MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITY SERVICES
COUNTY OF PLACER

To: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Date: MAY 22, 2007

From: MAMES DURFEE / WILL DICKINSON

Subject: SEWER AND WATER MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS FEE INCREASES
ACTION REQUESTED/RECOMMENDATION:

1. Conduct a Public Hearing to receive comments concerning the proposed increases in
sewer and water maintenance and operations (M&O) fees as shown in Exhibit A.

2. Adopt the attached Ordinance adjusting M&O fees enumerated in Section 13.12.350 of
the Placer County Code.

3 Adopt the attached Resolution confirming the County Service Area (CSA) Zone Report
of charges for the Sunset, Sheridan, Blue Canyon, Applegate, Livoti and Dry Creek
CSAs.

4, Make a finding pursuant {o Section 21080(b)(B) of the Public Resource Code, that the
higher fees are derived directly from the cost of providing service and are nacessary to
meet operating expenses required for maintenance of service, and are therefore
exempt from environmental review.

BACKGROUND: The County provides wastewater services in various communities through
the operation of three Sewer Maintenance Districts and six CSAs. The Sheridan CSA also
provides water service. With the exception of occasional grants from State and Federal
agencies, the districts are funded solely through fees collected from their customers. M&0O
fees pay for ongoing maintenance, operation and construction of sewer pipes, lift stations and
treatment plants. Connection fees pay for plant expansion or other major capital expenditures
necessary to provide capacity for future connections. The recommended actions apply only {0
the M&O fees. Historicai and proposed M&O fees are shown in Exhibit A. Justification for the
increases is provided in Exhibit B. The proposed M&Q fees would be maintained without
further increase for two vears.

As required by Proposition 218, a letter noticing this public haaring was mailed to each
property owner paying M&O fees. These nolices explained the increases and invited
comments. Approximately 12,600 letters were mailed; as of May 4, 2007, staff had received
guestions or comments from forty-eight individuals. Twenty-four of these people expressed
their objection to a fee increase. The comments received are summarized in Exhibit C. Staff
also presented information concerning the increases at meetings of the North Auburn, Granite
Bay, Meadow Vista, Weimar/Applegate/Colfax, Horseshoe Bar, Sheridan and West Placer
Municipal Advisory Councils. This public hearing and the proposed increases were noticed in
newspapers of general circulation as required by law.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE: The proposed fee increases are considered exempt from

environmental review, pursuant to Section 21080(b}{8) of the Public Resource Code, provided
your Board adopts the recommended findings specified in under “Action Requested”.
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FISCAL IMPACT: The proposed fee increases range between 9% and 80% (4.5% to 40% per
year) depending on the district. These changes are expected to result in increased annual
revenue to the districts as follows:

2007/2008 % Increase to |Average
District or CSA Annual Revenue |[Customer Annual %

incroase Increase
SMD 1 (North Auburn Area) $ 773,690 14% 7%
SMD 2 {Granite Bay Area) $ 336,006 9% 4 5%
SMD 3 {Auburn Folsom Rd.) $ 177,520 I3% 16.5%
STEP SYSTEMS $ 22,558 19% 9.5%
CSA 2 (Sunset} 3 64708 20% 10%
CSA 6 (Sheridan-Sewer) $ 53222 55% 27.5%
CSA 6 (Sheridan-Water) $ 15,552 25% 12.5%
CSA 23 {Blue Canyon) $ 4800 80% 40%
CSA 24 (Applegate) $ 7,060 268% 13%
CSA 55 (Livoti) $ 16,048 20% 10%
CSA 173 (Dry Creek) $ 114,365 30% 15%

ATTACHMENTS: EXHIBIT A — HISTORICAL AND PRCPOSED FEES

EXHIBIT B — JUSTIFICATION FOR FEE INCREASES

EXHIBIT B-t - NEW EFFLUENT AND RECEIVING WATER STANDARDS
EXHIBIT B-2 - SBUMMARY OF NEW COLLECTION SYSTEM REQIWREMENTS
EXHIBIT C — SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

ORDINANCE

RESOLUTION

CC: COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICE

JOAND wed t:\facibsmemo200NSD sewer MO fea increase 2007 .doc
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HISTORICAL AND PROPOSED SEWER MAINTENANCE AND

EXHIBIT A

OPERATIONS FEES (COST/MONTH)

District 2003/04 | 2004/05 | 2005/06 | 2006/07 | 2007708 2008/09
Proposed | Proposed
SMD 1 (N. Auburn) $51.50 | $53.00 | $54.60 | $59.51 $67.84 $67.54
SMD 2 (Granite Bay} $38.15 |$39.30 | $40.50 | $44.15 $48.12 $48.12
SMD 3 (Auburn Folsom Rd) | $58.70 | $60.50 | $62.30 | $74.76 $90.43 $99.43
STEP Systems (add charge) | $17.25 | $17.75 | $18.30 | $20.50 $24.40 $24.40
CSA 2A3 (Sunset) $20.50 |%$20.50 |[$20.50 | $24.60 $29.52 $29.52
CSA 6 (Shernidan Sewer) $31.70 [ $3265 |$3360 |$33.80 $52.08 $52.08
CSA 6 (Shesidan Water) $2035 |$21.00 {3$21.60 | $21.60 $27.00 $27.00
CSA 23 (Blue Canycn) $14.00 | $15.00 | $16.00 | $20.00 $36.00 $36.00
| CSA 24 (Applegate) $52.50 | $54.10 | $55.60 | $61.15 $77.06 $77.06
CSA 55 (Livoti) $25.50 | $26.25 |[$27.05 |%20.21 $35.05 $35.05
CSA 173 (Dry Creek) $23.00 | $23.70 |$2445 | $29.34 $38.14 $38.14




EXHIBITB

JUSTIFICATION FOR SEWER M&0Q FEE INCREASES

APPLICABLE TO ALL DISTRICTS:

1. Inflation in the cost of many essential products and services, such as fuel,
chemicals and labor.

2. More stringent regulatory standards; in particular, very restrictive discharge
requirements for treatment plants, and a completely new set of requirements for
sewage collection systems. See Exhibit B-1 for a list of new effluent and
receiving water standards for treatment plants and Exhibit B-Z for a summary of
new collection system requirements. The City of Roseville will be passing on
costs of upgrading their plants on an annual basis to customers in SMD 2 and
the Dry Creek and Sunset sewer CSAs.

3. Many of our collection systems and treatment plants date back to the early
1980s. Leaky pipes allow excessive amounts of water into the system, which
drives up the cost of treatment and can cause sewer overflows. These pipes
must be identified and repaired or replaced. The treatment plants also have
ever-increasing maintenance, rehabilitation and replacement needs.

SPECIFIC TOC EACH DISTRICT:

Sewer Maintenance District 1 — The district has incurred significant new costs to
comply with the requirements of its 2005 treatment plant permit. These costs include
increased water testing, new monitoring eguipment, preparation of an industrial
pretreatment ordinance, operational changes to meet new treatment standards, and
consulting engineer studies to determine design options for a major upgrade of the
wastewater treatment plant. A major effort is underway to identify and repair leaking
pipes. The Placer County Redevelopment Agency has granted the district $2 million to
replace the Auburn Ravine Lift Station and complete other necessary repairs.

Sewer Maintenance District 2 — Sewage is conveyed to treatment plants operated by
the City of Roseville. The annual cost for treatment by the City of Roseville jumped
from $1.36 million in 2005-2006 to an expected $2.186 million in 2007-2008, for a total
increase of $800,000 per year. Rate increases over the same time period would raise
annual revenue by $698,000.

Sewer Maintenance District 3 - Staff and consultants devoted many hours this year to
negotiating a new permit for the SMD 3 wastewater treatment plant. The new permit
has significantly more difficult testing and effluent standards, which will require either
construction of a new wastewater treatment plant at SMD 3 or construction of a pipeline
ta the Roseville treatment plant. Federal EPA grant funds were used to canduct an
engineering analysis of the pipeline option. Given the small size of the district, a very
large rate increase is needed to offset the capital and operating cost increases needed
to maintain compliance with new regulations.



CSA NO. 24 {Applegate) ~ Costs have exceeded revenues in this CSA for the last few
years due ta a regulatory prohibition on discharging effluent from the treatment ponds.
Additional M&0 revenues will heip offset the cost of trucking wastewater from
Applegate to SMD 1 until a direct pipeline to the SMD 1 coliection system is complete.
Federal EPA grant funds were used fo begin an engineering and environmental
analysis of pipeline routes.

CSA No. 55 {Livoti) — Sewage from the Livoti sewer CSA flows to a treatment plant in
Sacramento County. Sacramento County raised their treatment fees by 8.5% last year
and will likely raise rates again next year while we hold ours constant. This is 2 major
cost factor for the very small CSA.

CSA NO. 23 {Blue Canyon) - Sewage from this area flows to a community leach field
serving 26 customers. The CSA now has only $8,000 in Reserves, which will not be
sufficient to repair the system should it fail. The recommended rate increase should
provide funding for a scheduled replacement of one half of the leachfield in 2010-2011.

CSA No. 173 {Dry Creek]) - Sewage is conveyed to a treatment plant operated by the
City of Roseville. Annual costs for treatment by the City of Roseville jumped from
$40,000 in 2005-2006 to an expected $224 000 in 2007-2008, for a total increase of
$184,000 per year. Revenue over the same fime period would increase by $280,000
per year if the proposed rate increases are approved. The additional revenue is needed
to pay for maintenance costs that will increase as the district's pipes and liftstation age
and are used more heavily.

CSA No. 6 (Sheridan water) — The Sheridan water system is old and needs
considerable maintenance. One pump was replaced last summer at a cost of
approximately $25,000. Another pump is scheduled for replacement during the
upcoming fiscal year. The proposed rate increase will help pay for these, and future,
capital projects.

CSA No. 6 (Sheridan sewer} ~ The Sheridan treatment ponds cannot meet current
standards for discharge into surface water and were recently fined $270,000 for past
violations. In order to avoid future violaticns, your Board approved construction of a
new pond to hold treated water until it can be used for irrigation. This project, which
was completed last fall, cost over $1,000,000 and was funded by loans from the
County. The second phase of this compliance project is to expand the areas that are
irrigated by treated wastewater. Approximately 85% of the irrigation project will be
funded by grants from the State Water Resources Control Board. Completion of this
project will also relieve the district from responsibility for paying the $270,000 fine
referenced above. Rate increases are needed to assist in repayment of approximately
$1.5 million in loans.
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EXHIBIT BA1
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EXHIBIT B-1
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EXHIBIT B-2

SUMMARY OF NEW COLLECTION SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

» LEGAL AUTHORITY

o Develop ordinances, services agreement and other authority to:
» Preventillicit discharges inte sewer
= Require sewers and services to be properly designed
» Ensure access for maintenance by agency
=  Provide means for enforcement

¥» OVERFLOW EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN

o Provide notification procedures for the State, Heaith Agencies, OES,
Regicnal Boards and water agencies

o Provide a program for appropriate response to all overfiows

o Provide training of procedures for staff

Ensure all reasonable steps are taken

o]

» OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

Up to date mapping of sewer system

A description of routine Preventive Maintenance activities

A Short & Long Term Rehabilitation and Replacement Plan

A training Plan for operations and maintenance personnel
Sufficient roliing stock, equipment and parts inventories to complete
the above

oo Qoo

» GREASE CONTROL PROGRAM

An implementation plan

A disposal location

Legal Authority

Construction requirements

Authority to inspect

Maintenance procedures for sewers subject to FOG
Development of Source Control measures

000000

#» DESIGN STANDARDS

o Development of Design, Construction and inspection and testing
pracedures for new and rehabilitated sewer systems.

» SYSTEM CAPACITY ASSURANCE PLAN

o Evaluate the capability of the existing sewer system to handle peak
flows

o Devetop a Capital Improvement Program that identified short and long
term improvements needed to insure capacity is available. May
include new pipes, inflow and infiltration reduction, increased pumping
capacity and storage.

/¥



EXHIBIT C

SUMMARY OF TELEPHONE COMMENTS
PROPOSED SEWER M&0O FEE INCREASES

SMD NO. 1 Number
Phone Calis
General objection to rate increase 6
General questions about rate increase 9
Wanted to know number of EDUs being billed {commercial) 5
Confused why they received notice. Forgot they owned property
in SMD No. 1 2
SMD NO. 2
Phone Calls
General objection to rate increase 1
Confused why they received notice. Forgot they owned property
in SMD No. 2 1
Generai questions 1
SMD NO. 3
Phone Calis
General objection to rate increase 2
CSA NO. 24 (Applegate)
Phone Calls
General objection to rate increase 1
CSA No. 173 (Dry Creek)
Phone Calls
General objection to rate increase 1
CSA No. 2A3 (Sunset-Whitney)
Phone Calls
General objection to rate increase 1
Wanted tc know number of EDUs heing billed {commercial) 2
General questions about rate increase 1

CSA NO. 6 (SHERIDAN), CSA NO. 23 (Biue Canyon) AND CSA NO. 55 {LIVOTI)

No telephone calls received



SUMMARY OF LETTERS RECEIVED
PROPOSED SEWER M&O FEE INCREASES

District

Received From

Summary of Letter

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

Mr. Donald Miller

No objection to rate increase

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

T. Love

General cormment

SMD 1 {N. Auburn}

Carole Yarmek

General comment

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

Millie Livingston

Is on social security and believes new
homeowners and developers need to pick up the
slack. Requests repairs be done in stages and a
reserve fund set up for added expenses.

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

Therese Rockwell

Protests the proposed rate increase and helieves
14% increase is excessive

SMD 1 {N. Auburn) Paul Choller Protests the proposed rate increase and thinks
new homes should pay for "improvements”™
SMD 1 (N. Auburn} Al French Protests the proposed rate increase. Questions

whether new home construction is paying their

expansion can be managed more effectively.

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

Mary Wells Griffin

Is an secial security and thinks there shouid be a
discount to seniors

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

Rosemary Smith
Headley

|
\.
ﬂ
|
|
|
share and believes onging maintenance and ‘

- - |
Does not approve of this raise in fees ;

SMD 1 (N. Auburn)

Henry and Magda
Sanchez

Are on social security and strongly protest such a ]
large increase in the sewer fees

SMD 2 (Granite Bay)

William and Julie
Coyle

Objects to the sewer rate increase. Thinks there |
is too much bureaucracy and believes the County
needs to do a better job with the money received.

SMD 2 (Granite Bay)

Treelake Village
Homeowners
Association

1. Requests that the financial reserves for SMD |
2 be used to suspend rate increases for a
minimum of 2 years. l
2. Requests establishment of an ongoing '
Advisary Coungil to provide oversight of basic ]
budgeting and planning functions such as large |
capital and maintenance projects. ]
3. Requests the Board to examine a tiered rate
system so that urban dwellers do not subsidize
rural areas.

SMD 3 (Auburn Folsom | David and Barbara | Protests the 33% increase, but believes an equal
Rd) Ghinassi fee increase for each connection in ali sewer '

maintenance areas that lasts no longer than 2 .

years would be acceptable i
CSA 2A3 (Sunset) N/A No Letters Received |
CSA 6 (Sheridan N/A No Letters Received |
Sewer) l

A



District Received From Summary of Letter |

CSA 6 (Sheridan N/A No Letters Received -

Water)

CSA 23 (Blue Canyon) N/A No Letters Received

CSA 24 (Applegate) N/A No Letiers Received

CS8A 55 (Livoti} B. Viley Would like the Board to consider the feasibility of
conrecting the Livoti area to the City of Roseville
as their fees are the lowest in the area

CSA 173 (Dry Creek) Clinton Smith Opposes the proposed fee increase. Thinks the |

budget might be balanced by cutting big tabor
union bosses power, less employees and other
“fat”.

Al



BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

in the matter of: AN ORDINANCE AMENDING Ord. No.
SECTION 13.12.350 AND 13.12.380 OF CHAPTER 13 First Reading
OF THE PLACER COUNTY CODE RELATING TO

CHARGES AND FEES FOR PLACER COUNTY

SEWER MAINTENANCE DISTRICTS AND

COUNTY SERVICE AREAS

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Placer at a regular meeting held, by the following vote on roll call:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Attest:
Clerk of the Board

Ann Holman

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY ORDAIN THAT:

Section 1:  Section 13.12.350 of Chapter 13 of the Placer County Code is hereby
amended to read as follows:

13.12.350 Fee schedules.

A.  Sewer Maintenance District No. 1. The following schedule of charges and fees shall

apply to property within Placer County sewer maintenance district No. 1 and are

based upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Calculation of a charge

and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivaleat dwelling unit shall

be based upon the schedules set forth in subsections B E and F of Section
13.12.240.
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Ord No.

Page 2

Sewer service charge

“iﬁﬂi@_&‘ per month per EDU. |

|Annexation fee

|= $5,500.00 per acre.

|

Sewer connection fee

= $7,170.00 per EDU.

]

Sewer Maintenance District No. 2. The following schedule of charges and fees shali
apply to property within Placer County sewer maintenance district No. 2 and are
based upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU}. Calculation of a charge
and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivalent dwetling unit shall
be based upon the schedule set forth in subsection H of Section 13.12.240.

ISewer service charge

= $44.45 $48.12 per month per EDU. |

lAnnexation fee

[|= $1,500.00 per acre.

]

[Sewer connection fee

= $7,190.00 per EDU.

|

Sewer Maintenance District No. 3. The following schedule of charges and fees shall
apply to property within Placer County sewer maintenance district No. 3 and are
based upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Calculation of a charge
and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than ane equivalent dweliing unit shall
be based upen the schedule set forth in subsections D E and F of Section 13.12.24C.

[Sewer service charge

|l= $74-76 $99.43 per month per EDU.

\Annexation fee

|= $3,850.00 per acre.

Eewer connection fee

__|=$7,190.00 per EDU.

County Service Area No. 28, Zone No. 2, A3 (Sunset). The following schedule of
charges and fees shall apply to property within county service area No. 28, Zone 2,

A3 and are hased upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Calculation
of a charge and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivalent dwelling
unit shall be based upan the schedule set forth in subsection H of Section 13.12.240.

Sewer service charge

|= $24.80 $29.52 per month per EDU

Bnnexaﬁon fee

lI= $168.00 per acre.

[Sewer connection fee

|l='$7,190.00 per EDU.

|

County Service Area No. 28, Zone No. 6 (Sheridan). The following schedule of
charges and fees shall apply to property within county service area No. 28, Zone 6
and are based upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Calculation of
a charge and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivalent dwelling
unit shall be based upon the schedule set forth in subsections B E and F of Section

13.12.240.
|Sewer service charge [l $33-60 $652,08 per month per EDU. |

[Sewer connection fee  |=

= $1,700.00 per EDU.

‘Water service charge

=$2180

$21-80 $27.00 per month per EDU,]

County Service Area No. 28, Zone No. 23 (Blue Canyon). The following schedule of
charges and fees shall apply to property within county service area No. 28, Zone 6 23
and are based upcn a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Caiculation

A



Ord. No.
Page 3

of a charge and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivalent dwelling
unit shall he based upon the schedule set forth in subsections B E and H of Section

13.12,240.
Sewer service charge = $20-00 $36.00 per month per EDU.
[Sewer connection fee |= $3.820.00 per EDU. [

G. County Service Area No. 28, Zone No. 24 (Applegate). The following schedule of
charges and fees shall apply to property within county service area No. 28, Zone 24
and are based upon a flow rate of oene equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Calculation of
a charge and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivalent dwelling
unit shall be based upon the schedule set forth in subsection B E and F of Section
13.12.240.

[Sewer service charge |[E $81-16 $77.06 per month per EDU. f

[Sewer connection fee  |I= $1.500.00 per EDU.

H. County Service Area No. 28, Zone No. 55 (Livoti). The fallowing schedule of charges
and fees shall apply fo property within county service area No. 28, Zone 55 and are
based upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Calculation of a charge
and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one equivalent dwelling unit shall
be based upon the schedule set forth in subsection H of Section 13.12.240.

[rSewer service charge = $26-21 $35.05 per month per EDU.!
[Sewer connection fee [l= $9,600.00 per EDU. 4_}

I County Service Area Na. 28, Zone No. 173 (Dry Creek Sewers). The following
schedule of charges and fees shall apply to property within county service area No.
28, Zone No. 173 and are based upon a flow rate of one equivalent dwelling unit
{EDU). Calculation of a charge and fee for a use that is billed at a rate other than one
equivaltent dwelling unit shail be based upon the schedule set forth in subsection (H)
of Section 13.12.240.

E:ewer sefvice charge [= $26-34 $38.14 per month per EDU.,
[Sewer connection fee )= $7,190.00 per EDU.

J. Sewer connection fees charged pursuant to this section, as such fees may be
changed from time to time, shall be reduced by two hundred dollars ($200.00) per
EDU effective November 8, 2011. The purpase of this reduction is to sunset the
“shop fee” component of sewer connection fees enacted on September 9, 2003,
{Ord. 5387-B § 1, 2005: Ord. 5353-B (part}, 2005; Ord 5302-B § 1, 2004: Ord. 5258-
B § 1, 2003: Ord. 5248-B § 1, 2003: Ord. 5157-B, 2002; Ord. 5156-B, 2002; Ord.
5120-B § 1, 2001: Ord. 5116-B § 1, 2001: Ord. 5059-B § 27, 2000: Ord. 4965-B§ 1,
1989: prior code § 18.50}

13.12.380 Septic tank effluent pump--STEP fee schedule.

The following fees shall apply to ail connections to county maintained STEP systems:
[STEP Service Charge | = $20.-50 $24.40 per month.
The STEP service charge noted above shall be charged to a STEP connection user

in addition to the standard sewer service charge for the district. (Ord. 5387-B § 4,
2005: Ord. 5248-B § 2, 2003: Ord. 5116-B § 2, 2001: Ord. 5059-B § 31, 2000

A4



Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: A RESOLUTION TO Resol. No:
CONFIRM THE COUNTY SERVICE AREA

FEE REPORT FOR 2007/2008 FOR CSA #28,

ZONES 2-A3, 6, 23, 24, 55 & 173

The following RESOLUTION was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County
of Placer at a regular meeting held , by the following vote on roll call:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Board of Supervisars
Attest:

Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the County Service Area Fee Report for 2007/2008 has been prepared in accordance
with Section 33.05 {b} of the Placer County Code, detailing the user fees necessary to provide the
authorized sewer and/or water services for each parcel in County Service Area No. 28, Zone of
Benefit Nos. 2-A3, 6, 23, 24, 55 and 173 (the Report), and said Report is available for public
review at the Clerk of the Board's Office and the Department of Facility Services, and

WHEREAS, notice of adoption of the Maintenance and Operation (M&0) fees as set forth in the
Report has been given as required by law,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Placer, State of California, as follows:

1. That the revenues derived from the M&O fees as set forth in the Repont do not exceed the
funds required to provide the sewer and/or water services.

2. That the revenues derived from the M&QO fees as set forth in the Report shall only be used for
providing sewer and/or water services, the purpose for which the fee is being imposed.

A



Reso No.
Page 2

3. That the amount of the fee does not exceed the proportional cost of providing sewer service to
the parcel.

4. That the sewer services being funded by the M&O fee are actually being used by, or are
immediately available for use by, the owner of each parcel.

5. That the sewer services provide a special benefit to the parcels.
6. That the County Service Area Fee Report for 2007/2008 as on file with the Clerk of the Board

is hereby confimned and adopted, and the Board does hereby authorize collection of the M&O
fees on the County property tax roll as allowed by law.

Al
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Board of Supervisors, Placer County i T
175 Fulweiler Ave. :
Auburn, CA 95603 v A b
L=
To Chairman Bruce Kranz &
Jim Holmes, District 3 Representative

I am certain that you aiso are taxpayers and perhaps can get as frustrated as your
constituents so I ask you when casting your vote to consider the economic circumstances
of people in SMD#1.

This Dastrict assessment has gone from $186.00 in 1989-1990 to $714.12 in 2006-
2007, which if my math is correct, makes a 438% increase inl8 years. | am aware that
the Joeger Road plant 1s an old plant and that the State mandates many things cach year
with which the County must comply. This time two of those items are chlorine, which ts
used to make our water potable, and MTBE, which was added 1o our gaseline per State
requirement, We seem always to be faced with State requarements without any monetary
help from State or County funds and I do realize that there is no Santa Claus - the money
all comes from the taxpayers. However, it would be nice if we could get a small portion
returned o vs.

Proposition 13 was passed to give us in California a break on the continued
outlandish raises in property tax. It gave us just that, but it seems that those in power can
always find a way of getting more money by bond and assessments. Our pre-Prop 13
property has $140.00 more in special assessments and bonds than the general property
tax. We just cannot afford another increase in our taxes, regardless of what it 15 called.

Qur property taxes are patd each year and each year we see more of our money
spent on the building of those large edifices at DeWitt. Many people may not ever see
these buildings but we drive past them almost daily so are constantly reminded of tax
money being spent, perhaps unnecessarily, particularly when you consider the amount of
wasted space and the design.

1 propose that you vote to use some County general funds to bring this
sewage disposal plant up to State specifications. [ believe that by doing this your
constituents will feel that vou are truly represeunting them.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Rcspcctful[y 7
m éa_,m- ’ﬁfﬁ.—m /&
rank (Mrs. Elmer)
3411 Sunshine Way

Auburn, CA 95602
530-885-5809

Pt =

sere 51407

{.4'Boand of Supervisors - 5
Colrnty Executive Oifica
County Counsel
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Placer County Board _ Dﬂ'l‘-3:41..‘£‘g__&l May 3, 2007
of Supervisors 4 .
175 Pulweiler Avenue b e a? d M_‘
Auburn, CA 95603 | I | AR

Re: SMD #2 Fee Increase S B

Dear Members of the Board, oo

I am writing this letter 1o ask that you not approve SMD #2 current fee increase request.
Attached are copies of the 2006 and 2007 fee increase notices and as you can see Mr.
Durfee used the exact same justification for the 2007 fee increase as he did in 2006 and it
appears that he was too lazy to do an actual anaiysis for this years increase and merely
changed the numbers in last years notice. It is clear that Mr. Durfee has not done a
sufficient analysis to justify the increase.

Last vear when ! received the fee notice, 1 did a fee survey of surrcunding sewer fees and
1 have listed the survey results below:

Month Year
County of Sacramento $17.00 $204.00
City of Rosevilie $22.60 $271.00
ity of Rocklin $16.75 $201.00
SMD #2 $44.15 £520.30
Proposed SMD #2 $48.12 357744

Clearly, SMD #2 fees are way out of line with the surrounding area. I suspect because
SMD #2 fees are collected via property tax bills they have slipped under the radar. Has
anyone ever reviewed the districts efficiency ratio (i.e. # of employees divided by the #
number of households) and compared those results to the ratios of the sazrounding
districts? How about comparing percentage increase in staff verses households as a
another measure of efficiency. Staff salary and benefit increases should be compared to
the CPI and surmounding districts. These are all items that should be reviewed before

graming any increase.

One of Mr. Durfee justifications for the increase i3 inflation. I have lived in SMD#2 since
1987. My propesty tax bill for1990-¢1 shows the SMD#2 fee as $162.00 per year and my
tax bill for 2006-07 shows a fee of $529.80 an increase of 227%. Inflation during that
same period was 51%. Qutrageous!

It is tirne that the board held the district to account! ECEIY
BOLRRIF SyreRviss
Thank you for your consideration, o T3 e COM IR
Terry Bedwell MAY -7
SenDt___ SepDd___ AideDI___ Aidf.-Dl
SO ___ Sup T _ AmeDI___ AdeDs
Supld AideDi___ & —

o)



COUNTY OF PLACER
FACILITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Phone 530-886-4900 Fax 530-89-6809 JAMES DURFER, DIRECTOR

werw.placer.ca.gov MARY DIETRICH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
ALBERT RICHTE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
WILL MCKINSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR

May 8, 2006

RE: NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A SEWER USER FEE
RATE INCREASE, PLACER COUNTY SEWER MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2

Dear Customer,

Owr records indicate that you are the owner of the property identified by the assessor's parcel number shown
on the attached mailing iabel. Sewer service to this parcel is provided by Placer County Sewer Mairtenance
District No. 2 {SMD 2). On June 27, 2006 at 10:30 AM, the Placer County Board of Supervisors will hold
a public hearing to consider increases to the sewer user fees charged for SMD 2. The Board will also
consider written protests concerning the increases. The hearing will take place in the Board of
Supervisors' Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburmn, CA 25603. You may attend the hearing in person
or send written comments {o the Board at the same address,

The cumrent sewer service charge for a single unit of service is 340.50 per month. The District proposes 1o
increase this fee to $44.15 per month affective July 1, 2006. This increase is necessary because the District
has incurred higher cosis due to: a} inflation, b} new regulatory requirements, and ¢) significantly higher costs
charged by the City of Roseville for treating wastewaier collected from SMD 2. Without this increase the
District cannot continue to provide high quality service to our customers while remaining in compiiance with
State and Federal regulations.

The above recommended fee is the monthly rate for a single-family residence. Most customers are bitted for
this service on their annual property tax statement. I your parcel is used for purposes other than a single-
famiy residence, your parcel may be billed for multiple units of service. if you are unsure as to the number of
una]r?ﬁ of service your parcel is billed for, pleasa feel free to call the telephone number listed below for
clarification.

To obtain further information regarding the proposed fes increase you may attend the Granite Bay Municipal
Advisory Council meeting at 7:00 PM on June 7" in the Eureka Union School District Office, or call (530) 889-
6846,

JAMES DURFEE, DIRECTOR

JOWDIm

TAFACVIPEC _DIST{Newil3020 Orginance Revisions\2006 Revisionsi2006 Usar Faes\Proparty cwner iir SMOZ doc

11476 C Avenue Asburn CA 95683
Entrance st 2855 Ind Street

Administyation — Bulidiey Mainienuner — Capitel Itproveswents — Musewms — Prrks
Property Maosgement — Sctld Waste Mansgement — Special Districts Services

1



COUNTY OF PLACER
FACILITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Phone 530-886-4900 Fax 530-889-6809

Www.placer.ca.gov JAMES DURFEE, DIRECTOR

MARY DIETRICH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
ALBERT RICHIE, DEPUTY DIRECTOF
WILL DICKINSON, DEFUTY DIRECTOF

March 22, 2007

RE. NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A SEWER USER FEE
RATE INCREASE, PLACER COUNTY SEWER MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2

Dear Customear,

Cur records indicate that you are the owner of the property identified by the assessor's parcel number shown
on the attached maiting iabel. Sewer service to this parcel is provided by Placer County Sewer Maintenance
District No. 2 {SMD 2). On May 22, 2007, at 9:20 AM, the Placer County Board of Supervisors wifl hold a
public hearing to consider increases to the sewer user fees charged for SMD 2. The Board will also
consider written protests concarning the increases. The hearing will take place in the Board of
Supervisors' Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603, You may aftend the hearing in person
or send written comments to the Board at the same address.

The current sewer service charge for a single unit of service is $44.15 per month. The District proposes to
increase this fee to $48.12 per month effective July 1, 2007, and maintain the fee at that tevel for two years.
This increase is necessary because the District has incurred higher costs due to: a) inflation, b) new permitting
requirements for public sewer collection systems, and ¢} significantly higher costs charged by the City of
Roseville for treating wastewater collected from SMD 2. Withou! this increase the District cannot continue to
provide high guality service to our customers while remaining in cornpliance with State and Federai
regufations.

The above recommended fee is the monthly rate for a single-family residence. Most customers are billed for
this service on their annual property tax statement. If your parcel is used for purposes other than a single-
family residence, your parcel may be billed for multiple units of service. If you are unsure as to the number of
units of service your parce! is billed for, please fee! free to call the telephone number listed below for
clarification.

To obtain further information regarding the proposed fee increase you may attend the Granite Bay Municipal
Advisory Council meeting at 7:00 PM on May 2, 2007, in the Eureka Unign School District Office, or call (530)
889-6B46.

Respectfully,

-
o S

".“._ ( E |

el

" JAMES DURFEE. DIRECTOR

JOWOHAm
TAFAC\EPEC_GIST{NewS02d Ordinance Revisions'2007 Revisionsi2(H)7 User Fees\SMD 2 Property owvner tir doc

11476 C Avenne Auburn CA 95603
Entrance ai 855 ind Street

Administration — Boidding Maintenance — Caoital Improvements — Museums — Parks

I



Fimeo,. || AGENDA ITEM
-Zﬂﬂ? owmel 407

e

‘. v(‘-‘C“LL-vaL‘_.r\,f‘" \
f)azu AN »-‘:»-.c /.{ Af sl

v. -}tf/;.:.-._z--t, et a(l e TAL, M e

L U5, RAR TP uf..nf, V(e At A5 f’r}} L /. |
A A W ol ‘""ﬁ = e prevell
;‘ T "f--fh LJ-‘:L-_:’LF- '.g, (. g/l._’/ |
fean £ 17(.L A rm-LL- T ?-ﬂ-z.hci
i/

r

L JIL-_.-,L {_’:s-"J"LL PR

—t —
t L e Lf:»"—d”k i fl-ﬂ-u\ (-;' *—"_?1,
. / /

N A [ M P L
R SV G D g,ec_"“_, lrL.v ”'T.n,f.j

PR .
—p—

-Ld(_ L.A.(_.+

_—a--'

1'1 t..f;a.-'f.-"' L.’LL'F - \A_{"LLA.__(._.J L'\_,._. fi 6 s &y:}f
!

'i*’f" e Y Vt"f"‘L—ErK. . L-,,ilé-- Lo L .T""-r';-_-

- L - ZL—L ﬁ:i I."’ .-\:'. '-f 2,('_ L.{ r{{"'. 3 . k-‘if“
{'L’r‘\—{. JTE4ad A" A e ;’j
‘7‘ ¢ }
. .-PI L.{’-f,__ . é“l :' L ,.J_ {_ ""f; / ‘
l.. é{_ . “_ [~ ¢ el WA L...__y A ‘-’-‘—C—"L{h.—‘-’g f

o vom T n—“" — - . .
R T AR Gl L,,/w_-! ,u«fw—\(_* b A )M

e L O g,' -

/'“1--{./_-".'1-

O

il | = -1,~__ N PO i ;"‘1,-._1*; L, f‘u*]
3 L ”
R r‘*'u'\.m..L-cl i— \-u\-}__“ A e O "L Ll e J

! SV WL . .
SR E NN l : S Yo/ ut S 1 71""‘7‘1\-.,. L t'jfz{‘ﬂ_, .



i

w -
SRR

A P

e e

x‘lf.-r\“. L [Jj{vi_.

~ .;-cf

e 1.{_ L,A.Jn’.:—'?

o

7

. _II
L F

‘-?f'r‘ Lti-f v 'u_f:.'__.,

-

) .-'".‘1-'{"3—'- L‘--.‘.-

"'L-(_\..'\_,."'\.

!

/3‘1/ }

{{’f‘hh

LI B

s

A T‘-u'f"f_ U: s

r~— LLL.: e M
{{Vw

(_H,d'.-'l\-‘v ‘1_,1

(7.

[

I-;{‘ 6._

Cas 262 0

T~

REC

I VED
BOARD O UPE /ISORS
005 e
T st -

L

34



April 11, 2007 Reraii

i

| Q él'f»’?j"@? |
Placer County i; ' T
Facility Setvices Department CEYY
Board of Supervisors 5[ TIMR: 1_‘.’:‘ '(.é f}:; ..
175 Fulweiler Avenue A e, AT

Auburn, CA 95603
Dear Sirs:

This is a formal protest to the proposed Increase of sewer user fees for SMD 1.

We purchased our home in iate 2003 and sat up a monthly savings plan to pay our property
taxes each year. Despite increasing taxes, we have been able to keep cur plan intact and
meet our payments, not without sacrifice. Every time there is an increase, we must adjust
our monthly savings and give up something else.

Since 2603, every year we have had an increase in sewer charges, each one greater than
the previous year. In 2003-4, our SMD #1 service charge was $618; in 2004-5, $6386; in 2005-
6, $655.20; in 2006-7, $58.92. The increases for those four years total $96.12. Yet the
proposed increase for July 1, 2067 is a fult $99.96....more than the previous four years
combined!!

We now pay $714.12 per year for SMD #1; with the proposed increase, it will jump to
$814.08! What has changed so drastically over the last four years to warrant such a large
increase? This is a new home in a new neighborhood and we fail to see how one home can
incur such a fee!

Our incomes consist of Social Security and a small pension. Any inflationary increase is a
hardship on us since our incomeas remain stationary and we must somehow cope with that
same inflation,

We request that you take the above mentioned arguments under conslderation when the
proposed increase is entered for approval and strongly voice our protest to such a large
increase in the sewer user fees for SMD 1.

Sincerely, G LTI A0 O

rr‘-’—"/'”#w%/ Jrg o
vy / LR

ﬂé{jzﬂxwff@, /

Henry dnd Magda Sanchez

2500 Pacer Place #. (b 604 Vier Enii |

Auburn, CA 95603 Yo
[ e
Thuler
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To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweiler Avenue , i

Auburn, CA 95603

This letter is in response to the Notice of Public Hearing to consider a Sewer
User Fee Rate Increase.

The Notice indicates that the rate increase is needed to meet higher costs due
to inflation and increased charges by the City of Sacramento. As a resident
of Placer County, and not the City of Sacramento nor the County of
Sacramento, | would suggest that the Board examine the feasibility of
connecting the sewer service of my residential area with the City of
Roseville which is located one block away. [ own my home in Livoti Tract
and have for thirty years. Perhaps the Board could inquire of the City of
Roseville the feasibility of such a move.

I believe the Roseville rates are the lowest in the area and the savings to your
constituents would be appropriate and appreciated.

Thank you for your consideration in this.

Regards, Fe== s E\ A ]
Breckenridge Viley jo SRR C L EAT
106 Eddie Dr. by ovags u’f'}t?fg dC’?

?VI lle, CA 95661

916.726. 959
bviley(@infostations.com

cc. James Durfee, Director
Facilities Services Dept.
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4/6/2007 AL

!I; . s o(---.i.;_.__,_._,..t.._..' T
County of Placer R
Board of Supervisors l g’ 0f - 7
175 Fulweiler Avenue 'i ' T e
Auburn, CA 95603

141 TR 4 -’(ﬂtﬂ/mwr '|
Re: Sewer user fee rate increase, Distnct #1, {(SMD 1) e =2

Thas letter is in response to a recent notice from Facility Services Department Director,
James Durfee of a proposal to increase our annual sewer user tee by 14%. This meeting
is being held on May 22, 2007, at 9:20 AM. HHe gave three reasons:

e Inflation — The annuai inflation rate for 2006, based on the Consumer Price
[ndex, was 3.24 %, The annual inflation rates and corresponding increases in our
sewer user fee were as follows: 2005- 3.39% vs. 3%, 2004 — 2.68% vs. 10%, 2003
—2.27% vs. 8%.

» New regulatory requirements — There is no explanation (even brief) of what
State and Federal regulation changes were made this last year.

« Repasir or replacement of aging sewer lincs and treatment plant equipment -
Prudent management should have established a sinking tund or other method of
setting aside reserves for just such inevitable costs.

As inflation has been relatively benign, the 10% increase in 2004 and the 8% increase in
2003 obviously also included something beyond inflation, This has been a fime of
substanttal new home construction. I question if some of the requirement for replacement
and treatrnent relate ditectly to the incapacity to process the increased flow and also, if
that contributed to the inability to comply with State and Federal regulations. If so, then
those builders who have profited financially did not pay an appropriate construction fee.

I do protest the 14% increase after already having substantial increases in 2003 and
2004. 1 believe ongoing maintenance and expansion can be managed much more
effectively than has been demonstrated.

Sincercly,
' RECEIVED
I o
BOAR 'PERY
Pt s0taorSulontisbi
Al French [ D= O e
12470 I.eeds Dr.
Auburn, CA 95603 : WeR
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MARK & SUSAN ROBERTS T Y
4325 COGNAC COURT 1 - 3
LOOMIS, CA 95650 1 DATE: 24407 H

PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS il e,
175 FULWEILER AVENUE [ R I
AUBURN, CA 95603 ' o )

RE: SEWER USER FEE RATE INCREASE
MAINTENANCE DISTRICT #3

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

In response to the nofice of March 22, 2007 regarding the proposed increase in current
sewer service charge for a single unit of service from $74.76 to $99.43 monthly we reply
as follows:

WE OPPOSE IT!!

An increase of 33% is outrageous whatever the purported reasons. Administratively,
government should have never let the situation get to the point of having 10 propose a
raise such as this. Further, we believe that most of it will be wasted administratively.

AGAIN, WE OPPOSE AN INCREASE OF SUCH PROPORTIONS.

Go back and reconsider.

AYAMANTLYOPPOSED, ;
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