship to General Plan Development:

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City. making some of them require improvements or the LOS will drop to
unscceptable levels like "D", "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty vears will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will compete for use of a stetic nurnbzer
of major roacway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily #ip-miles represents an 10.5% of the total 3,506,137 daily np-miles atthe twenty-yeaar
development horizon.

Altocaticn Ta General Fian Buildout: 76.00%%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The projectwill be constructed within normal review of priorities end es adequate and sufficient revenues are collecled.

2015-15
PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012 - 13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 £00,000.00 600,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 600,000.00 600,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/ Title LC 002 Beach Boulevard And Heil Avenue
Submitting Departments: Puklic‘Works - Engineering

Project Description:

To maximize the copahbility to move vehicles and pedestiians across the intersection (in ail directions), the following improvements to the
intersection are proposed: 11 Add 2nd northlbound left-turn lane. An alternative would be o construct 1) A de-facto westbhound right turn fane,
and 2) add & de-facto southbound right turn lane. Beach Boulevard. being a State Highway. makes this & CALTRANS managed project
Since the projectwould not be managed by the City. the estimated cosi consists of the entire project cost, but does not separate those costs
into engineering and contingency components.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

There are few opportunities to add additional fane miles through out the City, thus maximum moverment of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Failure to o inability to increase circulation cepacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow ai intersections of major strests to a Level "E" by acting as a hotlenack. Level "E* is "Unstable Flow:" and is ideniified &s "long quaues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or
prevent movement'.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of thern require improvements or the LOS will drop to
unacceptable levels fike "D, "E" ar "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 367,924 additional daily trip-mites.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily tip-miles, all of which will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily tip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3.506,137 daily trip-miles atthe wweny-yvear
development hotizon,

Allocation To Genetal Plan Buildout; 96.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The project will be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015- 15

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012 - 13 2013 - 14 2014 -15 through Build-out ~ Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00
4, Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00
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Infrastructure:
Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Submitting Departments: PublicWarks - Engineering

Froject Description:

Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
LC 003 Beach Boulevaerd And Wearner Avenue

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To maximize the copability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all directions), the foilowing improvements to the
intersection are proposed: 1) Add a separate westbound right turn lane. An alternafive would be to construct the following: 1) A de-facto
westhound right turn lane, and 2) add a separate nornthbound rightturn lane. Beach Boulavard, being & State Highwey. makes this a
CALTRANS managed project. Since the project would not be managed by the City, the estimeted cost consists of the entire project cost, but

does not separate those costs into engineering and contingency components.

Justification { Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few cpportunities to add additional lang miles through ot the City, thus maximurn movement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Fsilure to ot inahility 0 increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) trafiic
flow at intersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acting as e hottleneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles wailing upstream of the intersection”. Leve "E", "Forced Flow" creaies "Jarmmed conditions, back-ups from cther locations restrict or

prevent movement”,

Relationship to General Plan Development:
All new development will impact existing intersections within the City. making some of them require improverments or the LOS will drop fo

unacceptable levels like "D, "E" ar "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is @11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily tip-riles, all of which will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-yvear

development horizon.

Allocation To General Plan Buitdout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

95.00%

The projectwill be canstrucied within normal review of pricriies and as adequate and sufiicient revenues are collscted.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4, Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011-12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
C.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-186
through Build-out
0.00
0.00
400,000.00
0.00
0.00
400,000.00

Total alt Years

0.00
0.00
400,000.00
0.00
0.00
400,000.00
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Infrastructure:
Praject Mumber/ Titte

Huntington Beach

Submitting Departments: Public Waorks - Engineering

Project Descriplion:

Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
LC 094 Beach Boulevard And Slater Avenue

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To maximize the capability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection {in all directions). the following improvement to the
intersection is proposad: 1} Add a separate eastbound right tuen lane. Beach Boulevard, being a State Highwey, makes this a CALTRANS
managed project. Since the proiect would not be managed by the City, the estimated cost consists of the entire projact cost, but does not
separate those costs into engineering and contingency components.

Justification { Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few oppertunities to add additionel lane miles through out the City, thus maximum moverment of traffic acrass major circulation routes
is ctitical. Failure to or inability to increasse circuiation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow at intersections of major streets 1o a Level "E" by acting as a botleneck, Lewvel "E" is "Unstable Flow:" ard is identified as "long gqueues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Farced Flow” creates "Jammed conditions. back-ups from other locations restrict or

prevent movement”,

Relationship to General Plan Development:
All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, rmaking some of them require improvements or the LOS will drop to

unacceptable levels like "D". "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 307.924 additional daily frip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily frip-miles, all of which will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway fane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the tatal 3,608,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-year

development hotizan.

Allocation To General Ptan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

95.00%

The projact will be constructad within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

FROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

G.00
c.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015- 16
through Build-out
0.00
0.00
500,000.00
0.00
0.00
500,000.00

Total all Years

0.00
0.00
500,000.00
0.00
0.00
500,000.00
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Infrastructure:
Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Submitting Deparments: Fublic Works - Engineeting

Froject Description:

Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
LC 005 Beach Boulevard And Talbat Avenue

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To maximize the capability to move vehicles and pedestians across the intersaction (in ail directions), the following improvements to the
intersection are proposed: 1) Add a 2nd westhound leftum fane, 2) add a de-facto westbhound right urn lane, 3) add a separate narthbound
righttumn lane, 4) add a 2nd eastbound left tum lane, and b) stripe a de-facto esstbound right tum lsne. Beach Boulevard, being & State
Highway. makes this a CALTRANS managed project. Since the projectwould not be managed by the City, the estimated cost consists of the

entire project cost, but does not separate thase costs into engineering and contingency compaonants.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few opporunities to add additional lane miles through out the City, thus maximum movement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical, Failure ta or inakility to increase circulation capecity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Sendce (or LOS) traffic
flowe at intersections of major streets to a Leve! "E" by acting as o botlenack. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identifizd as "long gueues of
wehicles wailing upstream of the infersection”. Level "E", "Forced Flow' creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or

prevent movernent".

Relationship to General Plan Development:
AAll new development will impact exdsting intersections within the City, making some of them reguire improvements or the LOS will drop to

unacceptable levels like "D", "E" or *F". Developmeant anticipated over the next twenty yvears will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily overthe City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily frip-miles, all of which will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the tatal 3,506,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-yaar

development harizon.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

62.00%

The projectwill be constructed within normal review of pricriies and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collacted.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16

through Build-out
0.00

Q.00
1,000,000.00
0.00

0.00
1,000,000.00

Total all Years

0.00
0.00
1,000,000.00
0.00
0.00
1,000,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Lacal Circulation {Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/ Title LC 006 Beach Boulevard And Gasfield Avenue
Submitling Departments:  PublicWorks - Engineeting

Project Description:

To maximize the capability o move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all directions), the following Option #1 improvemernts
to the intersection sre proposed: 1) Add a separate northbound right tum lane, and 2) &dd a de-facto southbound right tum lans. An alternative
would to those improvements would be to: 1) Add & 2nd northbound left turn lane, and 2) add a 2nd southbound leftturm lane. Beach
Boulevard, keing a State Highway, makes this a CALTRANS managed project. Since the projectwould not be managed by the City, the
estimated cost consists of the entire project cost, but does not separate those costs into engineering and contingency components.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

There are few opponunities to add additional lane mites through outthe City, thus maximum movement of traffic cross major circulstion routes
is critical. Failure to or inability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Sendce (or LOS) traffic
flow st intersections of major streeis i a Level "E" by acting as a bottleneck. Level "E" is "Unstahble Flow:" and is identified as “long quaues of
vehicles waiting upstrearn of the intersection”. Leve! "E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups frarm other [ocations restrict or
prevent movement".

Relationship to General Plan Development;

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making same of them require improvements or the LOS will drop to
unacceptable levels like "D, "E" or "F*. Development anticipated over the next twenty yvears will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
Thizis a11.8% increase daily over the City's exigting demand of 3,135.213 daily trip-miles. all of which will compete for use of a static number
of majorroschvay lans miles. The 370,924 added daily tip-miles represents an 10.6% of the totel 3,506,137 daily tip-miles atthe wentyyesr
development horizon.

Allocalion To General Plan Buitdout: 95.00%

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
The project will be constructed within normal review of pricrities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collectad.

2015 - 16

PROFPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 -15 through Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00
4, Contingency . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0,00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00
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Infrastructure: Local Circulation {Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
LC 007 Beach Boulevard And Yorktown Avenue

Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Submitting Departments: Pubiic'™orks - Engineering

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To maximize the capahility to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection {in all directions). the following improverment ta the
intersecticn is proposed: 1) Add a separate westhound right turn lane. Beach Boulevard, being a State Highweay, makes this & CALTRANS
managed project. Since the project would not be meanaged by the City, the estimated cost conststs of the entire project cost, but does not
separate those costs into engineering and contingency companents.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few opportunities to add additionai lane miles through outthe City, thus maximum movement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Failure to or inability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and nesded would reduce the Level of Senvice {or LOS) raffic
flow et intersections of majar streets to a Level "E" by acting as a bolileneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identfied as "long queues of
vehiclas waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Forced Ftow" creafes "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locetions restrict or

prevent movement”,

Relationship to General Plan Development:
All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them ragquire improvemerts or the LOS will drop to

unacceptable levels like "D", "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty vears wilt generate 307,924 additional daily trip-iles.
This is a 11.8% increase daily aver the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles. all of which will compete foruse of a static number
ol major roacway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 106% of the total 3,506.137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-year

development harizon.

Aliocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

85.00%

The projectwill be constructed within normat review of priorities end as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

FROFPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way

3. Construction

4. Contingency

5. Equipment / Other

TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-186
through Build-out
0.00
0.00
500,000.00
0.00
0.00
500,000.00

Total all Years

0.00
0.00
500,000.00
0.00
0.00
50C,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: l.ocal Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/{ Title LC 008 Pacific Coast Highway And YWarner Avenue
Submitting Departments: Fubiic Works - Engineering

- Project Description:

To maximiza the capshbility to move wehidles and pedesifrians across the intersection (in &l directions), the following improverment to the
intersection is proposed: 1) Add a 3rd narthkound through lane, Pacific Cosst Highway, being a State Highway. makes this a CALTRANS
managed project. Since the projectwould not be managed by the City. the estimated cost consists of the entire project cost, but does not
separate those cosis into engineering and conlingency components.

Justitication / Consequences of Avoidance:

There are few opporunities to add additional lane miles thraugh outthe City, thus maximum movement of traffic &cross majar circulation routes
is criical. Faifure to or inability to increase circulation capocity where wasranted and needed would seduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow at intersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acfing as a bottleneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Fiow:" and is identified as "long quaues of
wvehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E®, "Forced Fiow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other iocations restrict ar
prevent movement”,

Relationship to Genersl Plan Devetopment:

All new developmentwill impact existing intersections within the City. making some of them require improvements o the LOS will drop to
unacceptabie levels like "D, "E" or "F". Development anticipated owver the next twenty years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the Ciyy's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will compete for use of a static number
of mejor roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added dsily trip-rmiles represents an 10.6% of the tota! 3,506,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty~year
development hotizan,

Allocalion To General Plan Buildout: 96.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The projectwill be construcied within normal resdew of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are coliected.

2015-16

PROFPOSED EXPENDITURES 20114 - 12 2012 -13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000,00
4, Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00
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Huntington Beach
Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number: Title LC D09 Pacific Coast Highway And Goldenwest Sireet
Submitting Departments: Public Works - Engineering

Project Description:

To maximize the capability to move vehicles and pedestrisns across the intersection {in all directions). the following improvements io the
infersection are proposed: 1) Add a 2nd easthound leftturn lane, and 2) allow southhound right tun ovetlap Pacific Coast Highway, being a
State Highway, makes this a CALTRANS managed project. Since the project would not be managed by the City, the estimaled cost consists
i the entire project cost, but does not separate those costs into engineering and contirgency components.

Justification / Consequences of Avaoidance:

There ate few opporunities 1o add additional iane miles through out the City, thus maxirmum movement of traffic across majar circulation routes
is critical. Failure to or inability ta increase circulation capacity where watranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow atimersections of major streets o aLevel "E" hy acting as a botlleneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or
ptevant movament”.

Relationship to General Plan Development

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them require improvernents orthe LOS will drop to
unacceptahkle levels like "D, "E" or "F". Develogment anticipated over the next tventy years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily tip-milas, all of which will compete for uss of 8 static number
of major roadway lene miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3.506.137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-year
development harizon,

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: £8.00%

Raterence Document:

Project Timing:
The project will be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015-16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 D0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 750,000,00 750,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 €.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment { Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 : 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 750,000.00 750,000.00
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Infrastructure:
Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Submitting Departmants:  PublicWorks - Engineering

Project Description:

Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) Systemn
LC 010 Pacific Coast Highway And Brookhurst Street

To maxirnize the cepeability to move vehicles and pedestians across the intersection (in all directions), the following improvements to the
intersection ere proposed: 1) Add a 2nd eastbound leftturn lane and, 23 allow southbound right turn overlag. Pacific Coast Highway, being a
State Highway, makes this a CALTRANS managed project. Since the proiect would not he managed by the City, the estimated cost consists
of the entire project cost, but does not separate those costs into ergineering and contingency components.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few oppottunities to add additional lane miles through out the City, thus maximum movement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Failure to or inability to increese circuiation capacity where warranted and nesded would reduce the Level of Senvice (or LOS) traffic
flow at intersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acting as a bottleneck. Level "E"is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Forced Flow* creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups fram other locations restrict or

prevent movemsnt',

Relationship to General Plan Development:
All new development will impact existing intersections within the City. making some of them reguire improvements or the LOS will drop to

unacceptable levels like "D". "E" or *F*. Development anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 sdditional daily tip-miles.
This is 8 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,824 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% ofthe total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-year

development harizon.

Allscation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

85.00%

The projectwill be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficiant revenues ara collected.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way

3. Construction

4. Contingency

5. Equipment / Cther

TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
c.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Build-out
0.00
0.00
750,000.00
0.00
0.00
750,000.00

Totai all Years

0.00
0.00
750,000.00
0.00
0.00
750,000.00
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Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signais And Bridges) System
LC D11 Goldenwest Street And Bolsa Avenue

Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Submitting Depanments:  Public Works - Engineering

Project Description:

To maximize the capahility to move vehicles and pedesirians across the intersection (in all directions), the fallowing improvements to the
intersection are proposed: 1) Add a sscond southbound left turn lane, 2) Add & separate northkound right turn lane and 3}, Allow westhound
right turn ovetlap. This would be a Ciyy-managed project.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
Thare are few opportunities to add additionel lane miles through out the City, thus mavement of treffic cross major circulation routes. Failure
1o or irability to increase circulation cepacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Senvice (or LOS) traffic flow at
intersections of major streets to & Level "E" by acting as & botiieneck. Levei "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles waiting upstream of tha intersection”. Level "E". "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups fram other locations rastrict or

prevent movement",

Relationship to General Plan Development;

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them require improvements or the LOS will drop to

unecceptable levels like "D" "E" or "F". Davelopment anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 sdditianal daily tip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will corpete {or use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,524 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% ofthe total 3,506,137 daily tip-miles at the twenty-year

dewvelopment horizon.

Allocation Te General Plan Buildout:

Feference Document:

Project Timing:

95.00%

The project will be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2014 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
C.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

. 2014-18

6.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00

2015-16
through Build-out
60,000.00
0.00
400,000.00
40,000.00
(.00
500,000.00

Total all Years

60,000.00
0.00
400,600.00
4(,000.00
0.00
500,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Strests. Signals And Bridges) System
Project Numbery Title LC D012 Goldenwest Street And Siater Street
Submitting Deparntments:  PublicWorks - Engineering

Project Description:

To maximize the capability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection {in ali directions), the following improvement to the
intersection is proposed: 1) Add a 2nd scuthbound leftturn lane. An alternative would o that improvement would be to: 1) Canvert a separate
northbound right turr {ane to a third northbound through lane. This would be a City-managad project.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance!

There are few oppartunities to add additional lane miles through out the City, thus maximum meowvement of traffic acrass major circulation
routesis critical. Failure to or inability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Senvice (or
L.OS) traffic flow at intersections of major streets to a Level "E" by ecting as a botleneck. Level "E" is "Unsiakie Flow:" and is ideniified as
"long queues of vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Leve! "E". "Forced Flow" creates "Jammad conditions, back-ups from other
locations restrict or prevent moverment”,

Relationship to General Plan Development:

All new develepmentwill impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them require improvements or the LOS will drop to
unacceptable levels like "D", "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 additichal daily tip-miles.
This is % 11.8% increase daily overthe City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily tip-miles. all of which will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane mites. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3,606,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-year
development harizon,

Allocation To General Flan Buildout: 95.00%

Reference Document.

Project Timing;
The project wili be corstructad within normad review of priorities and as adeguate and sufficient revenues are cotlected.

2015 - 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2014 - 42 2012-13 2013-14 2014 -15 through Build-cut Total ali Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6,000.00 6,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40,000,00 40,000.00
4, Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,000.00 4,000.00
5, Equipment / Other 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 C.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 £0,000.00 50,000,00
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Infrastructure: Locat Circulation (Sireets. Sighals And Bridges) System
LC 013 Newland Street And Talbernt Avenue

Project Number/ Titla

Huntington Beach

Submitting Departments: PutilicWarks - Engineering

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To maximize the cepability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection {in all directions), the following improvementfo the

intersection is proposed: 1) Add a 2nd easthound leftu lane. This would be a City-managed project.

Justification / Consagquences of Avoidance:
There are few opportunities to add additional lane miles through out the City, thus maxirmum movement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Failure to or inability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service {or LOS) traffic
fiow atintersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acting as a botlleneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:” and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles wailing upsiream of the intersection”. Leval "E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or

prevent movement”.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them requite improvements or the LOS will drop to

unacceptable fevels like "0" "E" or "F*, Development anticipated owver the next twenty yeaars will generate 307,924 additional daily trig-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will cormpete for use of a static number
of major roadwey lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3506.137 deily trip-miles atthe tventy-year

development horizon,

Aliocation To General Plan Buildaut;

Reterence Document;

Project Timing:

55.00%

The projectwill be construcied within normal review of pricrittes and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Confingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

D.0C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Build-out
50,000.00
0.00
400,000.00
40,000.00
0.00
500,000.00

Total all Years

60,000.00
0.00
400,000.00
40,000.00
0.00
500,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation {Streets. Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/ Title LC 014 Mewland Street And Waier Avenue
Submitting Departments: Public\Works - Engingering

Project Descriplion:

To maximize the capahility to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all directions), the following improvements to the
interseclion are proposed: 1) Corvert a. separate westbound right turn lane to a de-facto right tur lane, end 2) add a 3rd westhound through
lans. This would be a City-managed project.

Justification / Conseguences of Avoidance:

There are few opportunities to add additional lane rriles through out the City, thus maximum mowvement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Failure to or inability to increase circulation capacity where werranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow at intersections of major streets to a Leve! "E" by acting as a bottlenack. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long gueues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection". Level *E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or
prevant movernent”.

Relationship to General Plan Development.

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them recjuire improvements orthe LOS will drop to
unacceptable levels like "D", "E” or "F". Development anficipated over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the Cityy's existing demand of 3,135,213 dally trin-milas, all of which will compete for use of a. static number
of major roadweay lane miles. The 370,924 added daily tip-tniles represents an 10.6% of the total 3,506,137 daily frip-miles atthe twenty-yaar
development harizon,

Allocation Ta General Plan Buildout: 95.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The project will be constructed within normal review of prictities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015- 18

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2019 - 42 2012 -13 2013 -14 2014 - 15 through Build-ocut Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 3,600.00 3,600.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24,000.00 24,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 £.00 ' 0.00 2,400.00 2,400.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30,000.00 30,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number Title LC 015 Mewland Street And Yorkitown Avenue
Submitting Departments:  Public\Works - Engineeting

Project Description:

To maximize the capability fo move vehicles and pedesirians across the intersection (in ali directions). the fallowing improvement to the
intersection is proposed: 1) Re-stripe westbound right wm lane to a 2nd westbound through lane. This would be a City-managed project.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

There are few opporunities to add additionsl lane miles through out the City, thus maxirmum mawvement of traffic across major circulstion routes
is critical, Failure to ar inability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow at intersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acting as abottleneck. Level "E" is "Unstabie Flow:" and is identiied as "long queuss of
vihicles waiting upstrearn of the intersection”. Levei "E", "Fosced Flow® creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or
prevent movement",

Relationship 1o General Plan Development:

All new development will impact existing intersections within the City. making socme of them require impravements or the LOS will drop to
unacceptable levels like "D", "E" or "F". Development anticipatad over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% incresse daily aver the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will compete for use of & static number
of rajor roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles af the twengy-year
development harizon.

Allocafion Ta General Plan Buildout: 95.00%

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
The project will be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015-16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013 -14 2004 -15 through Build-out Total all Years

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36,000.00 36,000.00
2. L.and Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 240,000.00 240,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24,000.00 24,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 Q.00 G.00
TOTAL COST: 0.0¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 300,000,00 300,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: L.ocal Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/ Title LC 016 Gothard Street And Slater Avenue
Submitting Departments:  PublicWorks - Engineering

Project Description:
To maximize the copability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all directions], the following improvementia the
intersection is proposed: 1) Add & 2nd northbound left turn lane. This would be a City-mansged project.

Justification / Conseguences of Avoidance:

There are few oppoitunities to add additional lane miles through outthe City, thus maximum movement of raffic across major circuletion routes
is critical, Failure to or inability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Levet of Senvice (or LOS) trafiic
flow atintersections of major streets to 8 Leve! "E" by acting as 8 bhottlenack. Level "E"is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles waiting upstrearm of the intersection®. Level "E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locstions restrict or
presvent movemeant".

Relationship to General Plan Development:

Alf new development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of them requirg improvemenis or the LOS will drop 1o
unacceptable levels tike 'D" "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty vears will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135.213 dafly trip-miles. all of which will compsate for use of a static number
of mgjor roadway lane miles. The 370,524 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6%4 of the total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles atthe twenrhy-year
developmaent harizon,

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 9h.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The projectwill be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015- 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011-12 2012 -13 2013-14 2014-15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering { Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60,000.00 60,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 400,000.00 400,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40,000.00 40,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 D.00 0.00 0.00 500,000.00 500,000.00

36
V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011 Time: 6:03 PM Huntington Beach October, 2011



Infrastructure: Locat Circulation (Streete, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number:f Title LC 017 Gothard Street And Telbert Avenue

Huntington Beach

Submitting Departments:  Public\Warks - Enginesring

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To meximize the capakility to mave vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all directions), the following improvement io the
intersection is proposed: 1) Add a 2nd southbound lefttum lane. An alternative to thatimprovement would be: 1) Convert a separate

sastoound right tum to a 2nd easthourd through lane. This would be a City-managed projact.

Justification f Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few opportunitizs 1o add additionat lane miles through cut the City, thus maximum mowvement of traffic across majar circulation routes
is critical. Failure to or inakility to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow atintersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acling as a botleneck. Level "E"is *Unstakle Flow:" and is identified as "long queuss of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Lewve! "E", "Forced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict ar

prevent movement”.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

All new development will impact existing interseciions within the City, making some of them require improvements or the LOS will drap to

unscceptable levels like "I, "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles,
This is &11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135,213 daily trip-rnfles, all of which will compete for uge of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trig-miles represents an 10.6%% of the total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles ot the twenty-year

development harizon.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Praject Timing;

95.00%

The project will be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction

4, Contingency

5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date:10/14/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
0.00
0.00
G.00
0.00

2014-15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015186
through Build-out Total all Years

0.00 0.00

240,000.00 240,000.00

24,000.00 24,000.00

0.00 0.00

264,000,00 264,000.00
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Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Froject Number} Title LC 018 Ward Street And Garfield Avenue

Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Submitting Deparments:  Public'Works - Engineering

Project Description:

Ta maximize the capahility to move vehicles and pedestrians acrass the intersection (in all directions), the following improvements to the
intersection are praposed: 1) Add a 2nd eastbound leftturn fane, and 2) remove a separate eastoound right turn lane. This would be &

City-managed project.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few oppostunifies to add additional lane miles through outthe City, thus maxdimurn movement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critical. Faiure to orinability to increase circulation capacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service {ar LOS) traffic
flow atintersections of major streets to a Level "E" fry acting as a boitleneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is idenfified as "long queues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Farced Flow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or

prevent movement".

Relationship to General Plan Development:
All new development will impact existing intersections within the City. making some of them require improvemerts or the LOS will drop 1o

unacceptable levels like "D", "E" or "F". Development anticipated overthe next twenty years will generate 307,924 additional daily trip-miles,
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demend af 3,135,213 daily trip-miles, all of which will cornpete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles. The 370,924 added daily trip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles at the twenty-vear

desvelopment horizon.

Aflocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document;

Project Timing:

95.00%

The projectwill be construcied within normal review of pricriies and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

PROFPOSED EXPENDITURES

2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction

4. Contingency

5, Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2091 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014-15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015- 16
through Build-out Total all Years

0.00 6.00

8,000.00 8,000.00

800.00 800.00

0.00 0.00

8,800.00 8,800.00
38

Huntington Beach Octaber, 2011



Infrastructure: Local Circulation (Strests, Signals And Bridges) System
LC 019 Brookhurst Street And Adams Avanue

Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Submitting Departments:  PublicWorks - Engineering

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

To maximize the capability to move vehicles and pedestrians across the intersection (in all dirsctions). the following improverments to the
intersection are proposed: 1) Add a 4th through lane in each of the four directions, 2) add & separate northbound right turn fane 3) allow
northbound right turn overlap and 4) allow westbound right tum averlap. This would be a Ciy-managed project.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
There are few opportunities to add additional lane miles through outthe City, thus maxirmurm mowvement of traffic across major circulation routes
is critice]. Failure to or inability to increase circdlation copacity where warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) traffic
flow atintersections of major streets to a Level "E" by acting as a botleneck. Level "E"is "Unstable Flow:" and is identified as "long queues of
vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection”. Level "E". "Forcad Flow" creates "Jarmmed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict or

prevent mavement”,

Relationship to General Plan Development;
All new development will irpact existing intersections within the City. making some of them require impravements or the LOS will drop to

unacceptable levels like "D, "E" or "F". Development anticipated over the next twenty yaars will generate 307.524 additicnal daily trip-miles.
This is &11.58% increase daily over the City’s existing demand of 3,135,213 daily tip-miles, all of which will compete for use of & static number
of major readway fane miles. The 370,924 added daily tip-miles represents an 10.6% of the total 3,506,137 daily trip-miles at the wenby~vear

development horizon,

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

95.00%

The projectwill be constructed within normal review of priarities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 - 12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:03 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
D.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.00

2015-18
through Build-out
1,200,000.00
0.00
8,000,000.00
800,000.00
0.00
10,000,000.00

Total all Years

1,200,000.00
0.00
8,000,000.00
800,000.00
0.00
10,000,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

infrastructure: Local Circulation (Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Project Number/ Title LC 020 Miscellanecus Traffic Signaldntersection Improvernents
Submitting Departments:  PublicYorks - Engineeting

Project Description:

Canstruct, on average, one traffic signal (and supportive intersection improvements) per year over a twenty-vear development window. The
intersections would be selected on an as-needed basis from an existing prioritized list of proposed intersections. The improvements would
include, but not necessarily be limited 1o, concrete curh, sidewalk and disabled ramp alterafionss, new signals infrastruciure, consisintg of light
arms, lights. electrical control hoxes, off-site controls. In addition there may be a need for lane restriping and left-turn and right turn pockets.
These projects would be a Ciy-managed.

Justification f Consequences of Avaidance:

There are few opportunities to add additional lane miles through out the City, thus movement of traffic across major circulation routes. Failure
tc or inability to increase circulation capacity whers warranted and needed would reduce the Level of Service (or LOS) fraffic flow at
intersections of major strests to a Level "E" by acting as a botfleneck. Level "E" is "Unstable Flow:" and is idenified as "long queues of
wehicles wailing upstream of the intersection”. Level "E", "Forced Fiow" creates "Jammed conditions, back-ups from other locations restrict o
prevent mavernent".

Relationship to General Plan Developrment:

All newr development will impact existing intersections within the City, making some of thern requirg irmprovemeants or the LOS will drop o
unacceptable levels like "D "E" or "F". Development enticipated over the next twenty years will generste 307,924 additional daily trip-triles.
This is & 11.8% increase daily over the City's existing demand of 3,135.213 daily triprmiles, all afwhich will compete for use of a static number
of major roadway lane miles, The 370,924 added daily tip-miles represents an 10.6% of the totel 3,506,137 daily trip-miles atthe twenty-vesar
development horizan.

Allocation To General Flan Buildout: 956.00%¢

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The projectwill be constructed within normal review of priciities and as edequata and sufficient revenuss are collected.

2015-16

PROPOSERD EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 -14 2014 -15 through Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 600,000.00 800,000.00
2. Land Acqguisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,000,000.00 4,000,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 400,000.00 400,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,000,000.00 5,000,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation {Streets, Signals And Bridges) System
Froject Number/ Title LC 021 Public Works Maintenance Building
Submitting Departments:  Public'Works - Engingering

Project Description:

Construct & 10,600 square foot, splitface block, general-use circulafion system maintenance huilding. The facility would have full utilites and
8 number of roll-up doors. Approximately 80% ofthe cost of the additional space would benefit circulation system maintenance. The
remaining 20% would be required for the growing storm drainage collection system maintenance needs and would thus bs financed with
Storm Drainage System Development Impact Fee proceeds. The cost helow represants 80% of the preposed cost of the facility.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The additional space needs is required tro support the roughly $40.0 million in additional equipment and supaly space needs resulting from
the addition of major circulation and strom drainage improvements as well as an untald armount of local street miles and local strom drainage
lines.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
The facility expansion is limited to the demand created by the new infrastructure required to support new deveiopmert.

Allocation To General Pian Buildout: 96.00%¢

Reterence Dacument:

Project Timing:
The projectwould be constructed based vpon normal review of prioriies and as adequate and sufficient DIF revenues are collecied.

2015-18

PROFOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013-14 201415 through Build-out  Total all Years

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 265,000.00 265,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,410,000.00 2,410,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 145,000.00 145,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0C 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,820,000.00 2,820,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Local Circulation {Streets, Signels And Bridges) System
Project Number{ Title LC 022 Public\Works Maintenance Vehicles
Submitting Depantments:  Public\Works - Maintenance

Project Description:
Acqguire an additionel maintenance utifity truck and a treffic signal lift fruck.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The additional maintenance vehicle would be required to support the additional demands from the roughly $25.0 million in additional

circutation systerm improvements.

Relationship to General Plan Development;

The circulation system maintenance fieet expansion is limited to the demands created by new infrastructure required to support new

develapment.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: S6.00%

Referance Document:

Project Timing:

The proposed afleet additions would be acquired based upon normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficiert DIF revenues are

collected.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011-12 2012 - 13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Contingency 0,00 0.00 .00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011 Time: 6:03 PM

2015 -16

through Build-out
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
65,000.00
65,000.00

Total all Years

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
€5,000.00
65,000.00
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City of Huntington Beach

Storm Drainage
Collection System
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan
Storm Drainage Collection System

4

2011 -12 2012-13

SD-001 Santa Ana River & Taibert Channel Region (SD Region #1) 50 30
SD-002 Coastal And Bolsa Chica Wetlands Region (SD Region #2) 50 $0
SD-003 Slater Channel Region {(SD Region #3) $0 30
5D -o04 Wintersburg Channel Region (SD Region #4) $0 50
SD-005 Bolsa Chica Channet & Harbour Region (SD Region #5) 30 $0
5D -006 Public Works Maintenance Building 50 50
TOTALS $0 $C

Notes:

2015- 16
Through Project Build
2013 -14 2014 -15 Build Out Out Total
50 $0 $23,728,000 $23,728,000
$0 $0 $21,527,000 $21,527,000
$0 $0 $34,236,000 $34,236,000
30 $0 $28,749,000 $28,749,000
$0 $0 $98,548,000 $98,549,000
$0 50 $705,050 $705,050
a 30 $0 $2074§;;050

1) If preject fiming is not a compenent of this effort, then all projects default to their "Thru Build Out™ amount.

N
=

V:1.12.0 DPate: 10/10/2011 Time: 5:38 PM

$207494,050
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Storm Drainage Collection System
Project Number/ Title SD D001 Santa Ana River & Talbert Channel Region (30 Region #1)
Submitting Depariments:  Public'orks - Enginsering

Project Description:

The 788 individual projects within Aree. 1are required to remove storm drainage wader from the Cit's straet sufeces and other public areas
and safely conveying itto the propser outlet. Sub-drainage region #1 drains the lower central to east and southetly areas of the City. ltis
generally hordered on the esst by the Santa Ana River Channel. on the scuthwest by the Pecific Coast Highway and the Pacific Ocean, on the
west mainiy by Alehama and Main Streets, and on the north by Garfield and Ellis Avenues. It encompasses the Santa Ana River and the
Talbert Channel Water Quality Planning Area and is representad in watershed Drainage Maps 20-27,23-32. 40. and 41.

Justification f Conseguences of Avoidance:

These improvements are needed o provide eflicient removal of storm water from the City's streets, roads and other public areas. Storm
water will increase in amounts proportional to the amount of impervious surface reducing the capability of the ground to ebsorb water. The
amount ranges from a low of 0.745 for detached dweliings to a high of 0.830 for commercial properties. If not completed, there would be the
potential for flooding of downstream creeks, washes and other storm drainage collection pipes. Emergency vehicle response by the City's
Pclice, Fire and Public\Warks crews could be effected to all areas of the City.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
A propertional emount of the projects, wis-a-vis the cost of the entire system, is appropriate.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 7.52%

Reference Document:

Praject Timing:
The project will he constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015 - 16

PROPCOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013-14 2014 -15 through Build-out Total &ll Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 2,847,360.00 2,847,380.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3, Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 18,982,400.00  18,982,400,00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,808,240.00 1,898,240.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23,728,000.00  23,728,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Storm Drainage Collection System
Froject Number{ Title SO 002 Coastal And Balsa Chica Wetlands Region (S Region #2)
Submitting Departments:  Public Works - Engineering

Project Description:

The 235 projects within Area #2 are required to remove starm drainage water from the City's street surfaces and other public areas and salely
convey itta the proper outlet. Sub-drainage region # 2 drains the central southwest area of the City, and is generally bordered by Lake and
wain Streets an the east, Pacific Coast Highway on the south and west, Seapoint Avenue and Edwards Street on the west, and Ellis Avenue
an the north. Sub-drainage 2 also includes the communily surrounding the Springdale/Talhert intersection. it encompasses the Bolsa Chica
Wetlands and the Coastal Water Quality Planning Ares and is represented in watershed Drainage Maps 16-18.

Justification / Conseguences of Avoidance:

These irmprovermnents are needed 1o provide efficient rermoval of storm water from the City's streets, roads and other public areas. Storm
watar will increase in amounts proportional to the amount of impenvious surface reducing the capability of the graund o absork water. The
amount ranges from alow of 0.745 for detached dwellings to a high of 0.830 for commercial properties, f not compieted. there would be the
potentiai for flooding of downstream creeks, washes and other storm drainage collection pipes. Emergency vehicle response by the Ciy's
Pcilice. Fire and Publicvarks crews could be effected to all areas of the City.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
A propartional amount of the projects, vis-a-vis the cost of the entire system, is appropriate.

Allacadion To General Plan Buiidout; 7.52%

Reference Document.

Profect Timing:
The projectwill he constructed within normal review of priorities and as adeguate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015 - 18

PROFPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2042 -13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,583,240.00 2,583,240.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17,221,600.00  17,221,600.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,722,160.00 1,722,160.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST; 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21,527.000,00  21,527,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrestructure: Storm Drainage Collection System
Project Number/ Title SD 003 Stater Channel Region (SD Region #3)
Subritting Departments: Public Waorks - Engineering

Project Description:

The 270 projecis within Area #3 are required to remowve storm drainage water from the City's street surfaces and other public areas and safely
conwvey itto the proper outlet. Sub-drainage regicon 3 drains the central section of the City, including a portion of the City of Fountsin Valley, and
is generally bordered by Newland and Magnolia Avenues on the east Ellis, Taylor and Talbert Avenues on the scuth. Graham and Bclsa
Chica Streets on the west, and Warner Avenue on the north. Sub-drainage 3 consists of the Stater Channel Water Quality Planning Area and is
represented in watershed Drainage haps 10-15.

Justification / Cansequences of Avoidance:;

These improvements are needad {o provide efficient rernoval of storm waier from the City's streets. roads and other public areas. Storm
water will increase in amounts proportionsl to the amaunt of imperviaus surace reducing the capshbility of the ground to absarb water. The
amount ranges from a low of 0.745 for deteched dwellings to & high of 0.830 far commercial properties. If not completed, there would be the
potential for flooding of downstrear creeks, washes and other storm drainage collection pipes. Erergency vehicle response by the City's
Falice, Fire and Public Warks crews could be effected to all areas of the City.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
A praporionsl amount of the projects, vis-acvis the cost of the entire system, is appropriate.

Allocation To Gengral Plan Buildout: 762%

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
The projectwill be constructad within normal review of priorities end as adequete and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015- 15

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 4,108,320.00 4,108,320.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 27,388,800.00  27,388,3800.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 2,738,880.00 2,738,880.00
5, Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 34,236,000.00  34,236,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Storm Drainage Collection Systam
Project Number/ Title SD BG4 Wintershurg Channel Region (S0 Region #4)
Submitting Departments:  Public Works - Engineering

Project Description:

The 220 projects within Area #4 are reguired to remove storm drainage water from the Ciy's strest surfaces and other public areas and safely
convey itto the proper outlet Sub-drainage region 4 includes the northem and northeastem parts of the City, and is generally bordered by
MNewland Street on the east, Heil and \Warnser Avenues on the south, Springdale Street on tha wast and McFadden Avenue on the north.
Sub-drainage 4 corresponds to the Wintersburg \Water Quality Channel Planning Area and is reprasented in watershed Drainage Maps 5-3.

Justification / Conseguences of Avoidance:

These improvemants are needead to provide efficient removal of storm watsr from the City's streets, roads and other public areas. Storm
waler will increase in amounts proportional to the amourt of impenvious surace reducing the capability of the ground to abisarb water. The
amount ranges from & low of B.745 for detached dwellings to & high of 0.830 for commercial properties. if not completed, thers would be the
potential for looding of downstream creeks, washes and other storm drainage collection pipes. Emergency wehicle respanse by the City's
Folice, Fire and Fublic Works crews could he effected to all areas of the City.

Felationship to General Plan Development:
A proportional amount of the projects, vis-a-vis the cost of the entire system, is appropriete.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 7.he%

Reference Document:

Praject Timing:
The projectwill be constructad within normal review of priorities and as adequate and suficient revenues are collected.

2015- 16

PROPQSED EXPENDITURES 2019 -12 2012 -13 2013-14 2014 - 15 through Build-out Total &l Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,449 880.00 3,449,880,00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22,998,200.00  22,899,200.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,299,920.00 2,299,920.00
5. Equipment { Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 28,749,000.00  28,749,000,00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Starm Dirainage Colleciion System
Project Numberf Title SD 005 Boisa Chica Channel & Harbour Region {SD Region #5)
Submitting Departments:  Public Works - Engineering

Project Description:

The 278 projects within Area #5 are required ta remove storm drainage water fram tha City's street surfaces and ather public aress and safely
corvey itto the proper outlet. Sub-drainage region & covers the nothwestern section of the City, including & portinn of the City of Westminster.
Buh-drainage 5 corresponds ta the Harbor Water Quality Planning Area and the Bolsa Chica Channel Water Quality Planning Area and is
represented inwatershed Drainage Maps 1-5.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

These improvements are needed to provide efficient removal of storm water from the City's streets. roads and other public areas. Storm
water will increase in smounts proportional to the armount of impensious surface reduting the capability of the ground to absorb water. The
amount ranges from a low of 0.745 for detached dweilings to & high of 0.830 for commercial properties. |f not completed, there would be the
potential for flooding of downsiream creeks, washes and other starm drainage collection pipes. Emergency vehicle response by the City's
Police, Fire and Public Works crews could be effected to all areas of the City.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
A proporticnal amount of the projects, vis-a-vis the cost of the enfire system, is approptiate.

Allocation To General Flan Buildout; 7.52%

Reference Document:

Project Timing: :
The project will be constructed within normal review of priosities and as adequate and sufiicient revenues are collected.

2015- 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013- 14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 11,825,880.00  11,825,880.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 78,839,200.00  78,839,200.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7,883,920.00 7,883,920,00
8, Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 98,549,000,00  98,548,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Stotrn Drainage Collection System

Project Number/ Title SD 006 PublicWarks Maintenance Building

Submitting Departiments: Public\Warks - Engineering

Project Description;

.Construct & 10,000 splitface block general use, maintenance huilding. The facility would be have full utilities and a number of rall-up doors.

Approximaiehy 205 of the cost of an additional 10,000 suare foot buiiding in support of General Fund PublicYorks maintenance from Storm
Drainage System Development Impact Fees. The remaining 80% would he financed with Circustion System Development Impact Fees.

Justification f Consequences of Avoidance:
The additional space needs would be requirsd o support the additional maintenance demands from the construction of additional circulation
and storm drainage infrastructure improvements,

Relationship to General Flen Development:
The facility expansion is limited to the demands created by the new infrastruciure required to support new development

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 100.00%

Reterence Document;

Project Timing:
The project will be constructed within normal review of priorities and as adequate and sufficient revenues are collected.

2015 -16

PROPQOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013 - 14 2014-15 through Build-out  Total all Years

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 66,250.00 86,250.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 602,500.00 602,500.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 36,300.00 36,300.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0¢ 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 705,050.00 705,050.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan
Public Library Facilities And Collection

2015-16
Through Project Build
2011 - 12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 -15 Build Out Out Total
PL -001 Expand Banning Branch Librasry 50 $0 %0 $0 $5,268,470 $5,268,470
PL -002 Expand Main Street Branch Library 50 $0 $0 30 $1,651,375 $1,851,375
PL -003 Expand Library Collection ltems $0 50 80 $0 $921,524 $921,524
TOTALS $0 $0 30 $0 $7.841,360 $7,841,360

Notes:

1} If project timing is not @ component of this effort, then all projects default to their “Thru Build Cut” amount.

Lh
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Public Library Facilities And Cailection
Project Number:/ Title PL 801 Expand Banning Branch Librany
Submiting Departments:  Library Services

Project Description:

Expand the Banning Branch Library faciliies by 10,100 square feet from the current 2,400 square feetto 12.500 square feet to assitin maintain
the existing Ievels of service and extend those same levels of senvice to the 17,089 new residents expected to be added through General
Plan build-out.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The current defacto library standard of space is 0.669 square feet per resident. Added 17,089 residents frorm new General Plan development
will create additional demands upon the existing level of senvice provided by the library. Without increasing library space, the existing
stancard would decrease to about 0.614 square feet per resident.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
The proposad improvements are required to meet the demands of an increasing residential population.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 100.00%%

Reference Document

Project Timing:
Basedupon the rate of construction of residential units and thus collection of any imposed development Impact Fees,

2015-16

PROPGSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012 - 13 2013-14 2014 -15 through Build-oul  Total ajl Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 535,260.00 535,260.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 808,000.00 £08,000,00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,568,370.00 3,668,370.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 356,840.00 356,840.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,268,470.00 5,268,470.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

infrastructure: Pubiic Library Faciliies And Collection
Project Number;/ Title PL 002 Expand bain Street Branch Library
Submitting Departments:  Library Services

Project Description:

Expand the Main Street Branch Library facilities by 4,804 square festfrom the current 4500 square feetto 8.304 square feet o assistin the
maintenance of the existing levels of service and extend those same levels of senvice to the 17,089 new residents expected to be added
through General Plan build-out. The project consists taking 4,804 square feet of the current building thet house the branch brary currently
used by anon-City tenant and turning it into library space. Thers is no current effort 1o oustthe currenttenant, hawever, ultimately the
nan-library space could easily be convered as librray space.

Justification / Consecduences of Avaidance:

Tha current defacto library standard of space is 0.669 square feet per resident. Added 17,089 residents from new General Flan development
will create additional dermands upon the existing level of service provided by the library, Withoutincreasing library space. the existing
standard would decreass to about .614 squere feet per residant.

Relaticnship to Generat Plan Developrent
The proposed impravarnents are required to meetthe demands of an increasing residential population,

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 100.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
Based upon the rade of construction of residential units and thus callection of any imposed development impact Fees.

2015- 18

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 -15 through Build-out  Total 2l Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0,00 0.00 0.00 0,00 188,185.00 198,166.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,324,100.00 1,321,100.06
4., Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 132,110.00 ©132,110.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,651,375.00 1,651,375.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Public Library Facilities And Coltection

Praject Nutmber/ Tille

Submitting Departments: Library Services

Project Description:

PL 003 Expand Library Collection ltems

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Expand the public library collection items inventory by roughly 36,861 iterms to maintain the existing 2.157 collection items per resident currantly

offered by the City's library system.

Justification / Conseqguences of Avoidance:

Added populatiaon from new residential construction will increase the City's residential population by approxmataly 17,088 additicnal
residents. Without expanding the library collection items inventory, that standard would drop to approximately 1.979 items per resident.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The proposed improvements are required to meet the demands of an increasing residential population.

Allocation To Genersl Plan Buildout:

Reference Document;

Praject Timing:

100.00%

Based upon the raie of construction of residential units and thus collection of any imposed development Impact Fees.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Cther
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

2011 - 42

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 1%:53 AM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Buitd-out
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
921,524.00
921,624.00

Total all Years

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
©21,524.00
921,524.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan
Community Use Facilities

2015-16
Through Project Build
2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 -14 2014 -15 Build Out Qut Total
GF -001 Central Park Senior Center 50 30 50 30 $22,000,000 $22,000,000
CF -g02 Edison Community Center Gymnasium %0 30 30 50 $2 975,000 $2,975,000
CF -003 Murdy Community Center Gymnasium 30 30 $0 30 $2,975,000 $2,975,000
CF -004 Cak View Recreation Center Expansion $0 $0 %0 $0 $800,000 $800,000
TOTALS $0 $0 30 50 $28,750,000 $28,750,000

Notes:

1) If project timing is not a compoenent of this effort, then all projects default to their "Thru Build Out” amount.

L
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Community Use Facilities
Project Number; Title CF 001 Central Perk Senior Cenier
Submitting Departments:  Community Sensices

Project Description:

Construct 45,000 square foot Senior Center in Central Park, The facility would have a large multi-purpose roarm, & number of smaller
classrooms, awarming kitchen, fitness center. game room with poal takles. and ancillary offices. There would also be a garden patio with s
water feature, turf and gardens. The facility would have parking for 260 vehicies.

Justification § Consequences of Avoidance:

The City currently has a de-facto standard of 0.620 square feet or general purpose community use facility space per resident based upon the
City's 118,820 square fest of public use facilities available to the 190,377 residents. The City wishes to maintain, if notimprove, this standerd
by construction. The 0.620 square foot per person is hotthe standard for senior only faciliizs, butfor all community use faciliies available to
the entire residential population.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The proposed land-use database indicates additonal residential dwellings that would likehy resultin roughly 17,089 additional residents
requiring at least 10,535 square feet of public use space in order to maintain the existing level of serdce (LOS)

Allocation Te General Plan Buiidput: 0.0G%

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
The construction of the facility is on-hold pending litigation.

2015 -18
PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 - 15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 D0.00 2,200,000.00 2,200,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 c.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17,600,000.00  17,800,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 1,760,000.00 1,780,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.0¢ 0.00 440,000.00 440,000.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22,000,000.00 22,000,000,00

58

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011 Time: 2:40 PM Huntington Beach Octoker, 2011



Huntington Beach
Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Community Use Fadilies
Project Number/ Tite CF 002 Edison Community Center Gymnasium
Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description:

Construct & 7,000 square foot gymnasium contiguous to the Edison Comrmunity Center. The facility would be a basic *high school” design or
grada with & single main basketbali courtthat can be broken down into two smaller full-courts or four hali-courts for practice sassions. The
facility would also have locker rooms and resirooms.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

Due to higher demands of their own, the local high school gyrmnasiums are no longer as available as they once were. As aresult the City is
fincling it more difficuli to meet the Cit's vouth indoor sports needs.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The proposed land-use database indicates additional residential dwallings thatwould likely resultin roughly 17.089 additional residents
requiring at least 10,595 sguare feet of public use space in order to maintain the existing leve! of service {LOS).

Allocation To General Plan Buitdout: 0.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The expansion is planned for construction between 2010 and 2020.

2015- 16

PROPOSED EXPEMDITURES 2011 - 12 2012 -13 2013-14 2014 - 15 through Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 357,000.00 357,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0¢
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,380,000,00 2,380,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 238,000.00 238,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0C
TOTAL COST: 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 2,975,000.00 2,975,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Comrnunity Use Faciliies

Project MNumberf Title

Submitting Departments:  Camrunity Services

Project Description:

CF 003 Murdy Community Center Gymnasium

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Construct 5 7.000 square foot gymnasium contigucus to the Murdy Community Center. The facility would be a basic "high school” design or
grade with a single main basketball courtthat can be broken down into two smaller full-courts or four half-courts for practice sessions. The
faciliy woutd also have jocker rooms and restrooms,

Justification / Censequences of Avoidance:
Cue to higher demands of their own, the local high schoo! gymnasiums are no longer as available as they once were. As aresult the City is
finding it mare difficult to mestthe City's vouth indoor sports needs. This problem will only increase with more residents.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

The proposed land-use database indicates additional residential dwellings that would likely resultin roughly 17.089 additional residents
raquiring at least 10,585 square feet of public use space in crder to maintain the existing level of service (LOS).

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Daocument:

Project Timing:

The expansion is planned for canstruction between 2010 and 2020,

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering { Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Cther
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 10/14/2011

0.00%

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 6:18 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.0
0.0¢
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015 - 16
through Build-out
357,000.00
0.00
2,380,000.00
238,000.00
0.00
2,975,000.00

Total aff Years

357,000.00
0.00
2,380,000.00
238,000.00
0.0¢
2,975,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Community Use Facilities

Project Number/ Title CF 004 Qak View Fiecreation Center Expansion
Submitting Departments: Community Services

Froject Description:

Construct e roughly 2,000 squere foot expansion to the existing 10,000 square foot Oak View Recreation Community Center. The facility wouid
congist of & game room, multi-purpose room and arestroom.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The facility is necessary (or planned) to maximize the fairly smalt facility.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
The propased land-use databases indicates additonal residential dwellings that would likely resultin roughly 17,089 additional residents
requiring at least 10,595 square feet of puklic use space in arder to maintain the existing level of service (LOS).

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.00%%

Reterence Document:

Project Timing:
The expansion is planned for construction between 2010 and 2020.

2015- 16
PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012 - 13 2013-14 2014-15 through Build-out  Total aif Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 80,000.00 §0,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3, Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 640,000.00 640,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 64,00C.00 54,000.00
5, Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16,000.00 16,000.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 G.00 c.00 800,000.00 800,000.00
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City of Huntington Beach

Public Library Facilities
and Collection

NOTE: “Allocation to General Plan™ on all projects is listed as 0.00% because any or all of the projects will qualify for
Quimby Act financing due to it’s flexibility.
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Huntington Beach'

Master Facilities Plan

Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development

2015- 16

Through Project Build

2011 -12 2012-13 2013 -14 2014 -15 Build Out Out Total

PK -0D1 Bartiett Park Conceptuat Plan And EIR $400,000 $0 én $0 $5,000,000 $5,400,000
PK -002 Irby Park Phase Il $C $0 30 $0 $500,000 $500,000
PK -003 Edison Park Youth Sport Complex Plan & Phase | Improvernents $0 $0 %0 $1,250,000 $4,250,000 $5,500,000
PK -004 Central Park Former Gun Range EIR, RAP And Development $325,000 30 30 %0 $4.000,000 $4,325,000
PK -005 Le Bard Park Expansion Master Plan And Development Plan $250,000 30 $0 $0 $1,200,000 $1,450,000
PK -008 Blufftop Park Permanent Beach Restrooms $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,400,000 $2,400,000
PK -007 Blufftop Park Trail Improvements 30 $0 30 $0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
PK -008 Edinger Dock Development 30 $0 30 50 $700,000 $700,000
PK -009 Wardiow Field Reconfiguration Design/Construction $120,000 50 30 50 $880,000 $1,000,000
PK -010 Worthy Park Restroom 50 $0 30 50 $130,000 $130,000
PK -011 Skate Park Facility_ & Restroom Design/Const. $130,000 $0 $0 50 %1,130,000 $1,260,000
PK -012 City-Wide Parks Master Pian 50 50 $0 $0 $350,000 $350,000
PK-013 Central Park Habitat Plan $0 30 $0 30 $250,000 $250,000
PK-014 Central Park Acquisiton Of Encyclopedia Lots 30 $0 $0 $0 $1,020,000 $1,020,000
PK -015 Central Park Development Of Remaining 86 Acres $0 30 %0 %0 520,000,000 $20,000,000
PK -015 Central Park Rebuilkd Two Restaurant Facilities 30 %0 30 $0 $800,000 $800,000
PK 017 General Youth Sports Facilities Grarnits $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $39,000,000 $39,600,000
PK -018 Sport Complex (8th Field} $0 30 $0 30 $450,000 $450,000
PK -019 Murdy Youth Sports Complex Phase H 3G 30 $0 30 $2,500,000 $2,500,000
PK -020 Beach Playground $0 $0 50 $0 $350,000 $350,000
PK -021 Central Park Development Of Former Gun Range Area %0 30 $0 %0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000
PK -022 Warner Dock Rengvation And Expansion 30 $0 $0 $0 $800,C00 $300,000

&
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan

Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development

2015 -16
Through Project Build
2011 - 12 2012-13 2013 -14 2014 - 15 Build Qut Out Total
PK -023 Lamb Park Design And Development $0 30 $0 30 $1,100,000 $3,100,000
PK 024 Ceniral Park Sports Compiex Team Room 30 30 30 $0 $100,000 $100,000
PK -025 Future Parks Acquisition (Possible Closed Scheol Sites) 30 $0 50 $0 514,748,000 $14,748,000
TOTALS $1,375,000 $150,000 $150,000 $1,400,000 $105658,000 $108733,000

Notes:

1) If project timing is not a ccmponent of this effort, then all projects default to their "Thru Build Qut' amount.

[
i
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development

Project Number:/ Tiile FK. 001 Barllett Park Conceptual Plan And EIR

Submitiing Departments:  Community Senices

Project Description:

The project consists of the environmental assessment and conceptual plan forthe remaining 26 acre Darlett Park. iargely an Environmentally

Sensitive Habitet Area (ESHA). The preliminary plans include a natural-passive use consisting of trails, trailhead kiosks, and limited, natura
parking.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance: _
The park itnprovements are needed far protection of the currently open or vacent parcei. Roughly 90%% of the park would remain untouched
with improvements designed ta protect that 90%.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

Littte direct relationship, but the improvements are consistent with the Cit's General Plan Recreation Element and indirecily support the
additional residents resulting from new development. The projectis also cepacity increasing.

Aliocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The design and environmentassessment componentis planned for 2009 to 2010, The first construction component is planned for between
201¢ and 2020,

2015-18

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES i 2611 -12 2012 -43 2013-14 2014 - 15 througn Build-out  Total all Yoars
i. Design / Engineering / Administratic 400,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 500,000.00 900,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,000,000.00 4,000,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 500,000.00 500,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

TOTAL COST: 400,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 £,000,000.00 5,400,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Faciliies Development
Project Number:/ Title FK 002 Irby Park Phase Il
Submitting Depanments:  Comrmunity Services

Project Description:

The ptoject consists of the development of the remaining eight acres. Construct bio-fiker and water retention ares, In addition, canstruct trails,
passive pocket areas, intarpretive signs and a small area of neighborhood park irmprovements (climbing apparatus, benches, picnictables)

adjacent ta the neighborhood area. The more active portion would be designed in a fashion to protect the more natural areas.

Justification / Conseguences of Avaidance:

The park needs & combination of passive/active improvements to create a balance of active uses with protection of the water retention
needs. The water retention needs would receive appropristions from storm drainage sources. a State Public Woarks Grant.

Relationship to Genersl Flan Development:
Litlle direct relationship, but the improvements are cansistent with the City's General Plan Recreation Element and indirectly support the

additional residents resulting from new development. The projectis also cepacity increasing.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:

0.00%

Based upan receipt of State (Public Works) Grant. The projectis in conjunction with & FW State Grant - matching funds.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4, Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012-13

C.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00

2013 - 14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
C.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Build-out
50,000.00
0.00
400,000.0C
50,000.00
0.00
500,000.00

Total all Years

50,000.00
0.00
400,000.00
50,000.00
0.00
500,000.00
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Huntington Beach
Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisitioch And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK 003 Central Park Former Gun Range EIR RAP And Developmerit
Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description:

The project consists of an Environmental limpact Review. Femedial Action Plan and ulimately & development plan, The gun range has been
inactive for over ten years and the sccurnulated lead in the soil and use of creasote wood presents an environmenial probiem and must be
remediated before re-use. Phase i consists of preparation of an Envirotimental Impact Report and Remedial Action Plan. Phase || ($2.0
mrdilian) is an estimate of the range remediation. Phase (Il {also $2.0 miliion) is the actual site improvements to turn it into an active park use.
proposed of this ime to he a skate park.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The roughly five acre gun range area is part of the City's mejor regional park and needs to be used {o its maxdmum potential in a yetio be
determined mannes.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

Little direct relationship, but the improvermnents are consistent with the City's General Plan Recreation Element and indirectly support the
additional residents resulting frem new development. The projectis also capacity increasing.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: n.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The study/report, site remediation and site improvements are ptanned for a period between 2010 and 2020.

015 - 18

PROFPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 -15 throzugh Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 325,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 325,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Coenstruction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,000,000.00 4,000,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0C 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 325,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,000,000.00 4,325,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructurs: Park Land Acquisition And Perk Facilities Deveiopment

Project Number/ Title PK. 004 Le Berd Park Expansion Master Plan And Development Plan

Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description:

Undertake the Park Master Plan and construciion documents necessary io expand the twf area and park amenities an the two remaining

undeveloped acres. The improvemants will be complated in a single phase. Irmprovemsnts also include the elimination of drainage
problems and construction of a ramp to the Santa Ana River Trail.

Justification / Conseguences of Avoidance:
The park improvements are necessary to complete the park and maximize the roughly five acres available af this park.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

Litle direct reletionship. butthe improvements are consistent with the City's General Flan Recreation Elemant and indirectly supporithe
additional residenis rasulting from new development. The projectis also capacity increasing.

Allocation To General Flan Buildout: . 0.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As park-related revenues become available.

2015- 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012 -13 2013 -14 2014 -15 through Buiid-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 250,000.00 0.0¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 250,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,200,000,00 1,200,000.00
4, Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 250,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,200,000.00 1,450,000.00
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Huntington Beach

tnfrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Faciliies Development
Project Number:/ Title FPK 005 Blufttop Park Trail improvements

Submiting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Constuctimpravements to the existing two and a bali-mile long asphalt trail, including a splittrail system for pedestrian and wheeled traffic.
The pioject includes 15 for citizen input, project design/engineering, soils and materials testing, project plan check and construction

inspection. The project also includes a standard 10% for project contingency.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The projectis necessary fo reduce the rate of erosion of the very important blufftop arsa,

Relationshig to General Plan Development;
Meone directly. the improvements are primarily necessary 1o maintain an existing asset.

Allocation To General Fian Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As revenues permit

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Censtruction
4, Gontingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

0.00%4

2011 - 12

0.00 .
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 - 14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015 - 16
thrcugh Build-out
120,000.00
0.00
80C,000,00
80,000.00
0.00
1,000,000.00

Total all Years

120,000.00
0.00
800,000.00
80,000.00
0.0¢
1,000,000.00

69

Huntington Beach October, 2011



Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acguisition And Park Faciliies Development
Project Number/ Title PK 006 Edinger Dock Development
Submitting Depantments:  Community Services

Project Descriptian:
Canstruct a new dock and boat iaunch.

Justification ; Consequences of Avoidance:
The improvements need to be made to mest the recreational hoating needs of the community.

Relationship to General Flan Development:

Little direct relationship, butthe improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan Recreaiion Elemant and indirecily support the

additional residents resultng from new development.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.00%

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
Within pricrity and as Park Fund revenues become available.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013-14

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00

2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 G.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0,00

5. Equipment / Other 0.60 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00

V:1.08.0 Date:11/11/2011 Time: 2:14 PM

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Build-out
50,000.00
0.00
0.00
600,000.00
50,000.00
700,000.00

Total ali Years

50,000.00
0.00

0.00
600,000.00
60,000.00
700,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Faciliies Dewvelopment

Project Number/ Title PK 007 Wardlow Field Reconfiguration Design/Construction

Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Descriptian:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Recaonfigure the perk to accommodate a youth sports field and plan for additional parking. Construction costs for the little lsague fisld and

parking lot are included at $380,000,

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The patks eadlier configuration is inefficient in terms of space.

Relafionship to General Plan Developiment:

Littie direct relationship, but the improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan Recreation Element and indire ctly support the
additional residents resuliing from new development,

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
2010.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way

3. Construction

4. Contingency

5. Equipment / Other

TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

6.00%

2011-12

120,000.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
120,000.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 - 14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-16
through Builkd-out
0.00
0.00
800,000.00
80,000.00
0.00
880,000.00

Total all Years

120,000.00
0.00
800,000.00
80,000.00
0.00
1,000,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acguisilion And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK 008 City-Wide Parks Master Plan
Submitting Departments: Community Services

Project Description:
The project consists solely of the preparation of & Parks Master Plan.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

A Master Plan of Parks is needed {0 insure the continued rational programmed development of the City parks system,

Relationship to General Plan Development:

A Park Magter Plan for the continued development of the City's Park system is direcily related to General Plan development

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 6.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The projectis scheduled for the period of 2010 1o 2020.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012-13 2013 - 14 2014 -15

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4, Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011 Time: 2:14 PM

2015-16

through Build-cut Total all Years

350,000.00 350,000,00

0.00 0.00

0.0¢ 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

350,000.00 350,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK 008 Ceniral Parlk Hahitat Plan
Submitting Departments:  Community Servicas

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Complete an enhanced hakitat plan for eatire Central Park area. The plan is necessary for mitigeting the raptor foraging area related to the
areas slated for construction of the proposed Central Park Senior Center. The results may indicate the need for a one-lo-one basis within the
park. Thatis, all negative impacts must be fully mitigated.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The area proposed for the Senior Citizens Center has been vacant for & great deal of time and hes becoms a raptor foraging area. The City
needs to study the entire park area and determine if and how the impact of the proposed development of the Senigr Center can be mitigated

on & park-wide basis.

Relationship fo General Plan Development:
Litlle direct reladionship, butthe improvements are consisient with the City's General Plan Recreation Elernent and indirectly support the
additional residents resulting fram new development.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As revenues permit.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other |
TOTAL COST:

V- 1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

0.00%

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012 - 13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 15

0.c0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015-18

thraugh Build-out Total all Years

250,000.00 250,000.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

250,000.00 250,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Patk Land Acquisition And Park Faciliies Deveiopment
Praject Number/ Title PK 010 Central Park Acquisiton Of Encyciopedis Lots
Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description:
The expenditures allow for the acquisition of fifty-one privately owned lots |oceted within park boundaries st approximately $20,600 perlot
The smal, individual lots ere locatad generally north of Ellis. south of Edwards and west of Golden West Avenues.

Justification ! Consequences of Avoidance:
The acquisition of the small iots is necessary to allow for the complete development and thus maximizafion, of Central Park.

Relationship to General Flan Development:

Litle direct relationship, butthe improvements are consistentwith the City's General Plan Recreation Element and indirectly suppott the
additional residents resuliing frorm rew development. The project is elso capagity increasing.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.nn%s

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As Park Fund revenues permit.

2015 - 16

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013 - 14 2014 -15 threugh Buildcut  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 1,020,000.00 1,020,000.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,020,000.00 4,020,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Faciliies Development
Project Number/ Title PK 011 Central Park Development Of Remaining 86 Acres
Submitting Departments:  Community Senvices

Project Description:

Complete the moslly passive area of the park, near Ellis and Golden YWest Avenues, with trails, picnic areas, a restroom and additional
parking per the Central Park dMaster Plan.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The improvements are necessary to maximize the use of this major park.

Relationship to General Plan Developtnent:

Little direct relationship, hut the improvements are consistent with the City's General Flan Recreation Element end indirectly support the
additional residents resulling from new development. The project is elso capacity increasing.

Allocation To General Flan Buildout: 0.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As park capital revenues pemit

2015 -1

PROPOSED EXPEMNDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013 - 14 2014 -15 throu1h58uilz-oul Totai all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20,000,000.00  20,000,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
-5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 : 0.00 0,00 0.00
TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20,000,000.00  20,000,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acguisition And Park Faciliies Development
Project Number;/ Title PK 012 Central Park Rebuild Two Festaurant Faciiities
Submitting Departments:  Cormmunity Services

Project Description:
Rebuild the "Park Bench Cafe" and "Alice’s Restaurant".

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:;
The facilities are neatly thiy yeers old and in need of replacement.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

These improvemenis are largely concession-hased improvements and thus financed with long-term concession revenues.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.00%

Reference Document

Project Timing:
As revenues permit and as negations are completed.

PROPOSED EXFENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012-13 2013 - 14 2014 -15
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4. Contingency .00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011 Time: 2:14 PM

2015 - 16
through Builg-out
0.00
0.00
800,000.00
0.00
0.00
800,000.00

Total all Years

0.00
0.00
800,000.00
0.00
0.00
800,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK. 013 General Youth Spoits Facilities Granis
Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description:
The proposed expenditure acts &s seed maney for grants obtained by volunteer youth sports programs. The project consists of $156,000 per
wear in grant assisiance.

Justification / Coansequences of Avoidance:
The City has had a longtenn poficy of assisting local groups leverage City money for common park ares improverments.

Relationship to General Plan Development:

Little direct refationship. butthe improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan Recreation Element and indirectly supportthe
additional residents resulting from new development.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.00%

Reference Document

Project Timing:
As requested by local groups thet hawve success in obtaining grants or other financial assistance.

2015-16

PROFOSED EXPENDITURES 2014 - 12 2012 -13 2013-14 2014-15 through Build-out  Totai all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 150,000.00 150,000.00 150,000.00 150,000.00 39,000,000.00  39,600,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 150,000.00 150,000.00 150,000.00 150,000.00 39,000,000.00  39,600,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development

Project Number/ Title PK 014 Murdy Youth Sports Complex Phase 1l

Submitting Departments:  Comrnunity Services

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Reconfigure the current pask/school configuration to increase youth sports cepabiliies. The City and school district will amend the existing
jointuse agreement and the City wili construct a sponts field on school praperty, There will also be parking lotimproverments with additional

spaces and a turn -around.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The existing field configuration does not mexdimize the existing field space for use by youth sports associations and the re-design ofthe
existing park and schaol parcels will address this shoricoming.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
The existing field configuration does not maximize the existing field space for uge by youth spants associations and the re-design will address

this.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
As revenues permit

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

0.00%

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
. 0.00
0.00

2015- 18
through Build-out
0.00
0.G0
2,500,000.00
0.00
‘ 0.00
2,500,0006.00

Tetal alt Years

0.00
0.00
2,500,000.00
0.00
0.00
2,500,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure; Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK 015 Beach Playground
Submitting Depanments: Community Services

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Construct a tot lotdyouth playground with capability to serve the needs of two different age groups. The improvement would be located on the
City beach notth of the pier adjacent to Bluffiop Park at Sth Street. The park would have asphali access with a turabout

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The improvements are intended to improve the beach day experience for youths.

Relationship to General Plan Development,
The existing field confiqueation does not maxirmize the existing field space for use by youth sports associations and the re-design will address

this.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document;

Project Timing:
As revenues permit.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

0.09%

2011 - 12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
G.00
0.00

Time; 2:14 PM

2012 -13

0.00
D.0G
0.00
d.UO
000
0.00

2013 -14

0.00
G.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015 - 16
through Build-out
0.00
0.00
350,000.00
0.00
0.00
350,000.00

Total alt Years

0.00
0.00
350,000.00
0.00
0.00
350,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Faciities Development

Project Number/ Title PK 016 Central Park Development Of Former Gun Range Area

Submitting Departments:  Community Services

Project Description;

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

The project cansists of the removal of the existing gun range end designing/constructing a skate park facility.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:

The City currently has no facilities of its awn for ining skating and sketeboarding in this area of the community end will need to ofisetthe loss
of the existing Huntington Beach High School skate facility.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
MNone diractly, butthe proposed skate facility is capacity incressing,

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reterence Document

FProject Timing:

0.00%

The project design is planned for 2010 and the construction betwsen 2010 and 2020,

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V: 1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012 -13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
c.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015 - 16
through Build-out
360,000.00
0.00
2,400,000.00
240,000,00
0.00
3,000,000.00

Total ali Years

360,000.00
0.00
2,400,000.0G
240,000.00
0.00
3,600,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Faciliies Development
Praject Number/ Title PK 017 Warner Dock Penovation And Expansion
Submiting Departments:  Comrnunity Sesvices

Froject Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Improve the Edinger Dock area by dredging the area and adding four to six docks or slips. There would also be improements made to the

public boat launch ramp.

Justification f Consequences of Avoidance:
The area serves the yacht club activities as well as casual boaters.

Relationship to General Flan Development:
Litle direct relationship, butthe improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan Recreation Element and indirectly support the

additional residents resulting from new developmant. The projectis also capacity incteasing.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document:

Froject Timing;

0.00%

The project design is planned for 2010 and the canstruction between 2010 and 2020.

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V: 1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013 - 14

0.00
0.00
¢.00
0.00
0.00
c.00

2014 - 15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2015 - 16
through Build-out
96,000.00
0.00
0.00
640,000.00
64,000.00
800,000.00

Total all Years

96,000.00
0.00

0.00
640,000.00
€4,000.00
800,000.00

81

Huntington Beach Octoher, 2011



Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

infrastructure:; Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK 018 Lamb Park Desigh And Cevelopment
Submitting Deparments:  Community Services

Project Description:

Design, engineer and construct park improvements an the 2 4 scre Lamb Park site. The improvemants would include lighted sporis facilities
(ballfield and sportsfield) and other neighborhood fixiures such as benches, sidewalks, drinking fountains and a pley apparatus on the parcel,
atlosed school site.

Justification / Canseguences of Avoidance:
The park improvements, mostly sports oriented, are necessary to complete the park and maximize the roughly 2.4 acres availakle at this
park.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
Litle direct relationship, butthe improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan Recreation Elerment and indirectly support the
additional residents resulting frotm new development. The project is also capacity increasing.

Allocation Ta General Plan Buildout: 3.00%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The project design is planned for 2010 and the construction between 2010 and 2020.

2015-18

PROPQOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 -12 2012-13 2013-14 2014 - 15 through Build-out Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 132,000.00 132,000.00
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way : 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 880,000.00 880,000.00
4, Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 88,000.00 88,000.00
5. Equipment / Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,100,000.00 1,100,000.00
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Huntington Beach

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Infrastructure: Park Land Acquisition And Park Facilities Development
Project Number/ Title PK 018 Ceniral Park Sports Complex Team Room
Submitiing Depanments:  Community Services

Project Description:

Construct ateam-room st the sports complex. The faciliyy would be used by teams for during game kreaks. The facility would have slectrical
sevice and possibly a drinking fountain butwould not include showerflocker facilities.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance:
The facility will provide sports teams with a location forteam discussions, changing and personal effects security.

Relationship to Generaj Plan Development:

Little direct relationship. butthe improvements are consistert with the City's Generat Plan Recreation Element and indireclly supportthe
additional residents resuling from new development. The projectis also capacity increasing.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout: 0.6G%%

Reference Document:

Project Timing:
The project design is planned for 2010 and the construction hetween 2010 and 2020.

2015-18

PROPOSED EXPENDITURES 2011 - 12 2012 - 13 2013- 14 2014 -15 through Build-out  Total all Years
1. Design / Engineering / Administratic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00
2. Land Acguisition / Right Of Way 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3. Construction 0.00 0.00 0.c0 0.00 100,000.00 100,000.00
4. Contingency 0.00 0.00 o.00 0.00 0.00 .00
5. Equipment / Other 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.0¢ 0.00 0.00

TOTAL COST: 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 100,000.00 100,000.00

83

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011 Time: 2:14 PM ' _ Huntington Eeach Ocioher, 2011



Infrastructure: Park Land Acguisition And Park Facilities Dewvelopment
PK. 20 Future Parks Acquisition (Possible Closed Schooi Sites)

Project Number/ Title

Huntington Beach

Submitling Depanments: Community Senvices

Project Description:

Master Facilities Plan Project Detail

Acquire approximaiely 28 acres of land suitabls for development of active and passive parks such as including neighbarhood, cammunity
and sports parks. Potential sites would include closed schoal sites. Land acquisition is estimated at $20.00 per square foot or $371,120 per

acre.

Justification / Consequences of Avoidance: :
The City needs to acquire approximaiely 100 acras in orderto meet the General Plan target of 5.0 acres per 1.000 residents.

Relationship to General Plan Development:
The City's Generat Plan currernitly idenfifies a target of 5.0 acres of recrestion oppostunites per ane thausand residents.

Allocation To General Plan Buildout:

Reference Document;

Project Timing:

The project design is planned for 2010 and the construction between 2010 and 2020.

PROFPOSED EXPENDITURES

1. Design / Engineering / Administratic
2. Land Acquisition / Right Of Way
3. Construction
4. Contingency
5. Equipment / Other
TOTAL COST:

V:1.08.0 Date: 11/11/2011

0.00%

2011 -12

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Time: 2:14 PM

2012-13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2013-14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2014 -15

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.00

2015-16
through Build-out
0.00
24,488,000.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
24,488,000.00

Total all Years

0.00
24,488,000.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
24,488,000.00
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End of Plan
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CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC INFORMATION

To: Mayor, City Council and City Manager

From: Laurie Frymire, Community Relations Officer
Date: December 15, 2011

Subject: Boards and Commissions Liaison List for 2012

Attached please find the current Boards and Commissions List as being proposed by
Mayor Hansen. This is the same list that is featured in the agenda packets - the only
change is the year at the top.

The title of the list has been changed to reflect the 2012 year.

Laurie Frymire

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date; /ﬁv//?///
Agenda tem No. /




2012 COUNCIL LIAISON LIST

CITIZEN BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, COMMITTEES, AND TASK FORCES
(Citizen Members Appointed to Four-Year Terms)

Citizen Group

Council Liaisons

Meeting Date/Place

Staff Contact

Allied Arts Board

Boardman, Dwyer, Harper

1 Tues, Art Center, 6:00 PM
Every other month

Com Services, Kate Hoffman, 374-
1658

2. Children’s Needs Task Force Carchio, Harper 4" Thurs, B-8, 4 PM, Bi-Monthly (Aug, | Com Services, Janeen Laudenback,
Oct, Dec, Feb, Apr, June) 536-5496
3. Citizen Participation Advisory Board Boardman, Harper, Shaw 1% Thurs, B-8, 7:00 PM Econ. Dev., Simone Slifman, 375-
5186
4, Community Services Commission Carchio, Hansen, Shaw 2" Wed, Chambers, 6:00 PM Com. Svs., Dave Dominguez 374-
5309
5. Design Review Board Bohr, Carchio, Hansen 2™ Thurs, B-8, 3:30 PM Planning, Tess Nguyen — 374-1744
6. Environmental Board Bohr, Boardman, Shaw 1 Thurs, B-7, 5:30 PM Admin., Aaron Klemm 536-5537
7. Investment Advisory -Board Individual Appointments TBD City Treasurer Alisa Cutchen, 536-
‘ 5200
8. Fourth of July Executive Board Bohr, Carchio, Shaw 1% Wed, B-8, 6:00 PM City Manager’s office, Laurie Frymire
714-536-5577
9. Historic Resources Board Boardman, Harper 3" Wed. Monthly, B-7, 6:00 pm Planning , Ricky Ramos - 536-5624
10. | Human Relations Task Force Harper, Shaw 1% Tues, Central Library, Room B Com. Services, Elaine Kuhnke, 374-
6:45 PM 5307
11. | Library Board Boardman, Harper 3" Tues, Central Library, 5:00 PM Library, Stephanie Beverage, 960-
8835
12. | Mobile Home Advisory Board Bohr, Shaw 4™ Mon, B-7, 6:30 PM —Quarterly, Econ. Dev., Kelle Fritzal, 374-1519
Location TBA
13. | Personnel Commission Bohr, Carchio 3" Wed, B-8, 5:30 PM Michele Carr (714) 536-5586
14. | Planning Commission Individual Appointments 2" & 4™ Tues; 5:15 PM (B-8) Planning, Herb Fauland, 536-5438
7:00 PM (Chambers)
15. | Public Works Commission Individual Appointments 3" Wed, Council Chambers, 5:00 PM Public Works — Travis Hopkins
536-5437
16. { Youth Board Dwyer, Harper 2nd Mon, 3:30 PM 5™ Floor Conf.

Room

Com Services, Dave Dominguez
374-5309




CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

Other City and Citizen Committees
(Created by City Council Action)

Citizen Group

Council Liaisons

Meeting Date/Place

Staff Contact

Specific Events Committee
(governed by MC 13.54) and
Executive Events Committee

Bohr, Carchio, Shaw

Thurs, City Hall-Lower Level, 2 PM
(As Needed)

Com Services, Chris Cole
374-5312

COMMUNITY GROUPS
(Citizen Members Not Appointed by City Council)

Citizen Group

Council Liaisons

Meeting Date/Place

Staff Contact

Huntington Beach Council on Aging

Bohr, Carchio, Shaw

1! Thurs, Senior Outreach Center,
9 am

Com Services, Janeen Laudenback,
536-5496

Neighborhood Watch

Boardman, Bohr, Shaw

2™ Tues, Police Dept, 2" Flr.
Investigation Conf. Room, 6:30 PM

{No meeting July, Aug, Dec)

Police, 536-5933

Qakview Task Force

Carchio, Dwyer, Harper

3rd Thursday of March, June,
September, December @ 4 pm

Janeen Laudenback, Com. Services,
536-5496

Sister City Association

Boardman, Bohr, Dwyer

1% Wed, Central Library Conference
Room, 7 PM

City Manager’s office, Laurie Frymire,
536-5577




CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH
COUNCIL COMMITTEES

Council Committee

Council Committee Members

Meeting Date/Place

Staff Contact

Beautification, Landscape, & Tree

Dwyer, Hansen, Shaw

4™ Tues, PW Conf. Rm, 4:30 PM

Pub Works, Cindi Sangenito 375-
5070

2. | Communications** Bohr, Carchio, Shaw 4™ Monday, CR#1, 3 PM Pub Info, Laurie Frymire, 536-5577
3. Economic Development Committee Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem, 2" Mon, Rm. #2, 3:30 pm (EDC) Economic Development
Immediate Past Mayor - Kelle Fritzal, 374-1519
prescribed
Carchio, Hansen, Bohr
Downtown -Same as above 4" Thurs, B-8, 3:30 pm (Downtown
Issues)
4. | Intergovernmental Relations Carchio, Dwyer, Harper 4™ Monday, 4" Floor, CR #1, 4:30 Paul Emery, 536-5482
pm
5. Santa Ana River & Parkway Comm. Boardman, Bohr, Dwyer No set meeting date Comm. Svs.- Dave Dominguez
714-374-5309
6. School District/City Meeting Bohr, Carchio, Hansen As Needed Paul Emery, 536-5482
7. Southeast Area Boardman, Dwyer, Shaw Bi-Monthly, third Tuesday at 4:30 pm | Planning, Rosemary Medel, 374-
in Lower Lobby, B-8 1684
8. Strategic Plan Committee (Ad Hoc) Bohr, Hansen, Harper As needed
9. Sunset Beach Area Bohr, Carchio, Dwyer As needed Scott Hess — 536-5276

Two members also serve on the PCTA




COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AGENCIES AND COMMITTEES (Appointed by Mayor)

Name of Agency/Committee

Appointee

Meeting Times

Staff Contact

California Coastal Coalition Board

Bohr, Carchio, Dwyer

2-3 meetings/year, various places

Steve Aceti, (760) 944-3564

HB Chamber Business & Government
Relations

Bohr, Harper

4™ Wed. ea. Month, 8:00 at
Chamber

Laurie Frymire 714-536-5577

HB Conference & Visitors Bureau

Carchio, Shaw (Alternate)

3rd Tues, 4:00 pm, Location
changes to different hotels

Kellee Fritzal, 374-1519
Frymire 536-5577

Laurie

League of California Cities, Coastal Cities
Group

Shaw

Monthly as scheduled by the State

League. May go to bi-monthly

Mary Creasey — State League
Phone: (916) 658-8243

0O.C. Coastal Coalition

Bohr, Dwyer, Harper

4™ Thurs, Newport Beach Library,
9-11 am

Supervisor Moorlach Office
834-3220

O.C. Council of Governments OCCOG
(OCTA Coordinates)

Harper, Bohr (Alternate)
Coincides with SCAG Temm

4" Thurs, 10:30 am, Monthly at the

OCTA Headquarters

Admin, Paul Emery 536-5482
Dave Simpson 560-5570

O.C. Sanitation District
$212.50 per meeting

Carchio, Dwyer (Alternate)

4™ Wed, 7 pm, Sanitation District,

FV  (Plus Committee assigned
by Chair) 10844 Ellis Ave., FV

Lilia Kovach 714-593-7124

O.C. Vector Control District
$100 per meeting

Carchio (2 year term up 12/12)

3" Thurs, 3:00 pm
13001 Garden Grove Blvd.

Vicki Blaylock, 971-2421

OCTA - 405 Project Committee

Dwyer, Harper (Alternate)

TBD

Pub Works, Bob Stachelski,
536-5523

Public Cable Television Authority (PCTA)*

Bohr, Carchio

3rd Wed, 8:30 am

Laurie Frymire, 536-5577

* $100 per meeting FV City Hall Nicole Cass 714-968-2024
Santa Ana River Flood Protection Agency | Harper, Dwyer (Alternate) 4™ Thurs, 4 pm (Every other Nilda Avina, 834-5618
(SARFPA)*** month)

O.C. Water District Office

Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) District 64
Delegate* $120 per meeting

Harper

1* Thurs, SCAG Offices,
Downtown L.A., 9:00 am —2:00
pm

Debbie Salcido, 213-236-1800
salcido@scag.ca.gov
Admin, Paul Emery, 536-5482

West O.C. Water Board (WOCWB)
$100 per quarterly meeting

Shaw, Carchio

3rd Wednesday of January, April,
July and October at the Utilities
(formerly Water) Operations
Building@ 4:00 pm

Pub Works, Ken Dills, 375-5055




CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS BY STATE & REGIONAL AGENCIES

{FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY)

Name of Agency/Committee

Appointments

1. City Selection Committee-- Held with League of Cities O.C. Division Meeting Mayor or councilmember designee (prescribed)
2. League of California Cities — Executive Steering Committee, Orange County Division
4, League of California Cities — Housing, Community and Economic Development Policy Committee
{Meetings occur quarterly Jan, Apr, June, & Sept. Thurs.
5. League of California Cities — Public Safety Policy Commitiee
(Meetings occur quarterly: Jan, Apr, June, & Sept. Thurs.
5. League of California Cities — Community Services Policy Committee Carchio (appointed by OC League)
(Meetings occur quarterly: Jan, Apr, June, & Sept. Thurs. 1 year term until 11/11
6. | O.C. Council of Governments (OCCOG) 4" Thurs, 9 am, Sanitation District, FV (no meetings
July/Dec)
7. | Orange County Emergency Medical Care Committee (4" Friday, Even Months, 9:00 AM)
8. Orange County Transportation Authority Board (2 & 4 Monday each month at 9:00 AM) Hansen — appointed by City Selection Committee
Contact: Wendy Knowles at 560-5676 2 year term — next election Nov. 2011
9. OCTA Citizen Advisory Committee
10. | SCAG —Transportation & Communications Committee
1% Thurs, 10 am, SCAG Offices, Downtown L.A.
11. | SCAG —Community, Economic, & Human Development

1*' Thurs, 10 am, SCAG Offices, Downtown L.A.




Print Request Page 1 of 1

Request: 10050 Entered on: 12/17/2011 4:11 PM

Customer Information
Name: Roger Savoie Phone: (714) 960-9063
Address: 80 Huntington St. Sp # 502 Alt. Phone:
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 Email: rogersavoie@verizon.net

Request Classification
City Council - Comment on an Agenda

Topic: ltem Request type: Question
Status: Closed Priority: Normal
Assigned to: Johanna Stephenson Entered Via: Web

City Council:

Description
Hello City Council Members,

| live in one of the homes that you are considering destroying too widen Atlanta. The Park owner's lawyers have brought to
my attention that you only have $240K in the budget to move 8 families. That's ridiculous! That will only cover about 2
family's relocation. The budget is based on the displaced owners selling their current homes. How stupid is that! How am |
suppose to sell something that is going to get torn down? My place may be partially a mobile home but it is not in any way
shape or form mobile. | have no plans to accept any money from the city for my home. If you want my space 502, you must
buy me a comparable home in this Park. My place is the 4 bedrooms. | think my demands are very reasonable. You want to

take my sweet corner lot home, then replace it.

Reason Closed
Thank you for taking the time to send your thoughts to the City Council. A copy of your comments will also be forwarded to
the City Clerk to be included in the record on this item. Again, thank you for taking the time to make your views known.

Date Expect Closed: 01/09/2012

Date Closed: 12/19/2011 08:33 AM By: Johanna Stephenson

Enter Field Notes Below

Notes:

SUPPLEMENTAL -

Notes Taken By:

COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: [&/ /9 / A
Agenda tem No.___ gr
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Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 7:47 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda ltem (notification)

Request # 10045 from the Government Qutreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment

Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: virginia aldridge

Description: I am vehemently opposed to legalization of any fireworks. Celebrations surely are

possible without the danger and aggravation caused by fireworks. I am certain that my
dog is not the only one who freaks out at fireworks - nor am I the only person in the city
who truly dislikes the noise from fireworks. That they are dangerous to boot only
cements the advisability of leaving all fireworks illegal.

Expected Close Date: 12/19/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

iiseting Date: @ /9 /L/

AgendalemNo. 30O




Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Diane Amendola [diane@oco.nef]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 9:12 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mclintosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: Pro 4th of July fireworks

I understand a vote for repealing the fireworks ban is under consideration at the next council meeting.

The amount of fireworks in my neighborhood has not changed since the ban (in fact, may have increased), thus | see no
reason for continuing it. The fireworks ban has, in my opinion, become an expensive scoff law.

To the best of my knowledge we’ve also experienced no ill effects from the continued use of fireworks where | live. This
has always made me wonder what ever possessed the city to enact the ban in the first place. We have police drive
through and fly over my neighborhood and the fireworks have always continued and we’ve had no accidents, so why the
law. Are some pockets in the city less careful? 1 suppose you need to compare statistics from before and after the ban
taking into consider the population growth in the city.

If the ban is repealed | would suggest that a ban of fireworks on the beach be implemented or else a curfew at the beach
for three days (July 3, 4, 5) to reduce the amount of police patrolling that would otherwise be necessary. We cannot

afford the influx of “out of towners” who bring fireworks to our beach and need policing.

Mrs. Diane Amendola
Homeowner, Taxpayer, Voter

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Niseting Date:  / L//?//L
Agenda ttem No._ 30




Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 6:15 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda Item (notification)

Request # 10042 from the Government Outreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Mary Jo Baretich
Description: Dear Council Members,

I, and my neighbors who live across from the State beach, are well aware of the
problems associated with fireworks. During the years that fireworks were legal, both the
safe and sane type and the not so safe and same type, I had to replace my car cover two
times, and my bar-b-que cover three times because of the rockets set off from the beach-
goers on the Fourth of July. Several remnants of rockets were always found on roofs and
in yards.

Those sparklers are also not so safe when thrown around. We have had fires started in

the dry front wetlands along PCH on the Fourth of July. Luckily, we patrolled the area
on the Fourth each year and were able to put these fires out. Adding to the cars parking
along PCH on the Caltrans strip of wetlands, it was lucky that the cars did not catch on
fire also. The cars are packed solid along PCH before and during the fireworks display.

The trash on the beach and elsewhere from the fireworks (burnt canisters, wire from
sparklers, partially burned papers, etc.), even now poses serious cleanup problems.
Those wires sticking out from the sand are nasty if you step on them, especially when
still hot.

The majority of people coming to see the City Fireworks on the Fourth are from out-of-
town. They do not have respect for our communities or beach. They do leave their trash
and if given the okay for fireworks, they will bring the legal and illegal ones with them,
believe me. Even with the ban here, many visitors still shoot off the roman candles and

firecrackers (and occasional rocket).

In addition, even though currently firecrackers, cherry bombs, and rockets are illegal,
these, along with the safe and sane fireworks are still set off in many neighborhoods of
Huntington Beach, scaring the dogs and cats, and nearby wetland animals and birds.

I received a call a few weeks ago where someone was conducting a survey regarding
selling these fireworks. An unidentified Committee, I knew we would be seeing this
issue come up.

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

t4oeting Date:  / J//¢//

Agenda ltem No. 30

The other Orange County cities that allow Safe and Sane Fireworks are Costa Mesa,
Garden Grove, Buena Park, Santa Ana, Stanton and Westminster.



This is an excerpt from the Garden Grove Fire Department:

"While it's true that illegal fireworks have indeed accounted for a number of fires and
fire injuries, unfortunately, so have legal fireworks. The difference in the causes of these
incidents is that, with illegal fireworks, causes usually involve the fireworks themselves,
whereas, with legal fireworks, the user's actions often cause the fire and/or injury. The
most frequent causes of fires involving legal fireworks are: failure to follow
manufacturer's instructions on their safe use, including throwing them into the air or into
vehicles, mailboxes, residences and other structures, etc; tossing them into dumpsters or
into dry grass and other combustible vegetation; attempting to alter them; careless
storage and/or use; kicking, holding, or throwing fireworks at people and other objects;
and, placing fireworks inside things and exploding them."

This is an excerpt from the Costa Mesa 2008 Action Report from the Police and Fire
Departments:

"Confiscation of Fireworks

During calls for service and self initiated contacts, officers confiscated all illegal
fireworks they

discovered. The total amount of confiscated fireworks filled three 55 gallon barrels and
was estimated to be several hundred pounds.

One isolated incident involved a homemade type explosive, modified from legal
fireworks. This

incident occurred on Darrel Street and required the response of the Orange County
Bomb

Squad. The explosive was made by disassembling fireworks, retrieving the flammable

material
and reconstructing it into plastic bottles with flammable liquids."

Fiscal Impact

Below is an analysis (overtime estimate) of labor costs related to the Fireworks
Education and

Enforcement Program.

Personnel Cost

Police $ 5, 631.11

Fire $ 14,428.92

Telecommunications $ 828.00

Service Cost

Labor $ 2,936.21

Sign Materials $ 3,073.50

Street Sweeping $ 521.12
Programmable Message Boards $ 285.07
Vista Park Sign Installation $ 154.69

Total citywide cost related to the 4th of July: $ 27,858.62, (not including the disposal of
the confiscated fireworks)."

Huntington Beach has miles of beaches and fragile wetlands to worry about, and a
2



population explosion on the Fourth that is massive. Our current 4th of July costs are
considerably higher for police and fire department personnel, and clean-up maintenance.
We do not need additional burdens placed on them.

I do hope we can preserve our ban on the sale and setting off of fireworks in Huntington
Beach.

Mary Jo Baretich
Expected Close Date: 12/19/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.




Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Johanna

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 8:09 AM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: FW: firework ban

Johanna Stephenson| Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach| O: 714.536.5575)|
johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: dbarsh@socal.rr.com [mailto:dbarsh@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 7:40 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: firework ban

We have been downtown residents for over 30 years and support the ban on fireworks. thank you,
Randy and Alison Barsh

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

teeting Date:___/ >// ¢ /1
Agenda tlem No.____~°




Mcintosh, Patrick

From: dbarsh@socal.rr.com
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011
To: Mclntosh, Patrick
Subject: fireworks ban

We support the firework ban, no, no and no.

Randy and Alison Barsh

7:42 PM

- SUPPLEMENTAL
- COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: / 2«// 7(1/

'Agenda ltem No. 30




Esparza, Patty

From: BentD@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, December 18, 2011 10:51 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers:

| support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor Hansen's proposed
ordinance.

Thank you!

Debbie Bent

- SUPPLEMENTAL
 COMMUNICATION

ieeting Date: /z///? ///

Agenda ttem No,___ 30




Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Irene Briggs [irenad444@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 8:04 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mclntosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: legalization of fireworks

Good morning, i am extremely concerned about the possibility of once again legalizing fireworks in Huntington Beach. It
seems to me that even with fireworks being illegal here, both the police and fire personnel have more that they can handle
during the 4th of July season. It is not that long ago that | had to use a garden hose to extinguish fires on my porch due to
legal fireworks. The very idea that we would once again legalize fireworks seems to fly in the face of all commonly
accepted standards for public safety. | understand the need for non profit organizations to raise funds, but to jeopardize
all of our safety for that purpose seems to contradict the reason most non profits exist. Many have asked why | don't
leave town during this time of year to avoid the "war zone" atmosphere. My reason is that | cannot assure that my
property will be protected from fire damage. Additionally, it is necessary for me to all but anesthetize my dogs for a few
days to get through this time period. Those of us who own property and live in the downtown area would like nothing
more than for Huntington Beach to lose the reputation as a place where others come to drink and do as they please, with
little regard for residents and others. This idea to legalize fireworks would simply encourage that behavior. | apprciate
you considering my conerns. Irene Briggs, 8th st., Huntington Beacfh, CA 92648

SUPPLEMENTAL

COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: /. 2/// 7 / /A
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Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Johanna

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 1:40 PM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: FW: fire works

Johanna Stephenson | Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach | O: 714.536.5575 | johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: patricia carroll [mailto:carrollpat2003@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 12:42 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: fire works

12/16/11

My name is patricia Carroll , i live at 219 oswego apt ¢ in huntington beach. my phone is 714 317 0772 and e
mail is carrollpat2003@yahoo.com.
I am asthmatic and have seen many a forth of july watching
drunk neighbors shooting firewordk up into the air high enough to maby hit the the air patrol?
this with small children present. not to menton the smoke and noise . i am all for freedom and celebration but

what 1 see is dangerous. thanks, pat

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date:__/2.//9 /4
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Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Johanna

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:37 AM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: . | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Johanna Stephenson | Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach | O: 714.536.5575 | johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: David Chiurazzi [mailto:davidjc@balboacapital.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:36 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: I Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers:

| support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor
Hansen's proposed ordinance.

Dave Chiurazzi - Sunset Beach ..aka Huntington Beach North

Note:

This message is for the named person's use only. It may contain confidential, proprietary or legally privileged
information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any mistransmission. If you receive this
message in error, please immediately delete it and all copies of it from your system, destroy any hard copies of
it and notify the sender. You must not, directly or indirectly, use, disclose, distribute, print, or copy any part of
this message if you are not the intended recipient. Balboa Capital Corporation and any of its subsidiaries each
reserve the right to monitor all e-mail communications through its networks.

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, except where the message states
otherwise and the sender is authorized to state them to be the views of any such entity.

Thank You.

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: /z//i///
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Esparza, Patty

From: ¢ holly [christiholly@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 18, 2011 7:47 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Fireworks

Subject: Fireworks

Please do not make fireworks legal.
Fireworks go off in my downtown neighborhood throughout the month of July destroying personal property as

itis. Legalization would make the area unlivable for my family in addition to the public safety risks.

Christi Ciabarra, M.A.
15th Street Home Owner

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: '/)'//?///
Agenda flem No.___.30




Mclintosh, Patrick

From: Dave Courdy [dclogic@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 4:10 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mclntosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: Fireworks

| understand that the City is considering repealing the ban on fireworks in Huntington Beach.
My wife and | both urge the City Council to vote against the repeal. Please keep fireworks illegal in HB.

Thanks,
Dave & Lori Courdy
812 San Nicolas Circle, HB

SUPPLEMENTAL
"COMMUNICATION

M@ﬁng Date: /»/f///

Agenda ltem No. 30




Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Anthony De Peri [ddiperi@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 6:35 PM
To: Mclntosh, Patrick

Subject: fireworks

The city council are out of there minds.
Anthony De Peri
832 Lake Street HB

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Maeting Date: _'Q,jq’ ///

Agenda ltem No,___ D




Mclintosh, Patrick

From: ClassyPhyl@aol.com

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:20 AM
To: Mclintosh, Patrick

Subject: No fireworks in Huntington Beach

Dear Mayor and City Council Members,
I have lived in Huntington Beach for 33 years.

No, do not allow any fireworks to be sold in Huntington Beach.

NO, they should be called Stupid and insane fireworks
Stop thinking of stupid ways fo increase city revenue
Start thinking Common Sense

I lived in fear years ago when HB allowed fireworks to be sold and used because of the possible fire damage that could
happen to my roof. Stupid people use "safe and sane" fireworks in stupid ways and throw them up or propel them in some
fashion and then these legal fireworks become neither safe or sane.

Also if you allowed safe and sane, you know very well that people will also buy the illegal ones and how do you think that
HB Police will be able to curtail the use of the illegal ones - this makes it harder on our Police Dept. Drew Park just behind
my home is the poster child of stupid people using illegal fireworks and some were just as big and high as those used at
Disneyland. HB Police Chief, why did you not arrest the jerk who purchased these fireworks???

Sincerely,

Phyllis Ernst

20292 Beam Circle
Huntington Beach CA 92646
714-960-7107

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: /)%?///
Agenda ftem No.__ 30




Esparza, Patty

From: Erskine, John [jerskine@nossaman.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:42 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers:

| support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor
Hansen's proposed ordinance.

- SUPPLEMENTAL
- COMMUNICATION

Meetng Dses_/2,//5///
Agenda ltem No. 30




Mclintosh, Patrick

From: Blair Farley [blair@surfcitylocals.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 9:19 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Small, Ken; Mcintosh, Patrick
Subject: Keep Fireworks Ban

Please maintain the existing ordinance on fireworks in our city.

¢ Our dense urban environment increases risks of structure fires as a result of fireworks having few
places to be done safely.

o Large crowds already in town for other festivities makes traffic and response times difficult for Fire &
Police

e While some money may be generated for the non-profits or the 4th of July Board, they would be far
outweighed by the higher costs of responding to injuries or property damage.

» Standing with other cities and having a regional approach would help alleviate concerns of citizens
shopping neighboring towns. Instead of allowing them in HB, we should be working with the County
and the State to put comprehensive restrictions in place.

« Air quality concerns should be studied as part of this process. If a decision is made to allow them again,
then an Environmental Impact Report should be filed looking at the public safety & air quality
impacts specifically.

Long range planning for our city is encouraging more dense development with less open space. Adding
fireworks to that kind of environment is a recipe for problems. Keep the existing ordinance in place and don't
turn this into a political football changing with the tides of ideology. The ban was a good idea when it was put
into place, and it is still a good idea today. It makes our city a safer place to be.

Blair Farley
www.blairfarley.com
714-612-2243

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: ,/J///Q//
Agenda tem No. 30




Esparza, Patty

From: Tim Geddes [timgeddes3@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 10:37 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: regarding Fireworks in Huntington Beach

Dear Mayor Hansen and Members of the City Council,

While the citizens of Huntington Beach may be somewhat divided on whether to allow the sale of state-
approved fireworks in our city, I'll bet there is one thing that all residents and voters can rally against. It
is the potentially intrusive effort by the fireworks industry to influence the decision-making of our elected
officials through campaign contributions and other favors.

Each Council member should take a pledge not to solicit or receive ANY campaign contributions or other
favors from the fireworks industry or their allies before voting on lifting the fireworks ban and allowing
the sale of these controversial products. Free from any outside influence, Council members can vote their
conscience and focus on representing the best interests of our citizenry. Absent any pledge or
commitment to not be influenced by potentially thousands of dollars in support from this special interest
group, residents may rightly or wrongly assume that this support means more to formulating decisions
than the merits (or lack of them) of the issues.

Please announce before voting on this issue that you have not solicited or received any campaign
contributions from the fireworks industry or their allies if you support the lifting of the ban on fireworks
in Huntington Beach. Please pledge that if you do vote to allow fireworks sales in the city that you will
not solicit or receive campaign contributions or favors from the fireworks industry.

Please also consider the social and economic impacts of allowing fireworks sales and use on the
community, especially the impacts on public safety.

Thank you for considering this responsible course in your decision-making.

Sincerely,

Tim Geddes

21802 Windsong Circle
Huntington Beach, CA 92646

(714) 478-0168 SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: _ / /¢//

Agenda ftem No.__ )




Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Terry Glynn [terry_glynn@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:28 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL; Mcintosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: Fireworks Ban in Huntington Beach

As a Huntington Beach resident for the past 6 years, I can say that one the best weekends of the year is of July 4th.
But at the same time its a troublesome weekend as people light off fireworks continuously for a 3 or 4 day stretch.

More often than not these fireworks are going off at night, which is not fun to wake up to.
At the three different places I have lived in HB, T had to get out of bed in the middle of the night, go outside my house

and tell people to keep it down.

And I wasn't the only neighbor, who was awakened by the fireworks, that came outside to get it to stop.
Not to mention they are harmful to people who don't use them properly and destructive of property.
Think of all the people who will be injured on the streets and beaches of the community.

What does that mean for city payroll of additional ambulance and fire units that need to respond?
Please reconsider lifting the ban on fireworks.

Thank you
Terry Glynn

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: /)'//fﬁ/
Agenda ttem No.__. 30




Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Mireille Grey [mireille.grey@att.net]
Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2011 10:06 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mcintosh, Patrick; ksmall@bpd.org
Subject: Legalization of Fireworks in HB

I am totally against the Mayor's idea to repeal the 25-year ban on the sale and use of fireworks in Huntington
Beach: Downtown Huntington Beach becomes a mad house and can turn into an even more dangerous and
crazy place on that day with so many people descending on it. Authorizing them to buy and use fireworks is
like adding fuel to the fire! Please VOTE NO on this stupid idea!

Thank you for your consideration.
A very concerned citizen

Mireille Grey
512 Lake Street, Huntington Beach

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meetng Dete:_/2//% /1y




Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Johanna

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 8:07 AM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: FW: No Firework Legalization

Johanna Stephenson | Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach | O: 714.536.5575 | johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: nick.grey@att.net [mailto:nick.grey@att.net]
Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2011 10:26 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: mireille.grey@att.net; nick.grey@att.net
Subject: No Firework Legalization

I am a downtown resident and am totally against the legalization of fireworks for July 4th or any other time. We
already have to contend with irresponsible vandals all summer defacing property, destroying mail boxes etc.
and now we will have to contend with idiots shooting off fireworks randomly posing even more of a danger to

the residents and their prpoperty.
No to lifting the ban on fireworks.

What does the city or individual city council members have to gain by wanting to legalize foreworks?

Regards,

Nicholas Grey
512 Lake Street.
Huntington Beach

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: /0779 //
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Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 7:41 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda Item (notification)

Request # 10044 from the Government Outreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Richard Hart
Description: IT IS TOTALLY ABSURB TO STEAM ROLL LIFTING OF THE BAN THROUGH
COUNCIL.. WITH THE CHRISTMAS HOLIDAY AND NO NOTIFICATION
THERE IS LITTLE TIME FOR THE PUBLIC TO COMMENT. THIS WILL HAVE A
HUGHE IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITY. PLEASE WAIT.I AM TOTALLY
OPPOSED TO IFTING THE BAN BUT FEEL IT IS VERY IMORTANT THAT THIS
ITEM BE VETTED BEFORE THE PUBLIC BEFORE THE COUNCIL VOTES.

Expected Close Date: 12/19/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION
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AgendattemNo.__ 30




Mclintosh, Patrick

From: Richard Hart [rwkkhart@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 7:57 PM
To: Small, Ken; Mcintosh, Patrick

Subject: Opposed to Lifting the Ban on Fireworks

Dear Chief Mclntosh and Chief Small,

| have been a resident of Huntinton Beach for the past 36 years. | am very proud of our Police and Fire Departments as |
know you due your absolute best to protect the community from danger. | am very concerned that lifting the ban on
fireworks will put the community at risk due to a huge influx of people into our community on the 4th who will use the
fireworks at our beaches, parks and neighborhoods and endager those around them. | sincerely hope that you both
oppose Mayor Hansen's plan to lift the ban and support community safety. Thank you so much. Richard Hart (714 846-

7353)

- SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: /1///?///
Agenda ltem No.___ 20




Esparza, Paity

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 11:16 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda ltem (notification)

Request # 10058 from the Government Outreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item
Citizen name: Richard Hart

Description: I oppose removing the ban on fireworks for the following reasons:
1. Additional enforcement costs
2. Diverting police personnel from more important assignements (e.g. drunk drivers)

3. Human suffering from an increase in injuries and burns
4, THE FIRE CHIEF YOU OPPOINTED OPPOSES FIREWORKS. TAKE HIS LEAD

AND DO NOT REMOVE THE BAN

A small number of nonprofits making a few bucks does not overcome the downsides of
removing the ban. Thank you

Expected Close Date: 12/20/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.
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Mcintosh, Patrick

From: jhendler {jhendler@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 3:00 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mclintosh, Patrick

Subject: Fireworks

Fireworks over the years have proved themselves to be dangerous and harmful, especially to
children. It only takes a second to lose an eye or suffer a serious burn but the results and regrets
last forever, especially if it is you our your child.

Judith Hendler

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Mveting Date: /2///? {74
Agenda tlem No.___ 30




Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2011 10:09 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda Item (notification)

Request # 10049 from the Government Outreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Gene Hogan
Description: It has been brought to my attention that a vote to allow fireworks is upcoming, As a
homeowner, business owner and a horse owner. I am greatly concerned of use of
fireworks in that they can cause injury, loss of life, property damage. Although
fireworks would not be allowed on park land, enforcement would be spotty and dificult
to enforce do to the lack of park rangers. One rocket landing in the Equestrian Center
could set a fire that could kill and/or maim horses due to dry loose hay and wood stalls.

Expected Close Date: 12/19/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Lee Hunter [imdanjrus@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2011 11:00 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Fireworks Vote Monday

Good morning,

I am a Huntington Beach resident and would like the city to approve the use of fireworks at the vote on
Monday.

Regards,
Lee Hunter
1200 Pacific Coast Highway

#227
HB

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Mseting Date: M / %
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Esparza, Patty

From: richard kirkreit [bugabug4@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 6:55 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers:

| support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor
Hansen's proposed ordinance.

Amy Kirkreit

Sent from my iPhone

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

W Date: /2//?///
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Esparza, Patty

From: Shelley Liberto [sliberto@libertolaw.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:20 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Fireworks Sales: Benefits versus Detriments

| am opposed to lifting the ban on fireworks because the detriments of litter, threats to safety,
unmonitored use and additional costs of security and clean up far outweigh the benefits of.....well,
what benefits? The City already has its own fireworks program, and the economic benefits of
seasonal sales of fireworks would be far too little to tip the balance in favor of lifting the ban. Thanks

for your "no" vote.

Shelley M. Liberto, Esq.

sliberto@libertolaw.com

Web Site: www.libertolaw.com

USA: +1-714-733-7270 office
+1-714-369-0944 mobile

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed, and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby requested not to forward, copy or
distribute this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately and return the original message to us at the above address via reply e-mail. Thank you.
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Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Johanna

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 9:33 AM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: FW: Fireworks

Johanna Stephenson | Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach | O: 714.536.5575 | johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: Phyllis Maywhort [mailto:pmaywhort@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 9:21 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mike VanVoorhis; Tom Burke; Phyllis Maywhort
Subject: Fireworks

Dear Council Members:
Before fireworks became illegal in Sunset Beach, every 4th of July was like a war zone.

People from all over Orange and Los Angeles County would come here to set off fireworks on the beach, often
aiming rockets right at the homes on the beachfront. Cherry bombs and Roman candles went off all over Sunset

Beach.

The Orange County Sheriffs had to have a large presence in Sunset Beach to try to keep the lid on at great
expense to the County. The sheriffs brought horses to Sunset Beach which they rode all over town in an
attempt to keep the fireworks under control. A large number of the homes in Sunset Beach are made of wood
frame with shake roofs. There is only a three foot side setback, which means that most of the houses are only
six feet apart. We do not want to have another fire like the one this year that destroyed three oceanfront homes.

People do not seem to understand the concept of safe and sane fireworks.

For the following reasons, we are strongly opposed to allowing fireworks in our area of Huntington Beach:

1. Safety
2. Cost of enforcement
3. Extreme fire danger from fireworks

Please read this letter at the City Council Meeting at which this issue is scheduled to be discussed.
Sincerely,
Francis Maywhort

Phyllis Maywhort
(562) 592-1606




Mclintosh, Patrick

From: James Melton [jamesm@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 9:23 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mecintosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: Firework ban in HB

Esteemed City Council Members & Honorable Mayor Hanson,

| find it puzzling that you would even consider lifting the ban of fireworks in Huntington Beach. As a downtown resident,
home owner, businessman, stakehoider, etc, | can attest that the 4th of July is one of the key times of the year when the
emergency services are already overwhelmed, as are the downtown residents who bear the brunt of the negative
aspects associated with hosting all of our great traditional Independence Day celebrations. |f you've ever been downtown
on the 4th of July, you'll no doubt be aware of the one hundred thousand plus visitors crowding the streets like some
gigantic, out of control, frat party. lt's already crazy. No amount of added revenue, or whatever the pro side of this
argument might be, is worth the added personal safety risk, or risk of property damage that you would be bringing back to
Huntington Beach. And then there's the environmental aspects and the litter throughout our fair city. Ask yourself, why
were fireworks banned in the first place? | remember why. It's not rocket science. Come on already. What's next,
bringing alcohol sales back to the beach during the big surf contests? | remember.

Let's improve our city, our home, not degrade it.
Thanks for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,

James Melton
206 2nd St
Huntington Beach CA 92648

SUPPLEMENT AL
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Mcintosh, Patrick

From: rick mitchell [prohonda1@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 10:11 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL; Mclintosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: Lifting the fireworks ban.

The issue of fireworks really strikes a vein with me. Think of all the right reasons to continue the ban, such as the issue of
our poor scared to death pets. My dogs almost die every year for the month surrounding the 4th. And fireworks are
illegall!!

Take a drive through the city on July 5th and look at the piles of spent fireworks that litter every street. I truely
understand your desire to increase revenues in our city, but PLEASE consider just enforcing the rules we already have
and step up enforcement and start collecting fines from the citizens who continue to disregard the current law. Please do
the right thing and listen to the majority of the people of HB. We like the ban on "safe & sane" fireworks. We also wish
you would be more aggressive with the scoflaws who make the city sound like a war zone in the weeks surrounding the
4th with their dangerous and highly illegal bombs and rockets.

Thank you for doing the right thing!

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION
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LINDA SAPIRO MOON

Attorney at Law

Certified Family Law Specialist 2134 Main Street, Suite 140
The State Bar of California Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Board of Legal Specialization (714) 960-8424 FAX (714) 960-9493

December 15, 2011

Mayor Don Hanson & City Council By E-Mail: city.council@surfcity-hb.org
City of Huntington Beach

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

RE: Opposition to Repeal of Fireworks Ban
December 19, 2011 Agenda Item #30

Dear Mayor Hanson and City Council:

I am very disappointed to read of Mayor Hanson’s Council agenda item requesting that the City
Council direct the City Attorney to draft an ordinance legalizing the sale and use of fireworks in
residential neighborhoods of Huntington Beach. The proposal to restore so called “safe and
sane” fireworks to Huntington Beach is irresponsible and lacks any concern for the protection of
the health, welfare and safety of Huntington Beach residents.

Clearly, there is no such thing as “safe and sane” fireworks, which have caused thousands of
injuries to users and bystanders, including young children each year. Furthermore, the use of
the fireworks causes toxic air pollution which impacts all residents.

The National Fire Protection Association and American Academy of Pediatrics have recently
studied this issue and published reports strongly urging the ban of all fireworks sales and use.
Those reports can be accessed on-line at  http://www.nfpa.org/assets/files/pdf/os.fireworks.pdf
and http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/118/1/296.abstract, respectively. The Consumer
Products Safety Commission has also studied fireworks related injuries, see
http://www.cpsc.gov/library/2010fwreport.pdf.

To argue that non-profit charitable organizations need fireworks sales is without merit. Surely
they could also raise funds from the sale of any number of products, which we do not condone
purely for their profit potential.

At a time when City funds are so scarce that we have reduced staffing to bare bones, your
willingness to subject the city to the costs of providing additional fire, paramedic and police
services inherent with the legalization of fireworks indicates a lack of concern for the city’s

financial welfare. SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

Mweting Date: /}\/ 7/ //

Agenda ltem No. \50




Mayor Don Hanson & City Council
December 15, 2011
Page Two

Rushing this matter through a council vote on the week of Christmas and Hanukah without any
opportunity for thorough study by your staff and prepared public input indicates an attitude of
complete indifference to the public welfare.  Rather than requesting a thorough professional
report from the Fire Chief regarding the impacts and city costs associated with firework use, you
have requested a fast vote for preparation of an ordinance. The appearance is that you want to
steamroll through an ordinance permitting the sale and use of fireworks before there can be any
opportunity for public discourse and study. :

I have owned and lived in my Huntington Beach Home for 37 years. I remember the bad old
days of “safe and sane fireworks” when our neighborhoods filled with choking black smoke,
parents tried mightily to control potential fires and injuries by standing by with fire extinguishers
and Band-Aids. Pets were panicked for days after July 4™, Even with some acknowledged
violation of the ban ordinance, the safety and peace of our neighborhoods has greatly improved

since 1987.

Professional fireworks displays are far more entertaining and impressive than fireworks designed
for individual use and they certainly provide more safety for our community. Those are the
displays that should be supported and facilitated.

LS Moo

Linda Sapiro Moon

cc: Patrick Mclntosh,
Huntington Beach Fire Chief



Esparza, Patty

From: joe motis [joemotis@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 10:27 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Fireworks ban

I am a long term resident and the thing I noticed most was the proliferation of sky rocket and mortar type

fireworks after the safe and sane ban was enacted.. My family and myself would like to see the fireworks issue
on the ballot and be decided by the voters of Huntington Beach.

Thank You

Joe Motis
514 7th street

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION
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Mcintosh, Patrick

From: USAPRO [usapro1@uverizon.net]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 2:08 PM

To: 'Kirk Nason'; CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mclntosh, Patrick; Small, Ken; 'John Webb'; darrellyounger@gmail.com; 'Dave Rice'; 'Angela
Rainsberger'; ron56tbird@aol.com; Shaw, Joe; Boardman, Connie; 'Kirk Nason'; 'Bruce'

Subject: RE: Don't allow Fireworks in HB

To the Council:
I suggest that each of you go to the National Fire Protection website: NFPA.org/fireworks The following are

basic statics from the NFPA "Alliance to stop consumer fireworks."

Each July Fourth, thousands of people, most often children and teens, are injured while using consumer fireworks.
Despite the dangers of fireworks, few people understand the associated risks - devastating burns, other injuries, fires, and
even death. The Alliance to Stop Consumer Fireworks is a group of health and safety organizations, coordinated by
NFPA, that urges the public to avoid the use of consumer fireworks and instead, to enjoy displays of fireworks conducted

by trained professionals.
Facts & figures

In 2009, fireworks caused an estimated 18,000 reported fires, including 1,300 total structure fires, 400 vehicle fires,
and 16,300 outside and other fires. These fires resulted in no reported civilian deaths, 30 civilian injuries and $38 million in

direct property damage.

e |n 2009, U.S. hospital emergency rooms treated an estimated 8,800 people for fireworks related injuries; 53% of
2009 emergency room fireworks-related injuries were to the extremities and 42% were to the head.
o The risk of fireworks injury was highest for children ages 10-14, with more than twice the risk for the general

population.
* On Independence Day in a typical year, far more U.S. fires are reported than on any other day, and fireworks
account for more than half of those fires, more than any other cause of fires.

What are the perceived advantages of allowing fireworks when Huntington Beach has one of the largest Parades
and fireworks shows in the United States? The City draws massive crowds throughout the downtown area and all
roads leading to the beach. There is no logical risk - reward scenario to allowing fireworks in the hands of less

than experts. If you perceive that this should go forward I suggest that you have a company such as Hughes
Associates review this subject matter. They are recognized worldwide for their fire protection expertise. Note the report
included within this e-mail.

The demands of the Parade and Fireworks show further complicates the simplicity of having fireworks within the
public domain. There is no possible way the police or fire dept. can control a massive group of individuals lighting
off fireworks. The downtown and streets close to the beach are blocked off, full parking in all areas, revolving
door of cars looking for a space, high concentrating of people for parade, beach and fireworks display, and
emergency services stressed beyond their capacity should an accident occur. During the evening prior to and
during the fireworks there is massive double parking near the beach and high concentration of walking families.
The crowds going to the beach for the fireworks do not warrant this exposure and certainly the citizens in these
areas should not be included in this unwarranted activity.

The aftermath of debris and potential lawsuits certainly does not pr'ovidegtrj prﬁtwt‘ﬁe‘- E‘Ifrd scenario
@ COMMUNICATION
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Excuse any errors as this done with little effort to review all the text.
Gary Pope
112 11™ Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Safety Never Takes a Holiday

From: Kirk Nason [mailto:kirk nason@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 12:06 PM

To: City.Council@surfcity-hb.org

Cc: Patrick.Mcintosh@surfcity-hb.org; KSmall@hbpd.org; 'John Webb'; darrellyounger@gmail.com; 'Dave Rice'; 'Angela
Rainsberger'; ron56tbird@aol.com; 'USAPRQ'; 'Shaw, Joe'; connie.boardman@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Don't allow Fireworks in HB

Dear Mayor Hansen and City Council,
| am shocked that there is discussion about allowing Fireworks to be legalized in HB.

As a downtown resident, even with the current ban, | am worried on a yearly basis that there is not enough
enforcement capability to crack down on the people that violate the law and put my residence in jeopardy.

This will just promote “illegal” items like bottle rockets, roman candles, etc. Even the “safe” fireworks can easily cause
injury to young adults and “from my youth” remember doing stupid stuff like kicking the “safe” fireworks and throwing
sparklers. The homes, especially downtown, are very close together and one home that catches on fire will more than
likely take out homes around it. | don’t want that to be my house.

In addition the city will have additional burden to “clean up” all the spent fireworks dumped in the streets by both
residents and out of town visitors, These will not only get into our storm drain system but add to the pollution of our

beach and ocean.

The city will also be open to more litigation, remember the fire ring incidents last summer.

Do not change the lawi!!!

Keep the cities current Firework Display off the pier going, that is just amazing. Look for sponsors, if money is a
concern.

Thank you.

Regards,

Kirk J. Nason

714 321-7298 (c)

kirk nason@hotmail.com
http://kirknason.wordpress.com/

First recipient of the “HB_Goes Green” home award

<< OLE Object: Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) >> B% Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail




Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Jochanna

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 3:44 PM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: FW: Legal Fireworks

Johanna Stephenson| Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach| O: 714.536.5575|
johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: Elaine/Bill Parker [mailto:macleod4@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 3:14 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Legal Fireworks

Major Hansen and council members,

| have absolutely no problem with the legalizing of fireworks. | have lived in HB since 1988 and

absolutely love living here. It is a great

community. However, the one day we are not here is the 4th of July.

That is the day we head to Garden Grove, have a great barbecue with family and friends and in the
evening bring out the fireworks. My children, who are in their 40's have been doing fireworks since
they were little and now our oldest grandchild is now learning how to light them. No one has ever
been hurt. The entire street turns out, complete with the buckets of water for the used fireworks and
brooms to clean up after. We all bring out the lawn chairs, light fireworks and sometimes sing our
patriotic songs. It is great fun.

Again, both my husband and | are fine with legalizing fireworks.

Bill and Elaine Parker

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Mecting Date: /A//?///
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Esparza, Patty

From: Stephenson, Johanna

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 3:08 PM
To: Esparza, Patty

Subject: FW: Legalize fireworks...?

Johanna Stephenson | Executive Assistant | City of Huntington Beach | O: 714.536.5575 | johanna.stephenson@surfcity-hb.org

From: Burnel Patterson [mailto:bpatterson@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 2:42 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Legalize fireworks...?

All T've got to say is-
'‘Hell, NO'
They are illegal for a reason. Pay attention to what the safety officials say.

Burnel Patterson
Huntington Beach

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION
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Esparza, Patty

From: Peterson, Steve b (GE Capital) [Steve.Peterson@ge.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:40 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers:

I grew up doing fireworks with my family and have great memories of those moments. If the fireworks are
safe, | can create the same moments with my children.

I support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor Hansen's
proposed ordinance.

Steve Peterson

UPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION
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Esparza, Patty

From: joellenp4@verizon.net

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 8:08 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers:

| support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor
Hansen's proposed ordinance.

Give this time-honored tradition back to the people of our community!

JoEllen Pendergraft

Connected by DROID on Verizon Wireless

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICATION
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Mcintosh, Patrick

From: Maria Christou Ruhmel [mariaruhmel@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 9:30 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL; Mclntosh, Patrick; Small, Ken
Subject: Fireworks

To suggest that we repeal the banning of fireworks in our City, leaving potentially lethal objects in the hands of amateurs
is beyond understanding. We already have people setting off fireworks, illegally, causing damage to our patios, scaring
our pets and children, imagine if we further allowed legal use, it would be beyond bedlam. I am virtually a prisoner at
home on the night of July 4th - my neighbors in the downtown area feel the same, we stay close to home to protect our
pets..iiareeeees fireworks are available for viewing in a controlled environment on the beach - wonderful.

No, no, no - it is so wrong of the Mayor, this is a very important issue and should have been brought up, not around
Christmas, for a general vote, I can guarantee you, that no permanent resident wants the responsibility, and the further
burden on our police and firemen, they already receive hundreds of calls now - what next, allow people to roam the
streets with drinks in hand, lighting fireworks, oh please.........

Maria Christou Ruhmel
501 18th Street

Huntington Beach
92648

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Mcintosh, Patrick

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ken Smith [hbfan@earthlink.net]
Saturday, December 17, 2011 8:48 AM
Mcintosh, Patrick

Fwd: Fireworks

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ken Smith <hbfan@earthlink.net>
Date: December 16,2011 1:18:37 PM PST
To: "KSmall@hbpd.org" <KSmall@hbpd.org>
Subject: Fwd: Fireworks

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ken Smith <hbfan@earthlink.net>
Date: December 16,2011 11:12:02
Subject: Fireworks

It is my understanding that HB is considering a repeal of the fireworks ban. If

true, this is one of the most appalling & stupid ideas I've heard in a LONG time!
As a downtown resident I dread the 4th every year because of the reckless ( &
illegal) misuse of fireworks! As a former Supervising Deputy DDA who, in
addition to supervising homicide & major narcotic trafficking units, also
supervised the Arson unit, I am only too aware of the loss of lives & property
caused by fire. Please use your common sense & discard this misguided &
DANGEROUS idea.

Kenneth Smith

Huntington Beach

Sent from my iPhone

 SUPPLEMENTAL
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Esparza, Patty

From: Patricia Sufficool [sufficools@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 8:11 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Fireworks

As along 30+ year resident, I can't believe the proposal to bring the sale of fireworks back to the city. The Fourth
of July celebration in HB btings hoatds of people which alteady taxes the city's resources, to add another unsafe
element is insane! There are pretty of alternative avenues for chatitable organizations, and groups to raise funds.
The city's law enforcement and fireman don't need yet another issue to be burdened with on one of the busiest

day's of the year in this city.

Patricia Sufficool
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Mclintosh, Patrick

From: tomginni@aol.com

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 9:15 AM
To: Mcintosh, Patrick

Subject: Public use of Fireworks

| am against the public having access to Fireworks.

Tom Turner

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Esparza, Patty

From: Brian Vea [huntingtonbeachcalifornia@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 18, 2011 4:59 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

Councilmembers: I support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor Hansen's proposed
ordinance.

Thanks. HB residents Brian and Heidi Vea!

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2011 8:49 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda ltem (notification)

Request # 10034 from the Government Outreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment

Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Linda Wickert

Description: I strongly urge the Council NOT to legalize the sale or the use of so-called "safe and

sane" fireworks in our city. My family takes comfort in the current ordinance prohibiting
such fireworks. We fear that permitting fireworks use by the public will increase the
danger of fires and injuries and may encourage reckless and irresponsible behavior. We
believe that the city should continue to encourage the public to enjoy watching fireworks
displays managed by professionals. PLEASE DO NOT revise the city's current policy on
this important issue. Thank you for your concern for the public safety.

Expected Close Date: 12/16/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.
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Esparza, Patty

From: Erica Wilker [ericakellywilker@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 18, 2011 10:47 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban

councilmembers: I support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in
Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor Hansen's proposed ordinance.

Erica wilker

SUPPLEMENTAL
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Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2011 5:57 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda Item (notification)

Request # 10052 from the Government OQutreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Nancy Wrobleski
Description: The proposal to allow fireworks to be sold and used in Huntington Beach should be
rejected based on the following impacts:
1. Fireworks present an unsafe environment especially for children.
2. The noise of exploding fireworks adds stress and endangers animals.
3. Additional policing of events, parks, and private parties will drive cost.
4. Potential damage to housing, structures, and vehicles.

[ am an owner of a horse that lives in the Huntington Central Park Equestrian Center. [
also own a dog that is very sensitive to the loud noises made by fireworks.
I request that you vote to NOT allow fireworks in HB.

Expected Close Date: 12/19/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.
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Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 12:32 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda Item (notification)

Request # 10060 from the Government Qutreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Don Avila
Description: Mr. Avila would like to go on record as OPPOSED TO FIREWORKS. He lost a house
in San Fernanco Valley due to a bottle rocket.

Expected Close Date: 12/20/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.
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Esparza, Patty

From: paul@paulbernadou.com

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 12:03 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL

Cc: Mcintosh, Patrick; Small, Ken

Subject: Opposed to Repeal of 25 Year Ban of HB Fireworks

To: Don Hansen and City Council Members,

We are Huntington Beach residents and we are sending this message to voice our adamant disapproval of
your proposal to end a 25 year ban of the sale and deployment of fireworks in the city of Huntington
Beach. The mere consideration of such a thing makes me seriously question how you could have found
yourself in the position of leadership in our community.

It also appears that you are quick-sliding this into action when our residents are occupied by the holidays,
seemingly you are hoping residents won't notice. Leadership with sanity would at least propose financial
and environmental impacts and whether residents even want this. We are the ones who would have to
suffer the consequences of such a cavalier proposal. More noise, residents of other communities where
fireworks are illegal, coming into our neighborhoods and parks to purchase and deploy fireworks at our
expense. We are convinced, the negative impact will far outweigh any positive revenue gain.

According to the 2010 Fireworks Related Deaths, Emergency Department-Treated Injuries, And
Enforcement Activities Report by the Consumer Product Safety Commission, there has been an
average of 6.7 deaths each year since 2000 due to fireworks. Last year alone, there were 3
deaths and 8,800 injuries nationally due to the use of fireworks. 6,600 of them between June
18th and July 18th. This doesn't even report on fires and the major noise irritant to residents and their
pets, not to mention the elderly. Every 4th of July, my street is littered with charred trash, remnants of
childish neighbors who illegally deploy these dangerous explosives, So, basically you are giving criminals
a government sanctioned free-for-all. And this supplies more chemicals and trash that ends up polluting

our ocean.

Seeing that you haven't fully researched or even thought this through, here are some links that supply
data on the injuries and danger of

fireworks. http://www.nfpa.org/categorylist.asp?categoryID=297&URL=Safety%20Information/For%20c
onsumers/Holidays/Fireworks8cookie%5Ftest=1, and I've also attached the report by CPSC from which I
cited statistics above. Have you even investigated how many calls HB Police and Emergency units receive
every 4th of July holiday? We think this would give you an indication of the community's will.

For someone who is in a leadership position in a community it doesn't appear that you have even
considered your Police, Fire and emergency medical professionals who are already overburdened on the
4th of July.

You are also a leader in a community who's residents enjoy their peaceful lives by the ocean and holds
their safety and environment sacred. We're hoping you were just having a lapse in sanity and judgement
when you arrived at this idea and proposed it, and not some pandering to non-profit organizations and/or
other entities who might further your political aspirations by getting this passed.

Mayor Hansen, isn't a full compliment of fireworks off the pier, sanctioned by the city and residents
enough? Do you really want an explosives melee? My hope is that you will immediately withdraw your
idea and forever lock it out of your mind. If somehow you aren't able to collect your sanity and you are
serious about this, I guarantee you, we and every resident of Huntington Beach we can reach out to WILL

remember on the next mayoral election. SUPPLEMENTAL
Paul and Evelyn Bernadou COMMUNICATION

Meeting Date: JQ—/ ?’/ //
Agenda lem No,__(_ 1)




Esparza, Patty

From: Julie Brokaw [juliewagner131@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 11:26 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: | Support Lifting the Fireworks Ban
Councilmembers:

I support lifting the ban on state approved fireworks in Huntington Beach. Please support Mayor Hansen's
proposed ordinance.
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Esparza, Patty

From: Surf City Pipeline [noreply@user.govoutreach.com]

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 12:27 PM

To: CITY COUNCIL; agendaalerts@surfcity-hb.org

Subject: Surf City Pipeline: Comment on an Agenda Item (notification)

Request # 10059 from the Government Outreach System has been assigned to Johanna Stephenson.

Request type: Comment
Request area: City Council - Comment on an Agenda Item

Citizen name: Nancy Cathey

Description: We are opposed to the legalization of fireworks. We live in the downtown area and our
neighbors have shot off illegal fireworks for years and at one time almost hit my
daughter in law. The fire and police departments are already overworked with the influx
of people coming to the parade. Last year was the worst [ have seen in a long time with
people drinking in the streets around our home. Putting fireworks in the hands of people
who are not sober is not a good idea. The fireworks show put on by the City is safer for
all.

Expected Close Date: 12/20/2011

Click here to access the request

Note: This message is for notification purposes only. Please do not reply to this email. Email replies are not
monitored and will be ignored.
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Print Request

Request: 10048 Entered on: 12/17/2011 06:38 AM

Page 1 of 1

Customer Information

Name: BONNIE HAYSLETTE Phone: (714) 840-2553
Address: 714 840 2553 Alt. Phone:
Huntington Beach, CA 92649 Email: ramlinrb@aol.com

Request Classification
City Council - Comment on an Agenda
Item

Status: Closed Priority: Normal
Assigned to: Johanna Stephenson Entered Via: Web

City Council:

Topic: Request type: Problem

Description
PLEASE DO NOT LEGALIZE FIRE WORKS IN HB

OUR ANIMALS ARE TERRIFIED AS WELL AS FIRE CONCERNS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD

Reason Closed

Date Expect Closed: 01/09/2012

Date Closed: 12/19/2011 08:33 AM By: Johanna Stephenson

Thank you for taking the time to send your thoughts to the City Council. A copy of your comments will also be forwarded to
the City Clerk to be included in the record on this item. Again, thank you for taking the time to make your views known.

Enter Field Notes Below

Notes:

Notes Taken By:

Date:

SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMUNICAT 7)
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Myeting Date: / dV/ / ?
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Esparza, Patty

From: maleficent [maleficent08@yahoo.com]
Sent: - Monday, December 19, 2011 1:05 PM
To: CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Opposed Fireworks Ordinance Proposal

Regarding the ordinance to allow safe and sane fireworks in Huntington Beach: I have lived in Huntington
Beach for 36 years and I do not want fireworks to become legal in our city again. I have many friends that have
been permanently injured by “safe and sane” fireworks. The term “Safe and Sane fireworks” is an oxymoron. I
have driven through Westminster and Anaheim on Fourth of July and it is atrocious how many people are
running out in the streets blowing things up, throwing fireworks at passing cars, catching trees and bushes on
fire... And let’s not forget the thousands of pets that dig out of their homes and run away because they are so
scared from the noise.

I love the display that the city puts on for us and I think this, along with other traditions like decorations, the
parade, and family barbecues are the ones we should cherish, not blowing each other up. The Fire Chief is
against this and so am 1. Please do not pass it.

Thank you,

Julie Hildreth

15041 Eton Cir.

Huntington Beach, CA 92647
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