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Sleve McShane, Councilmember
City of Salinas
200 Lincoln Ave.
Salinas. Ca 93901

Dear Mr. McShane;
First I would like to take a moment to thank the City for their continued willingness to meet with community
groups such as the Business Development Task Force to work toward a better good for our community.

Unforlunately, sometimes staff and the stake-holders cannot agree.

We have met and discussed the 3.9Yo I'ee increase that is being proposed by staff. It is the opinion of the Central
Coast Builders Association that, although this is a regularly administered fee increase, it should not be

implemented.

We should not be looking at any fee increase as a regular occurrence. Cost olliving increases should be looked
at in the same context as any other increase. Is it warranted and does it meet the criteria ofour overall City
plan?

In this case, we believe that any increases in development or building fees will continue to stifle development in
an already limited market.

The city should be looking to become more user lriendly both for contractors and developers. Our tax base is

dependent on the City bringing in new development and this is not done by yet another fee increase.

Although the increase does not appear on paper to be significant, over the course olthe last 5 years this increase

would reflect an almost 150% increase in a slumping market.

We would like you and the council to consider looking at improving services and implementing performance

and eff-ectiveness reiorms before considering increases and further regulatory constraints.

Thank you lbr your time and consideration,

e. ei4rezrol

Christie Cromeenes
Executive Director

212 E. Romie Lane. Sdlinqs, Cq 93901
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Subject: City of Salinas Proposed Development Fee Increases
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April 6,20U
Hon. Joe Gunter, Mayor
City of salinas
200 Lincoln Avenue

Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: Proposed City Fee lncreases

Dear Mayor Gunter and Salinas City Council Councilmembers,

The Salinas City Council will soon be considering approval of a 3.9 percent increase in impact development fees

and public facilities impact fees. While the Salinas Valley Chamber of Commerce understands the need for
reasonable fee increases to accommodate rising costs of services, we cannot support it as an isolated proposal

that pops up on a council agenda for approval.

The Chamber asks for the city council to incorporate this specific proposal into a broader discussion about how it
will eliminate its anticipated structuraldeficit. A piecemeal approach to adopting and increasing fees will
obfuscate the financial condition ofthe city and the reasons why more funding is needed.

At the February 21, 2017 Salinas City Council meeting, staff presented the budget outlook for the city. lt includes

rising deficits for years to come. The staff report associated with this presentation indicated the following means

to eliminate that deficit:

Twenty-five revenue generating ideas were identified that ranged from S1,535,300 to $6,296,000 over the next
five years between FY 2017-18 and F\ 27-22. Departments also came up with 85 expenditure reduction or savings

ideas that totaled S2,767,850 and 54,632,850 over the same five years.

The Board of Directors of the Salinas Valley Chamber of Commerce was aghast to see the negative outlook for the
city's budget. lt occurs despite the additional Measure G revenue for the general fund and the current economic
prosperity in the region. One specific aspect of budgeting - city employee pension liability - is imposing financial
burdens on local businesses and cutting services that benefit local businesses.

Based on the flood of tax and fee proposals on businesses coming from state, regional, and local governments, it
appears that our elected officials expect this current wave of prosperity in the Salinas Valley to last forever.
Actually, the continuing taxes and fees will end up hindering economic growth and job creation and accelerate a

future slowdown.

The Chamber wants to see all of the city's "revenue generating ideas" and "expenditure reductions," including the
impact development fee increases, presented together before the city council with a full explanation to the public
about the cause of the structural deficit and who will pay the taxes and fees needed to eliminate it.

Sincerely,

N4/u,t/4
Paul J. Farmer

President & CEO, Salinas Valley Chamber of Commerce

Phone (831) 751-7725 www.SolinosChomber.com

(831) 1st-',1',12s rr rr rr . Sa linasC hanrbcr. conr I l9 Il AIisal St. Salinas CA 91901
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Monterey Bay Area Chapter

April 3,2017

Mr. Joseph Gunter-Mayor
CITY OF SALINAS
200 Lincoln Avenue
Salinas, California 93901

Subject: City of Salinas: Proposed Development Fee lncrease

Dear Mayor Gunter,

The Monterey Bay Chapter of the American Council of Engineering Companies
(ACEC) has 22 member firms representing approximately 130 employees. Many of
our firms have planned and designed private land development proiects in Salinas
for many years. I personally have worked on several hundred projects in Salinas
since 1980. I also prepared the current Salinas General Plan city-wide traffic study
and assisted in the development of the City of Salinas Traffic lmprovemenl Program
and several of its updates. I have also worked with City staff and developers to
determine appropriate traffic impact fees. Through this experience, I have seen
how critical development fees are to the viability of new land development.

It is customary for impacl fees to have automatic annual increases, which are often
based on the Engineering News Record Construction Cost lndex (ENRCCI). This
index is primarily based on construction costs in large cities and on large proiects.
lncreases in recent years have resulted in a substantial increase in the development
fee, especially traffic, which represents its largesl portion.

We understand lhat several local business associations have expressed concern
about the effect the impact fee program has on economic development in the City
We also understand the need for City infrastructure to keep up with new
development. The impact fee program is a reasonable mechanism for new
development to assist with its funding. However, the ENRCCI may overstate the
inflation rates for construction in the Salinas Valley. We recommend that the City
temporarily suspend any fee increases and research the actual inflation rates for
local infrastructure construction. Caltrans District 5 data would be a good source.
Other Caltrans districts that are similar to the Salinas Valley such as Districts 6
(Fresno) and 10 (Stockton) might provide relevant data as well.

Thank you for your consideration. Local engineers, architects and other design
professionals greatly appreciate the opportunity to serve the City of Salinas. We
join you in working for its continued economic development and prosperity.

Re llv,

eith Higgins, PE,
President. ACEC rey Bay Chapter

ACEC - Our expertise henetits Colifornia lives ever!da!,.
,\tfi buildings, \tulo', .'nvit ()nnrcnl, totlgr(trldio .

Keith Higgins
Prcsiden!

Cell40t-l0l-2752

Nathan Sl(x}pc!

8lt,9l5,t9t I

R ich webra

8I,649-52:5

Eldndge Bell
Secretary

8lr-646-t330

Strte Directorr

Bob Dcwi[
8ll-425-t6t7
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Salinas City Center lmprovement Association

108 Midtown Lane
Salinas, California 93901

trIarch 17, 2017

trIr. -loscph (iunter-trIavor
CITY OI] S,U,IN',\S
200 Lincoln .\venue
Salinas, (lalilornia 93901

Subiect: City ofSalinas: Proposed Development Iiee Increase

Dear Nlayor Gunter:

The Salinas City center Improvcment Association ("sccl\') represcnts or.er 130 propcrt), o*ricrs, and includes 217 properties,who conftibute over $'150,000 per leat to i-pror" ih" Iru.irrJ.. *r'rr".-"r, 
"ra 

promotc cconomic r.itali6.in I)ountown Sarinas
It has comc to our attention that the cih' staffis proposing a 3.97o increase to the crq,,s current devclopment fees. The SCCL\strongly opposes anl increasc rvharsoever to thcse fecs at tL. a-" l^."J-o, rhe following considcrations:

1. 'lhe proposed 3.9yo increase.is bascd on the Itngrneering News Record 20 cih, Construction Cost Indcx. These 20 cities

;:t.:ru:.j"11".i,il^};;1f.:f;1"--", Chicago, r,hiiadelpr,il, r",..r,ga". 
""a 

Sao rirancisco and untikct).accuratet' reflect

?- 
3 97o would be the largcst annual increase in o*er five (5) years, br.far.;\dding to prerious increascs thc cumulativcrnclease over the last six (6) ycars rvould be approximately t2%. !i,e do not believe this is warrantcd by the actual local market atthe earlicst stages of recovery and cconomic fa*ots such as tents, -rg",, j.b ;;;r;; ;;a;;;.;'"."',,. in'iirro, _r.n *.r" ro,considered by staff

3 In spite ofmultiple rcports from stake holdet task fotces and pard consultants recommending specific entitlemeotreforms' the ciqrs permitting process remains a broken .r'.t.- ,".,rrting 
',r, 

unreasonable timc del"v. 
"rrJ 

b.rrd.n.o-e added costsfor borh applica,rts and starr. Several of,the.. ,".o--",.,d"tior. ;.,;;p;;;;;#ilfi#:"',", ,trr lrne6ciar resultsbut thcl havc been discatded or rciected ror well over a decaa. ,r,i.ly'i.i*.o., rras represcntcd a source of srg,ificantdissatisfaction and frus*ation in the development, dc.ign 
^rrd 

.orr.t.,,.ti.rn r,dustries- trfa.y are leructant to spcak up but thiscoastraint is widcll'klown. welr documcnted 
^rd 

p".r,^,i.rr", y"t r.e4,rittlc lras been done to remcd' the problcm.
.1. Both rhe Ecooomic l)evclopment Elemcnt of the (ienetal plan and the Downtorvn \-ibrancr plao call for teductions indevelopment fees and signi6cant reforms in the entitlcment process.

See: '-the City's awatd-winning llconomic Developmcnt lrlan state s:

' [SCCI.\I "Need /ap.urr flexible busioess environm err,,, (1t 2 41)' "E'aluatc wats to rcdate tlerclohmertl 
'os/r ^ndfot pro\ide.)rcertli,i.t to cncoutage derelopme,t *rthin existing ncighborhoodson undcrurrhzcd or drs-inr.esrcd propcrnes.,,0)olic) lii)-N l.J)

Iirom the I)owntown \rrbrancy l)lan (p.64):' " Prioriq 'lrould I'e gn cir to atia''ting a.td. 1n, c'-tittq 4at' kl anl e1fi,ierl/r' appror a rs for dowrrr orvrr pro;ec rs rhar ,rdd rcsrden trar,prolessional cmplormerrr. rarg.r..l r.a . a"nd f,li *.^,,;ll;;i;;;:;;11;.::"'
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' "l'tomote a rz*do ultm vithim the commuruq'and Economic Dcvelopment l)cpartmeot that helps developers deliver newproiects in downto\r.'n "
"In addition m eryedted peilril Prldrrifi.q, considet othet incerltit$ for attracting Priority Development projects,,
"Redaction in Derelopnelt I/rr?an FeeJ, waiver, or a refertal,,

this proposal is in dtect oPPositlon to thcsc documents and violatcs the recommendations by increasing the impediments to
economic_development with untimcl,' fee increases. \Ve urge the Council to take immediatc a;d effectivJ stcps to concurrently
imptovc the entitlement process and imPlcmcnung the incentives and cconomic devclopment strategres emiodied rn vour recent
studics before an)'additional burdens be added to thc arread,v sigruficant regulato5' consiraints. "

\\re also-adrisc you to look to your customers and stake-holder's erpcriences for feedback on performance and effectircness of
thcsc reforms and demand measutahle results and accountabirit' from Ciq management and staff.

We look forward to vout inten'ention to affect rcal and lasting rcform in these areas and ate rvilling to support you rn anv way ln
ensuring meaningfrrl instrtutional transformation ancl continneri ioptowema.t"

11rank you fot your consideration and leadership.

Submitted By:

6'aU^X
Ken Steen
Disttict trIanager
Salinas Cit)' Center Improvement -\ssociation
s.s'rv.salinascitlcentet.com
(831) 90s-1422

Cc: (lih of Salinas Citt Council
Oity of Salinas Cin' Nlanager
(lif)' of Satinas City -\ttomey
SCCL\ lloard of Directors
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