CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA
CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION AGENDA

Special Meeting
City Council Chambers
3121 Gold Canal Drive, Rancho Cordova
Wednesday, June 15, 2005
3:30 P.M.
Call to Order
Roll Call: Council Members Budge, McGarvey, Sander, Skoglund, and Mayor Cooley

Study Session

At a study session, citizens are invited and encouraged to participate in discussion during the time the
matter is discussed.

1. Subject: 2005-06 FY Proposed Budget (continued from June 6, 2005 meeting)
Recommendation: Continue review of preliminary budget and direct staff as deemed appropriate.

o

Subject: Discussion on Potential City Fees and Plan for Financial Vibrancy
Recommendation: Information item only on building financial sustainability while creating a city
that provides a high quality of life.

3. Subject: Discussion on Plans and Implementation Strategies for Folsom Boulevard.
Recommendation: Consider options for planning and implementing revitalization along Folsom
Boulevard and provide general direction.

4. Subject: Discussion on the General Plan Scope of Services and Schedule.
Recommendation: Provide preliminary direction regarding efforts to be completed within the
General Plan process and the timing for completion of the General Plan.

Oral Communications

5. Public Comment

Citizens wishing to address the Council for any matter not on the agenda may do so at this time.
Please keep your comments to three minutes or less and provide a Speaker Card to the City
Clerk. Please state your name and community of residence. Under the provisions of the California
Government Code, the City Council is prohibited from discussing or taking immediate action on any
unagendized item unless it can be demonstrated to be of an emergency nature or the need to take
immediate action arose after the posting of the agenda. At a Special Meeting, if you wish to be heard
on a listed agenda item, please do so when that item is being discussed.

Adjournment



In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a disabled person and you need a
disability-related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the City
Clerk’s Office at (916) 942-0255 or www.cityofranchocordova.org Requests must be made as early as
possible and at least one full business day before the start of the meeting.

City Clerk’s Certificate of Posting of Agenda

I, Anna Olea-Moger, Assistant City Clerk for the City of Rancho Cordova, declare that the foregoing
agenda for the June 15, 2005 Special Meeting of the Rancho Cordova City Council was posted on June
13, 2005 at the office of the City of Rancho Cordova, 3121 Gold Canal Drive, Rancho Cordova,
California, 95670 and was available for public review at that location. The agenda is also available on the
city web site at www.cityofranchocordova.org.

Signed this 13" day of June, 2005 at Rancho Cordova, California.

~Anna Olea Moger Assistant Clty




Nothing has been provided
in the Agenda Packet for
Item 1 —-2005-06 FY
Proposed Budget (this item
is continued from June 6,
2005 meeting at which time
materials were provided)
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I MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 15, 2005
TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROM: Bill Thomas, Chief Financial Officer Cf??:ﬁ?‘?'ﬂ,)‘*‘

Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION ON POTENTIAL CITY FEES AND PLAN FOR
FISCAL VIBRANCY

RECOMMENDATION

None. This is an informational item on building financial sustainability while
creating a City that provides a high quality of life.

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION

A wide spectrum of inputs is used to fund ongoing City services, provide one-
time capital needs and long-term capital needs. Depending on where the City is
in its’ growth cycle, various resources are available. Additionally, based on the
City’s relative place in its development, there are required services, desired
services, needed capital improvements and capacity building that need to be
accomplished.

Rancho Cordova is in a unique position to not only create a sustainable
community but also provide the quality of life options that its residents and
visitors desire. But to accomplish this goal, the City requires not only a stable
source of resources to fund the day to day activities but also one-time funds to
address those capital requirements that will create a workable community. This
report will focus on both of these requirements and can be categorized as
follows:

Operations and Maintenance (O & M): These costs include the day to day
expenses in operating a City. In Rancho Cordova these would include Police,
General Government, Community Development and Public Works. Resources to
cover these costs include all of the common General Fund resources such as
sales taxes, transient occupancy taxes, utility user’s taxes, etc. Another resource
that is and can be further used to achieve cost recovery is what is considered
fees for services as well as overhead charges. Fees are generally, as required
by Propositions 13 and 218, require being no more than the cost of providing the
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service. Incumbent in cost recovery is the ability to recover our “overhead” costs.
Therefore, a charge for planning services should include an overhead cost to
support the City Council, City Manager, City Clerk, Human Resources, Finance,
etc. The failure to recover this additional cost would result in the “resource” that
is being used to pay for that service subsidizing the service. In most instances,
this would result in the General Fund subsidizing the activity. Therefore, fees for
services should be structured to provide the following:

e The City, through a cost of service study, should determine what their true
cost is for delivering a service

e The City, through a cost allocation study, determines what overhead cost
should be applied to each type of service.

Attachment 1 of this report includes a preliminary compiled listing of many fees
that cities utilize in California. An updated version of the list, populated with a
range of fees will be provided to you at the workshop. While not all inclusive, as
we will continue to add additional ones as futher research is completed, it
provides a good foundation of the types of fees that are common in California.
The cost of service and cost allocation studies are being undertaken at this time.
When completed, staff will be updating the current fee structure to include those
fees that are appropriate to the City. The specific amount of each fee will be
determined by the two studies that are now underway. The amount will not
necessarily be what other cities are charging but will reflect the true cost of
providing that service in the City of Rancho Cordova. It is anticipated that
Council will be considering the new fee schedule in late July. The City’s
consultant, Rick Kermer is here tonight to answer any questions that Council has
regarding these studies.

Capital Improvements

Funding for capital requirements that will create a workable community, is
achieved through the collection of one time fees associated with new
development and the establishment of various funding mechanisms to fund on-
going costs associated with infrastructure and service requirements as a direct
result of new development. For example, traffic generated by new development
will result in the need for road improvements both in terms of new roads and
enhancements to existing roads, as well as maintenance thereof.

New development is expected to pay for itself through the collection of the one
time fees typically referred to as development impact fees. Fees charged to new
development are comprised of service and connection fees by various agencies
providing those services including Sacramento County and utility providers,
specific plan area fees for project specific infrastructure requirements, fees
charged by the Cordova Recreation and Park District associated with new and
existing parks, and Community Facilities Fees charged by the City as a basis for
building community infrastructure.



New development will continue to cause impacts for which the sufficiency of
funding needs to be addressed. A subset of those impacts includes:

e Impacts on existing police services and the existing Police Tax will not be
sufficient to cover these increased costs which will add, at a minimum, 5
police officers and related equipment for the Sunrise Douglas area, plus
the need for a substation to assist residents in that area.

e Impacts on the existing roadway system and the need to create a working
circulation system to accommodate new growth and the need to establish
a funding mechanism to maintain the expanded and new roads.

The impacts as a result of traffic generated by new development are being
addressed through two projects underway including:

1) The development of a comprehensive roadway fee program to address
capital needs to provide a working traffic circulation system under City
build out scenario.

2) The establishment of a roadway maintenance assessment district to
provide a stable source of revenue to maintain the new and enhanced
roadway system.

A summary of the transportation facilities and costs is included in Attachment 2.
The cost estimate is based on the Draft Circulation Plan adopted by the Council
on May 16, 2005. The proposed one-time transportation impact fee and the
annual assessment for road maintenance will be allocated in a manner such that
new development is only paying for itself. New development would be paying for
only their impacts on the existing community which may require enhancements in
an existing area. All of the services that are provided to the existing community
are provided from revenues that are being generated from the existing
community. Road maintenance for existing roads is currently funded from the
Gas Tax and Measure A. The proposed comprehensive roadway fee program is
currently being outreached to the development community. The cost estimated
was shared with the development community through a meeting on June 9,
2005, and was shared with the BIA on June 14, 2005.

Attachment 1 — Preliminary List of Fees
Attachment 2 — Summary of Costs for Transportation Facilities




ATTACHMENT 1

(UPDATED JUNE 15, 2005)

Preliminary List of Fees
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Table 2
Rancho Cordova Fee Comparison Research
Master List of Fees, Service Charges, and other Revenues
Type of Fee [1] Rancho Cordova Estimated Range
Fee (if applicable) Min Max Basis
Comparison of Fees Charged
- Base Case: Single Family Dwellings ( Assume RD-5, 2200 SF) where applicable
ONGOING GENERAL AND FUNCTIONAL REVENUE SOURCES
Taxes
Secured and Unsecured Property Taxes X - - N/A
Voter Approved Indebtedness Property Taxes (Mello Roos) X - - N/A
Sales and Use Taxes X - - N/A
Transportation Tax X - - N/A
Transient Lodging Taxes X - - N/A
Franchises X - - N/A
Business License Tax - = - N/A
Real Property Transfer Tax X - - N/A
Utility Users Tax X - - N/A
Other Non-Property Taxes X - - N/A
Revenue from Use of Money and Property - - -
Investment Eamings X - - N/A
Rents, Concessions, Royalties and Other - - - N/A
Intergovernmental - - -
State - Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Tax X - - N/A
State - Homeowners Property Tax Relief X - - N/A
State - Gasoline Tax X - - N/A
Other State Grants X - - N/A
County Grants - - - N/A
Federal Grants - B - N/A
Other Taxes In-Lieu = - N/A
Other Revenue - - -
Sale of Real Property - - - N/A
Contributions from Non-Governmental Sources - - - N/A
Other Sources of Revenue - - - N/A
ONE TIME FEES FOR CAPITAL COST RECOVERY
Development Impact Fees
Community Facilities Fees
Civic Center/Community Center $679.00 - $383.00 Per Unit
City Hall $562.00 - - Per Unit
Police Facilities $738.00 $500.00 $766.00 Per Unit
Railroad Over crossings - - $474.00 Per Unit
Corporation Yard $202.00 - $699.00 Per Unit
Museum $230.00 - - Per Unit
Parking Structure $236.00 - - Per Unit
Intelligent Transportation System - - $365.00 Per Unit
Library $527.00 - $360.00  Per Unit
Transit (Rapid Transit) - - $229.00 Per Unit
Transit (Bus Facility) - - $276.00 Per Unit
Administration - - 2.0% of Fee
Affordable Housing Fee (Residential only) - - $3,925.00 Per Unit
Very Low Income Housing (Non-Residential) - - $0.73 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Child Care Impact Fee - - $400.00 Per Unit
Roadway Fee $9,592.00 $2,654.00 $8,020.60 Per Unit
Park Facilities Fees - - $3,867.50 Per Unit
Fire Facilities - $469.00 $2,858.50 Per Unit
Drainage Shed (Landscape Corridor) - - $2,494.00 Per Unit
Drainage Shed (Supplemental Drainage) - - $1,314.00 Per Unit
County Sanitation District (Sewer) - - $1,676.50 Per Unit
Regional Sanitation District (Sewer) - $170.00 $6,500.00 Per Unit
Other Community Facilities Fees
Wireless Master Plan Fee: Equipment Mount on Light or Utility Pole - - $5.00 Per Unit
Wireless Master Plan Fee: Other Personal Wireless Facility - - $1,000.00 Per Unit
Wireless Transmission Facility on City Property (Deposit) - - $2,500.00 Per Unit
Local Area Specific Plan Fee - - $0.44 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Other Mitigation Fees
Housing Mitigation In-Lieu Fee: Residential - - $1.15 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Housing Mitigation In-Lieu Fee: Office/Industrial/R&D - - $2.25 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
In Lieu Parking Fee - - $8,000.00 Per Unit
In Lieu Low Income Housing Fee - - $16,911.00 Per Unit
Habitat Mitigation Plan (as a result of an HCP) - - $12,270.00 Per Application
Downtown Improvement District
Downtown District Assessment Professionals - - $100.00 Per Person
Downtown District Assessment Business Base Fee - = $50.00 Per Person
Downtown District Assessment Business Employee Fee - - $6.00 Per Person
ONE TIME FEES FOR SERVICE COST RECOVERY
One Time Fees A iated with Develop t
Financing Plan Fees
Creation of Financing District - Bonds - - $11,846.00 Per Application
Creation of Financing District - Services - - $11,269.00 Per Application
Financing District Payoff Calc - - $82.00 Per Application
Financing District Boundary Change - - $312.00 Per Application
Financing District - Max Tax/Assess Charge - - $4,252.00 Per Application
Franchise Application - CATV - - $5,000.00 Per Application

Processing Fees

Prepared by EPS

15428 Rancho Cordova Fee Study xlIs 6/15/2005



DRAFT

Page 2 of 6
Table 2
Rancho Cordova Fee Comparison Research
Master List of Fees, Service Charges, and other Revenues
Type of Fee [1] Rancho Cordova Estimated Range
Fee (if applicable) Min Max Basis
Planning
Amendments & Re-Zones
GP Amendment Authorization - - $11,185.00 Per Application
GP Amendment - $3,590.00 $12,371.00 Per Application
GP Amendment - Residential to Commercial & Industrial - - $2,058.00 Per Application
GP Amendment - Agricultural to Urban - - $3,548.00 Per Application
Community Plan Amendment - $5,100.00 $8,579.00 Per Application
Community Plan Amendment and Rezone - - $10,576.00 Per Application
Zoning (> 5 Acres) - - $11,473.00 Per Application
Rezone - $2,500.00 $10,176.00 Per Application
Specific Plan Initiation - - $3,443.00 Per Application
Specific Planning Area Initiation - - $6,085.00 Per Application
Zoning Ordinance Amendment - $2,500.00 $6,085.00 Per Application
Zoning Agreement Amendment - - $5,105.00 Per Application
Zoning Interpretation - $80.00 $1,111.00 Per Application
Annexation (Deposit) - - $2,000.00 Per Application
Annexation - By Petition (Flat Plus Charge Per Acre) - $879.00 $10,500.00 Per Application
Annexation - City Resolution (Flat Plus Charge Per Acre) - - $942.00 Per Application
Annexation Plan Amendment - - $1,424.00 Per Application
Development Plan Review
Design Review / Study Session - $395.00 $11,013.00 Per Application
Design Review Amendment - $3,260.00 $6,009.00 Per Application
Design Review - Single Family - $241.00 $1,915.00 Per Application
Design Review - Additional Lots - - $438.00 Per Application
Design Review Committee - Arch & Site Approval - $573.00 $2,757.00 Per Application
Development Agreements
Development Agreement - $1,000.00 $14,789.00 Per Application
Development Agreement Amendment - - $2,081.00 Per Application
Development Agreement Annual Review - $298.00 $1,407.00 Per Application
Parcel Maps
Parcel Map - $2,269.00 $5,701.00 Per Application
Tentative Parcel Map - $9,514.00 $12,206.00 Per Application
Tentative Parcel Map Resubmission - - $6,152.00 Per Application
Tentative Parcel Map Extension - - $6,078.00 Per Application
Tentative Parcel Map Waiver - Condo - - $1,296.00 Per Application
Tentative Parcel Map Amendment - - $5,346.00 Per Application
Subdivision Maps
Tentative Subdivision Map - $1,840.00 $13,550.00 Per Application
Tentative Subdivision Map - Amendment - - $7,434.00 Per Application
Tentative Subdivision Map extension of Time - - $8,315.00 Per Application
Tentative Subdivision Map Resubmission - - $8,465.00 Per Application
Tentative Subdivision Map Resubmission - Amendment - - $4,909.00 Per Application
Tentative Subdivision Vesting Map - - $7,533.00 Per Application
Tentative Subdivision Vesting Map - Amendment - - $4,303.00 Per Application
Tentative Vesting Subdivision Map - Extension - - $4,892.00 Per Application
Tentative Vesting Subdivision Map - Resubmission - - $5,209.00 Per Application
Tentative Vesting Subdivision Map - Resubmission Amendment & - $3,140.00 Per Application
Williamson Act
Williamson Act Application - $105.00 $3,182.00 Per Application
Williamson Act Withdrawal - $1,114.00 $5,449.00 Per Application
Williamson Act Nonrenewal - - $528.00 Per Application
Transportation Systems Plans
System Plan / Residential - - $528.00 Per Application
System Plan / Residential - Amendment - - $264.00 Per Application
System Plan - - $6,025.00 Per Application
TSM Plan Annual Report - - $740.00 Per Application
System Plan / Residential - Amendment/Renewal - - $3,183.00 Per Application
Parking
Special Review of Parking - - $4,905.00 Per Application
Parking Variance - - $1,030.00 Per Application
Exceptions
General Exception - $2,150.00 $4,660.00 Per Application
R-1 Exception - - $2,150.00 Per Application
Sign Exception - $510.00 $1,612.00 Per Application
Fence Exception - - $549.00 Per Application
Hillside Exception - - $5,407.00 Per Application
Variances - $220.00 $7,107.00 Per Application
Categorical Exemptions - - $191.00 Per Application
Miscellaneous
Boundary Line Adjustment - - $2,080.00 Per Application
Certificate of Nonconforming Use - - $528.00 Per Application
Lot Reduction Permit - - $4,040.00 Per Application
Reclamation Plan - - $4,316.00 Per Application
Street Dedication - - $2,978.00 Per Application
Street Name Change - $1,000.00 $1,553.00 Per Application
Address / Change of Address - $45.00 $357.00 Per Application
Planning Review for Sign - Permit - $87.00 $1,012.00 Per Application
Staff Research Time - - $90.00 Per Hour
Appeals & Hearings
Public Hearing - (Deposit) - - $2,000.00 Per Application
Public Hearing for Design Review & Conditional Review (Deposit) - - $4,000.00 Per Application
Admin Charge for Hearing - - $350.00 Per Application
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Table 2
Rancho Ci Fee Comparison Research
Master List of Fees, Service Charges, and other Revenues
Type of Fee [1] Rancho Cordova Estimated Range
Fee (if applicable) Min Max Basis
Appeal - $145.00 $368.00 Per Application
Appeal of Planning Department decision to Planning Commission - $230.00 $1,945.00 Per Application
Appeal of Planning Commission decision to City Council - $220.00 $2,088.00 Per Application
Public Works
Private Development / Engineering Services
Tentative Map & Vesting Map - Parcel - - $300.00 Per Application
Tentative Map & Vesting Map - Final - - $500.00 Per Application
Plan Check, Inspection and Material Testing - - $750.00 Per Application
Grading Permit - - $750.00 Per Application
Grading Permit - Plan Review - - $165.00 Per Application
Grading Permit - Permit - - $562.50 Per Application
Permits
Driveway Culvert - - $50.00 Per Application
Encroachment on PROW (Application) - $33.00 $110.00 Per Application
Encroachment / Excavation - Utilities - - $42.00 Per Application
Encroachment / Excavation - Billable Accounts - - $250.00 Per Application
Transportation - Daily - - $16.00 Per Application
Transportation - Annual - - $47.00 Per Application
Transportation - For Moving House - $16.00 $110.00 Per Application
Transportation for Excess Load - Short Term - $15.00 $16.00 Per Application
Transportation for Excess Load - Annual - $70.00 $90.00 Per Application
Transportation for Excess Load - Short Term for Additional Load - - $15.00 Per Application
Special Use - - $20.00 Per Application
Trench Cut Fees - Major Street - Longitudinal (w/in 5 years of Construction or Overlay) - - $5.91 Per Sq. ft.
Trench Cut Fees - Major Street - Traverse (w/in 5 years of Construction or Overlay) - - $11.82 Per Sq. ft.
Trench Cut Fees - Major Street - Traverse - - $3.34 Per Sq. ft.
Trench Cut Fees - Major Street - Longitudinal - - $6.68 Per Sq. ft.
Trench Cut Fees - Other - Traverse - - $3.66 Per Sq. ft.
Trench Cut Fees - Other - Longitudinal - - $7.32 Per Sq. ft.
Residential (Minor) - - $963.00 Per Application
Environmental
Initial CEQA Study - $2,000.00 $26,265.00 Per Application
Negative Declaration / EIR - - $3,285.00 Per Application
Review for Abandonments - - $240.00 Per Application
State Fish & Game Filing Fee - - $1,250.00 Per Application
Swainson's Hawk Trust Fund - Impact Fee - - $15,950.00 Per Application
Swainson's Hawk Trust Fund - Monitoring Fee - - $2,375.00 Per Application
NOD or NOE Filing Fee - - $21.00 Per Application
Oak Tree Mitigation - $200.00 $436.00 Per Application
Administrative Processing of State Fee Requirements - - $77.10 Per Application
Surface Mining Permit (Deposit) - - $2,500.00 Per Application
Reclamation Plan Review (Deposit) - - $2,500.00 Per Application
Stormwater Quality - - $23.00 Per Application
Self Haul Exemption - - $168.00 Per Application
P ing C
Architectural & Site Inspection - - $5,701.00 Per Application
Interpretation - - $2,849.00 Per Application
Tree Removal - - $2,462.00 Per Application
Director
Variance - $672.00 $1,377.00 Per Application
Minor Modification - - $963.00 Per Application
Tree Removal - - $795.00 Per Application
Zoning, P icipal Code (Building Permit Fees)
Commercial / Multifamily - - $0.21 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Residential Single Family - - $0.11 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Building Permit (Plan Check / Inspection) Fees
Building Permit Fees - - $2,456.41 Per Application
Plan Check - Structural - - $32.78 Per Application
Plan Check - Energy - - $117.91 Per Application
Electrical Residential - New - - $0.08 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Mechanical Residential - New - - $0.08 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Plumbing Residential - New - - $0.08 Per Bldg. Sq. ft.
Swimming Pools - $540.00 $1,836.00 Per Application
Spa - Other than In ground Gunite - $109.25 $276.00 Per Application
Trellis Patio Cover % - - Varies
Demolition Permit - $100.00 $413.00 Per Application
Demolition Permit - Residential - $63.00 $276.00 Per Application
Demolition Permit - Other - - $125.00 Per Application
Driveway Permit - - $44.00 Per Application
Fireplace (Masonry) - $113.00 $413.00 Per Application
Strong Motion Instrumentation Program (SMIP) (Based on Permit Cost) - - 10% of Valuation
Sign Permit - $50.00 $413.00 Per Application
Temporary Sign Banner Inspection - $24.00 $100.00 Per Application
Special Inspection - - $200.00 Per Application
Tree Removal Inspection - - $40.00 Per Application
Construction Excise Tax - - 0.80% of Valuation
Housing Surcharge (for Dangerous Homes) - - $150.00 Per Application
Historical Sign District Surcharge - $30.00 $150.00 Per Application
Manufactured Housing Coach Fee - - $11.00 Per Application
Reactivate Previous Permit - - 50% of Fee
Monument Inspection - - $131.00 Per Application
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Table 2
Rancho Cordova Fee Comparison Research
Master List of Fees, Service Charges, and other Revenues
Type of Fee [1] Rancho Cordova d Range
Fee (if applicable) Min Max Basis
Solar Panels: Pool, Space, Water Heater - $45.00 $276.00 Per Application
Flag Pole over 30 Feet - - $276.00 Per Application
Deck (Less than 200 Sq. ft.) - - $276.00 Per Application
Skylight = - $207.00 Per Application
One Time Fees Not A iated with D P
Other Fees
City Plans on Disk - $10.00 $20.00 Per Item
Mylar Sheets - - $2.50 Per Item
Standard Specifications for Public Works - - $10.00 Per Item
Design & Procedures Manual - $5.00 $20.00 Per Item
Photocopies - $0.10 $1.50 Per Item
Large Format Copies (Plans) - $3.00 $4.00 Per Item
Microfilm/Microfiche - - $0.50 Per Item
Scanned Image Copy Fee - - $0.30 Per Item
Agenda Packet - $30.00 $90.00 Per Item
Agenda Subscription w/o Attachments - $30.00 $50.00 Per Item
Fax Transmissions - - $0.50 Per Item
Address Atlas - - $13.00 Per Item
Budget Documents - $35.00 $50.00 Per Item
Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports - - $30.00 Per Item
Retumed Checks - $20.00 $25.00 Per Item
Late Payment on Invoices - - 12.0% Per Annum
Property Liens Admin Fee - - $30.00 Per Application
Municode Book - - $77.00 Per Item
Candidate Statement Fee - $450.00 $2,474.00 Per Application
Tape Dubbing - $21.43 $24.00 Per Item
Video Duplication - - $38.00 Per Item
CD Duplication - - $10.00 Per Item
Notary - - $10.00 Per Request
Document Certification - - $12.00 Per item
Fingerprint Processing - $10.00 $20.00 Per Request
CVC Parking Citation Dismissals Admin Fee - - $25.00 Per Application
Business License Application - - $10.00 Per Application
Business Sale - Closing out Sale - - $30.00 Per Application
Business Sale - Special Event - - $45.00 Per Application
Business - Temporary Outside Sales Permit - - $45.00 Per Application
Business License Change of Location - - $12.00 Per Application
Duplicate Business License - $5.00 $20.00 Per Item
Business License Exemption Admin Fee - - $60.00 Per Application
Business License Database - $40.00 $100.00 Per Request
New Business Monthly Reports - - $20.00 Per Request
Sign Removal (Public ROW) - $12.00 $15.00 Per Occurrence
Intemet Processing Fee - - $2.00 Per Occurrence
False Alarms - - $130.00 Per Occurrence
Police Disturbances - - at cost N/A
Abatement Fee - - at cost N/A
Compilation of New Records - - at cost N/A
Graffiti Clean Up - - at cost N/A
Damage to City Property - - at cost N/A
Code Enforcement - - at cost N/A
GIS Printed Map Request - Plot - $20.00 $25.00 Per Request
GIS Printed Map Request - Print - - $2.00 Per Request
Custom Map - - at cost Per Item
GIS Data Request - - $25.00 Per Request
GIS Data Request all Layers - - $200.00 Per Request
Fire Safety - Investigation - - $95.14 Per Hour
Handbill Permit - - no charge N/A
Solicitation Permit - - $10.00 Per Application
Domestic Partners Fee - - $10.00 Per Application
2nd Mortgage Processing Fee - - $125.00 Per Application
Small Claims Court Administrative Charge - - $170.00 Per Application
Police - Weapons Permit- Initial Application » - $60.00 Per Application
Police - Weapons Permit- Initial Application (Concealed) - - $222.00 Per Application
Police - Weapons Permit- Renewal - - $25.00 Per Application
Police - Weapons Permit- Background Investigation - - $125.00 Per Request
Police - Weapons Permit- Range Qualification - - $75.00 Per Application
Police - Audio Tape Copy (per half hour of tape) - - $30.00 Per Item
Police - Video Tape Copy (per tape) - - $65.00 Per Item
Police - Photo/Video Reproduction - - $96.00 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Black & White (8 x 10) First Photo - $12.00 $23.00 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Additional Photos - - $7.50 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Color (8 x 10)First Photo - - $23.00 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Additional Photos - - $7.25 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Color (3 x5 or 5 x 7)First Photo - $12.00 $20.00 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Additional Photos - - $4.25 Per Item
Police - Photographs - Digital Photos on CD-R - - $23.00 Per Item
Police - Fingerprints -Livescan (per person) - $10.00 $20.00 Per Request
Police - Fingerprints -Reprints - - $10.00 Per Request
Police - Off Duty Police Security (Per Hour) - - $58.50 Per Hour
Police - Special Services - - at cost N/A
Police - Alcoholic Beverage Control Letter - - $20.00 Per Request
Police - Local Criminal Clearance Letter - $12.00 $13.00 Per Request
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Table 2
Rancho Cordova Fee Comparison Research
Master List of Fees, Service Charges, and other Revenues
Type of Fee [1] Rancho Cordova Estimated Range
Fee (if applicable) Min Max Basis

Police - Juvenile Arrest Information Release - - $20.00 Per Request
Police - Local Criminal History Summary - $13.00 $30.00 Per Request

Police - Computer Research (per half hour or fraction) - - $40.00 Per Unit
Police - Premise History (per address) - $2.00 $20.00 Per Request
Police - Researching/Archiving (per half hour) - - $50.00 Per Unit
Police - VIN Verification - $10.00 $12.00 Per Request
Police - Property Held For Safekeeping Processing Charge (excludes weapons) - - $25.00 Per Application
Police - Vehicle Repossession Fee (State mandated) - - $15.00 Per Occurrence
Police - No Parking Signs - - $0.75 Per Item
Police - Community Room Rental - - $45.00 Per Application
Police - Accident Report - - $10.00 Per Request
Police - Mailed Crime Reports - - $2.00 Per Request
Police - Booking Fee (if convicted) - - $175.00 Per Occurrence
Leaf Blower Equipment Testing - - $30.00 Per Request
Leaf Blower Equipment Re-Test - - $15.00 Per Request
Leaf Blower Equipment Training - - $2.00 Per Request
Information Bulletin - - $80.00 Per Application
Information Bulletin - Renewal - - $75.00 Per Application
Block Party / Barrier Permit (for up to 8 Barriers) - - $25.00 Per Application
Home Occupation Permit/Inspection - $25.00 $73.00 Per Application
Street Closure Permit - $160.00 $450.00 Per Application
Mailing List Generation - Less Than 2400 - $40.00 $50.00 Per Request
Mailing List Generation - Other - - $75.00 Per Request
Repair Damaged City Sidewalks - - at cost N/A
Spilled Load Clean Up - - at cost N/A
Remove Vegetation from City Property - - at cost N/A
Animal License - - $21.00 Per Application
Animal Trap and Removal - - $49.00 Per Occurrence
Animal Catch and Return to Owner - - $33.00 Per Occurrence
Day care center fire Inspection - - $82.00 Per Application
Large Family Daycare - $175.00 $418.00 Per Application
Historical Designation - - $500.00 Per Application
Witness Fees - City Employee (City not a Party) - Per Day - - $150.00 Per Request
Witness Fees - Police Officer (City not a Party) - Per Day - - $150.00 Per Request
ONE TIME FEES FOR ON-GOING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COST RECOVERY
One Time Fees A iated with Develop
Municipal Art Fund - - 1.0% of Valuation
Systems Development Charge - - 1.0% of Valuation
Automation Fee - - 5.0% of Fee
Technology Fee - 4.0% 5.0% of Fee
Use Permits
Use Permit (Minor) - - $5,701.00 Per Application |
Conditional Use Permit - $3,000.00 $15,000.00 Per Application
Conditional Use Permit Amendment - - $6,674.00 Per Application
Use Permit - Condo Conversion - = $12,821.00 Per Application |
Other Permits |
Use Permit - - $12,206.00 Per Application
Use Permit / Fence - $24.00 $504.00 Per Application
Temporary Use Permit - $72.00 $1,100.00 Per Application
Temporary Concession - - $792.00 Per Application
Temporary Mobile Home - - $612.00 Per Application
Temporary Subdivision Sign (Sign or Banner) - $161.00 $792.00 Per Application
Special Development Permit - - $7,540.00 Per Application
Special Development Permit Amendment - - $6,300.00 Per Application
Tree Removal Permit - - $52.00 Per Application
One Time Fees Not A iated with Di
Other Fees
Handbill Permit - - $93.00 Per Application
Handbill Permit Renewal - - $26.00 Per Application
Solicitor Permit - - $140.00 Per Application
Solicitor Permit - Renewal - - $26.00 Per Application
Massage Establishment Fee - $150.00 $294.00 Per Application
Massage Establishment with Therapist Fee - - $320.00 Per Application
Massage Establishment Fee Renewal - $123.00 $146.00 Per Application
Massage Therapist Fee - $30.00 $223.00 Per Application
Massage Therapist with Managing Employee - - $230.00 Per Application
Massage Therapist Fee - Renewal - $46.00 $146.00 Per Application
Massage Permit Appeal - - $145.00 Per Application
Taxi Driver Permit - $146.00 $184.00 Per Application
Taxi Driver Permit - Renewal = $46.00 $65.00 Per Application
Taxi Cab Company Permit - - $259.00 Per Application
Taxi Cab Company Permit - Renewal - - $104.00 Per Application
All Municode Parking Violations - - $35.00 Per Occurrence
Noise Variance - $140.00 $4,000.00 Per Application
Special Event Fee - - $1,069.00 Per Application
Outdoor Vendor - $75.00 $100.00 Per Application
Community Festivals / Circus / Fairs / Camivals - $8.00 $431.00 Per Application
Single Season Agricultural Sales - $59.00 $100.00 Per Application
Farmer's Markets - $2.00 $130.00 Per Application
Flea Markets - - $8.50 Per Application
Parade Floats - - $330.00 Per Application

Prepared by EPS 7 15428 Rancho Cordova Fee Study xIs 6/15/2005



DRAFT

Page 6 of 6

Table 2

Rancho Cordova Fee Comparison Research

Master List of Fees, Service Charges, and other Revenues

Type of Fee [1] Rancho Cordova Estimated Range

Fee (if applicable) Min Max Basis

Dangerous Dog Annual Registration Fee - $133.00 $177.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Fireworks - Special Pyrotechnic Effects - - $237.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Fireworks - Display - $150.00 $368.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Fireworks - Stand - $50.00 $333.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Open Flame Activities - $124.00 $304.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Flammable Combustible Tanks (Install & Remove) - - $245.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Tent Structure / Temporary Air Supported Structure - - $245.00 Per Application
Fire Code Permit - Model Rocket Use - - $124.00 Per Application
Loan Subordination Fee - - $100.00 Per Application
School Impact Fee Admin Charge - - 3.0% of Fee
Police - Parking Citation - - $30.00 Per Occurrence
Police - Parking Citation - Handicap - - $22.00 Per Occurrence
Police - Parking Permits - Residential Parking Permits (per sticker) - - $12.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Residential Guest Permits (per placard) - - $12.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Commuter Vehicle Permit "X" - - $96.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Commuter Vehicle Permit "D" - - $30.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Residential Business "C" - $54.00 $96.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Construction Vehicle "CV" - - $50.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Temporary Permits - - $2.00 Per Application
Police - Parking Permits - Replacement Permits - - $2.50 Per Application
Police - Alarms - Permit - - $25.00 Per Application
Police - Alarms - Permit - Commercial - - $50.00 Per Application
Police - Alarms - False Alarm Fee (After Allowed Minimum) - $30.00 $168.00 Per Occurrence
Police - Noise Permit - - $25.00 Per Application
Police - Dance Permit - $40.00 $71.00 Per Application
Police - Street Use Permit - - $30.00 Per Application
Police - Bingo Permit - $13.00 $147.00 Per Application
Police - Vehicle Impound Release/Admin Fee - $93.00 $121.00 Per Occurrence
Police - Vehicle Immobilizer "Boot" Release Fee - - $100.00 Per Occurrence
Police - Tow Company Permit - - $150.00 Per Application
Police - Taxi Permit - - $60.00 Per Application
Police - Pawn/Secondhand Permit - - $30.00 Per Application
Police - Firearms Dealers Permit - - $50.00 Per Application
Police - Card room License - $80.00 $500.00 Per Application
Police - Card room Employee Work Permit - $20.00 $146.00 Per Application
Casino Parties - - $50.00 Per Application
Pushcart Review - - $1,137.00 Per Application
Fraternal Society Gameroom - - $50.00 Per Application
Art Figure Studio - - $100.00 Per Application
Art Figure Studio - Model Work Permit - - $25.00 Per Application
Bath House License - - $100.00 Per Application
Holistic Health Practitioner - - $100.00 Per Application
Junk Dealer - - $80.00 Per Application
Live Entertainment License Investigation - - $150.00 Per Application
Pawnbroker - - $80.00 Per Application
Pawnbroker Work Permit - - $30.00 Per Application
Peddler - - $10.00 Per Application
Second Hand Dealer - Work Permit - - $80.00 Per Application
Second Hand Dealer - - $30.00 Per Application
Solicitor - $10.00 $146.00 Per Application
Transient Merchant - - $10.00 Per Application
Pushcart Permit (Not Including Business License) - - $80.00 Per Application
Pushcart Renewal - - $227.00 Per Application
Reverse Vending Machine Permit - - $73.00 Per Application
Banner Installation Fee (Local Area Specific) - - $175.00 Per Application
Explosives / Blasting Agents - - $237.86 Per Application
Safety Permits to Operate Hazardous Substance Users/Generators (Varies) - - Varies Per Application
City Business Operations Tax (for Contractors) w/ Maximum - - 4.0% of Valuation
Road Use Filming Permit - Road Closure - - $365.00 Per Application
Road Use Filming Permit - No Parking - - $185.00 Per Application
Still Film Permit - - $80.00 Per Application
Library Cards - Replacement / Additional - - $2.00 Per Request
Library Cards - Non Resident (Per Year) - - $20.00 Per Request
Bicycle License - - $1.00 Per Item
Food Vehicle Permit - - $146.00 Per Application
Food Vehicle Permit - Renewal - - $107.00 Per Application

"fees”

Source' EPS, City of Rancho Cordova, City of Elk Grove, City of Cupertino, City of Davis, City of Irvine, City of Lake Forest, City of Livermore, City of Roseville, City of Sacramento, City of West
Sacramento, City of Santa Clarita, City of Rocklin, City of Chula Vista, City of Rancho Santa Margarita, City of Vacaville, City of Tracy and State Controller's 2002-03 Annual Cities Report.

[1] Note: not all cities included within this survey provided complete information, data within this survey is not comprehensive.
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ATTACHMENT 2

(UPDATED JUNE 15, 2005)

City of Rancho Cordova
Roadway Capital Improvement Program

Summary of Costs




CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA

PROPOSED
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS
Roadway Segments (208 Projects) $1,428,064,091
Intersection Improvementts (91 Projects) $606,309,200
ADA/Transit/Bike/Signal Control (9 Projects) $296,454,000
Interchanges/Hwy 50 Hov (12 Projects) $301,246,000
TOTAL $2,632,073,291




JAV H1Z - dN¢C

| 40 | - SININOIS AVYMAVOY 40 AYVINNNS

000°T1<TS Soue] { MAN PA[€ WOS[0] 01 (MAN]) 9AY 19 WIOL] :MAN puelg HAV HILL € 14
00S°621°7$ (Payse(]) SQUET  MAN (Payseq) AV Y19 0} (MAN) AV Yi§ WoI] :pAyse(] AV HIL| € €7
8€S'818°9% SQUETT { MIN P AND duiteld 03 (MAN) 9AY U3 WOI] :MAN puelg AV H19 € T
OON,#WWM% SQURT 9 MAIN AﬁoZV AAY YiL 03 ABuZV OAY [9ZeH WO :MIN pueig HAV HI19 & | 7
005°9sT°¢$ SQUET 9 MaN (MON) 2AY [9ZeH 0} (MAN) 2AY pUZ WOI :MAN puelq HAV HL19 € 0T
001°€TTH$ SUET 9 MaIN (MIN) "9AY pug 01 (MIN) "PY I953B[ WOL] :MIN puelg AAV HL9| €-%0S 61
“T-%08
001°%S0°¢$ (payseQ) saueT 4 MON ‘P AN dLiteld 03 (PAYse() AV UiL WO payse HAV HLS 3 81
006 TLOTS (payse(q) saue  maN (PaYyse) aAY Y1, 01 (MAN) 2AY [9ZBH WO :payse HAV HLS € L1
00S 6+ TS (payseq) saueg f MaN (MaN) "2AY [aZeH 0} (Payse(]) dAY PIg Wol :payseq AV HIS € 91
00€°061°C$ (payseQ) saue 4 MON (Payseq) 2AY pig 01 (payse(y) 9AY pug wolq :payseq HAV HLS € Sl
00€°186°C$ (payse() saue y MoN (payse() 2AY pug 0} (MaN) 'PY SOUBILIDWY WO :payseq HAV HLS| €%0L 14!
“T-%0¢€
0% SQUBT T MIN (MaN) "PAIE AyiuesAIy)) 01 Py YOO MYA\ WO :MIN puelg HAV HILY 3 el
0% Quuxmmﬁ: SQuURT 7 MIN Aﬁo:zmﬁ: QAY Yi€ 0] 'PY MO0y YA wol ‘payse HAV dY € ¢ 1
006'8STH$ SoueT]  MON PY NO0Y YA 01 (MN]) "PY SOUBDLIDUIY WO :MIN puelg AV ay¢ 4 11
001°0€L$ SQURT] § MIN (MIN) Py souedLIDWY 0} (MAN) "I(] [BUONBUIAU] WOL] :MAN puelg AV d¥€ [4 0l
009°€0LT$ SQUBT { MIN (MAN) "1 [PUOTEUINU] O) (MIN]) Y JOTAE[ WOL] :MIN puelg Ay ayel ¢ 6
00¥ VP 1$ SQUET] § MIN (MAN) "PY 1952e[ 0} Py SB[SNOQ WOI] ‘MAN puelg AV d¥€ [4 8
001°1TT1$ SOUERT { MIN PA[g WOS[O] 0} (MAN)) 2AY U319 WOL] :MIN puelg AV dNZ| €-%0Y L
“T-%09
009°658°T$ (Payse() saue § MON (MaN) anU2AY 139 01 (Payse() 2AY i§ WoI] :payseq A4V aNe| € 9
00S°6T1°T$ (payse() saue { MON (Payse(]) "9AY UG 01 PY YO0y AMYA WoI] :payseq AV aNZ| € S
001°12S1$ SOUEBT { MAN P YO0 ANYAN 03 (MAN]) "PY SOUBILISWY WIOL] :MAN puelg A4V anNZ| T b
00S°€L6S SQURT H MAN (MaN) P souedLIdWY 01 (MAN]) "I [BUOIIBUIAIU] WO, :MIN puelg AV ANC 4 IS
006 18S°1$ SQURT $ MAN (MIN) "I [euOlIRWIdIU] 01 (MAN)) PROY 19328 WO ] :MIN puelg AV ANT T 4
009°LLSTS SOUET 9 MAN (MAN) peoy| J953e( 0] "PA[g ASLIUNG WO1] IMIN puelg AAV aNZ| T I
150D 133loag uondrsa(q JUIW3IS Kempeoy # [|'ONdI
pajewnsy eIy [13foag
[e10], [Suruueq|
WeI30.1J 39,] AeMpPrBOY BAOPI0)) OYdUuRy
SALVIANLLSA LSOO INAINAAOUJIIAIT
AT1dVL AAVINIANS




AHLNVYSAYHO'MYHSAVHE SONVOIYINY

} 40 | - SINFNOIS AVMAVOY 40 AYVINNNS

0$ SQue] 7 MAN "PU O0Y ANYM 03 (MON) AV Yy worf :MIN pueld|  GAT9 AHINVSAYHD| € 0S
0$ Saue 7 MON (MaN) AV it 01 (MAN) "I [euonewdIu] Wl AN pueld| G479 AHINVSAYHD| ¢ 6
0$ SauBT 7 MaN (MaN) "1 [euonewIu] 03 (MAN) "PY Se[3noq wolf :MaN pueld| G479 AHINVSAYHD| ¢ 8t
0% Saue 7 MaN (MaN) Py se[3NO( 03 'PY Ul JUBID WOL] :MIN pueld| G479 AHINVSAYHD| € Ly
00891T°1$ SQueT  MAN P 2ul'T JURID 0} (MAN]) "PY SOUBdLIDWY WOL] :MIN pueld|  GA7g9 AHINVSAYHD| ¢ 9
000 +Z<HS SueT  MAN (MaN) P SOUBILIDWY O} "Py 195e[ WOL] :MIN pueld| G479 AHINVSAYHO| ¢ Sy
000°LL9°TS SURT $ MAN ‘P 19528 01 'PA[g aSLIUNG WOI] ‘MmN pueld|  GA79 AHINVSAYHD| ¢ vr
008°90L°t$ SOUBT § MAN "PAIg dSLIUNG 0] PY 153N Sd[Seq wol] :MAN puelg|  GA79 AHINVSAYHO| ¢ cF
006°€65°€$ SQUEBT § MAN P ISAN 3[BT 01 "PA[ JJAIY wor] :MIN pueig|  GAT9 AHINVSAYHO| € 22
00L°685°€$ SQUBT § MAN "PAIF 12J21Y 0} "AMH UOSYOR[ WOL] :MIN puelq| G479 AHINVSAYHD| ¢ Iy
000°89t°€$ SAUET  MAN "AMH UOSYOR[ 0) "PYy ULIO[] WO :MIN pPuelg| G479 AHINVSAYHO| ¢ or
00L 0TS SAUET 9 03 UDPIA "PAI{ WOS[0] 0} AFUBYIIANU[-(G S() WOI] aroy MyHSavyd| 1 6¢€
007°T6T1$ SaURT 9 0} UIPIAY ABUBYAIANUL-0S S[) 0) "(PY 2[[1A1998[d PIO) “I(] [BUONBUIIU] WOI] avoy MyHSavyg| 1 8¢
00L'8¥0°8$ ABA\ SS2IAX SAUBT 9 O} UDPIA ('Y 2111298 P[O) I [BUOHBUIANU] 0} "PA[E] 19§ WOI] aroy MyHSavyd| ¢ LE
00t F16°T1S AeA\ $Sa1dX SAUBT § 0} USPIA\ "PAIF 19Jory 0} AMH UOSYOR[ WO avoy MvHSavyd| ¢ 9¢
000°98FF1$ SQUET 9 0} UDPIA\ "AMH U0SYoR[ 0] "PY Y221 9P| WOl avoy MYHSavyd| ¢ 3
0$ saue 7 MaN "PAJF WOS[O] 0} A[NUBIIIJA %P SOUBDLIDWY WOI] II(] A[WUBMLIN|  GVOY SONVOIYAWNY| 1 e
000°81T°1$ Saue 7 MaN 1 S[NUBDIDIA 03 (MAN) P 1959 WOL] :MIN pueld|  GrO¥ SONVIIIANY| 1 €¢
006 vLT°TS SAUET 9 MAN (MAN) Py 1253e[ 03 (Payse(]) DAY YI§ WOL] :MIN puelq|  qroy SONVIIIANY| € 43
009°169°1$ Saue 9 MAN (payse(q) "2AV Ui 01 "PY Jo0Y AMYA WOl :MIN puelg|  qroy SONVIIITNY M\\% 1€
008°TLETS SUEBT § MAN P O0Y AMYA 03 (MAN) AV puz Wwol] :MIN puelg|  groy SONVOI¥AWY| ¢ 0€
SIFFILTS SQueT  MAN (MAN) "2AY pugz 01 (MaN) AV PI¢ WOIL] :MIN pueld| qrOy SONVOINAWY| T 6C
00S+61°T$ SaUBT § MAN (MAN) "2AY PIE 01 (MAN) “I(] [BUOHBUIAU] WOI] :MIN Pueld| VO SONVOINAWNY| T 8¢
006°9¥6°1$ SaUBT § MAN (MaN) I [euoneUIIU] 0} Py SB[BNO( WOI] :MIN puelg| qroy SONVONANY| ¢ LT
008°€91°€$ SAUBT § MAN "PY Se[BNO( O "PA[F AyuesAIYD) WOl :MIN pueld|  GrFOY SONVOINAWY| ¢ 97
009 1L8't$ SR § MAN "PAIG AYiuesAIy) O "PAJg JJAry wol ] :MIN pueld|  qrO¥ SONVOIIANY| ¢ ST
150D 193l0ayg uondrsaq JUAW3IS Aempeoy # *ON dI
pajewinsy g1y | 399loag
B0, [Suruuelq|

weI30.1d 33, AeMproy BAOPI0)) oyduRy
SHLVIANLLSY LSOO INAIWAAOUYdNI
ATdVL AAVINIANNS




Y3013 LSANSITOVI'SY1ON0A ' YIWO 10D

} 40 | - SINJNOIS AVMAVOY 40 AYVINNNS

00¥°0ST°LS SOUET] {7 0).USPL M PY 01S[20XH 0} (MON) 'PY 1OUNOY WOl | FFOY YATYD ¥AATA| ¢ L9
008'+18°6$ SAUET { 0} USPIM (MAN) P 1o1N0Y 0} Py Meyspelg WoLi|  qrOY YIAYD ¥AATA| € 99
00L°9%0°€$ SOUET {, 0} USPIA "PY Meyspelg 0} 'PY MAYARN WOL]|  qFOY YAAYD ¥AATA| € S9
00S°LL6'LS SaueT] y 0} USPIM P MAYReN 01 9AY 93paH WoLd| qFOY YYD ¥AATd| € ¥9
008°¥8L°CIS 1onLOSUODaY/SaUeT {7:0) USPIM P se[sno( 0) (MaN) 'pAlg AypuesAiyd wolg|  qrOY ISAN SATOVA| ¢ €9
00T +159$ 1ONNSUOIY/SIUET { 0} UDPIA\ (MIN) "pAIg AypuesAIy)) o) ‘pA[g Jojory woly|  GrOYy ISIN STTOVA|l € 79
00¥°999°01$ JONISUODY/SAUET 1y O) USPI 'PAIE 12J1Y 0) AMH uOSYoe[ WOLY|  GFOY ISAN SATOVA| € 19
0$ saue] g "AMH UOSYoe[ 01 Py ulio]f wol|  qrOY LSAN SATOVA| € 09
08 SOUBT T MIN (MIN) "PAIE AYIUBSAIYD O) Py AUIT JURID) WOL] :MAN puelg avoy SY1onod| ¢ 65
00L°€88°LS SaUeT] {7 0) USPIM P dUITIURID 0} (MIN]) Py SOUBILIDWY WOL] arvody Svionod| ¢ 8S
008'7S€°6$ Jonnsuooay/saue’] g 0} USpLy (MAN) P SOUBDLIOUIY 0} 'PY 1958( WOL] avoy SY1onod| ¢ LS
00T956'v$ 1onNSUOIY/SoUBT 9 0} UIPI A PY 1953E[ 0} (MAN) 2AY PIE WOL] avoy Svionod| 9¢
00L°T6'C 1onnsu0d3Y/sauer] g 0) USPIM (MIN) 9AY PIE 0) ‘PA[g dSLIUNG WOL] avoy SY1onod| ¢ 99
00T°659°11$ 1ON[SUOIY/SAUe 9 03 USPIM ‘PAIG 2SHUNSG 0} Py ISAN s[Feq WO aroy Sv1bnoda Nm.oo\ww\.m 12
i o
00v°015°LS SQURT { MIN "PY 1SN S2[5B 01 P LPYIBN/ P I0IS]29XT WOIL] avroy SY1on0d| ¢ €S
00L°6769$ SOURT { 0} USPI 'PAg ADUNOY) P[OD) 0} 'PA|{ ASLIUNG WOL| avoyd Ywo10o| ¢ 43
00T'8TE SIS JWA 1oNISUOIY 79 saueT] adig ‘PA[g 3SLIUNS O} "PA|g WOS[O] WOL] avod YWO10D| 1 1S
150D 333loag uondrsaq JUIW3IS Kempeoy # ‘ON dI
pajewrnsy vaxy | 3d3foag
[e)0, [Suruueyq|

WRIS01J 39,] AeMPrBOY BAOPIO)) OYdURY
SALVIALLSH LSOO INHIWIAOUdINI

HTdVL AAVININAS




NIYOT4"43IAONI4 HOIST3OX3

| 40 | - SINJNOIS AVYMAVOYH 40 AYVINNNS

006°€£L°8$ SQUET { 0} UPIM "PAI 9sLIUNS 0 PY ISAN] S| WO avod NIOTd| ¢ LL
00v TT°LS SQUR { 0} USPIA "PY 182N s[5 03 (MaN) "PAIg AypuesAiy)) wor ] avoy NINOT4| ¢ 9L
008°3¢8°9$ SQURT { 0} USPIA (MIN) "pAId AypuesAiy)) 03 "py I0IS[OXH WOI] avoy NINOTA| ¢ SL
006°'T$ SaueT ¢ USI[EY ‘P PIRL 1oYIR 01 Py HOOY AMMYM WoI] i [euonewdU]|  JFFYIS YTAONTA| 1 vL
00+°809% saue § MAN P O0Y AMYA 03 (PAIF USNDIN V 1912() I [euonewIu] Wol]|  7FFYLS YTAONAA| 1 €L
00€°LL9°TS SOUBT]  MAN 2 SQURT { 03 USPIA ('PAIF UNDOIN W 1012() "I [eUONRUINU] 0} "PA[G JOWIeN WOl [ [FFYIS YTAONAA| 1 L
006°€65°€S SQURT § MON P SE[NOQ/(PAYsEQ) P PRl JOYIRIN 03 'PAI] JoJary wolf :maN pueld|  qrOY YOISTADXH| ¢ 1L
009°996°8$ SQUE { 03 UIPIA "PAIE 19JA1Y 03 "AMH uosyor[ wol] :MAN puelg|  GYOY ¥OISTIOXA| € 0L
00+°8€8°€$ SQUE { 0} USPIA "AMH uosyOR[ 01 °PY YR BpIJ wor[  qroy yOISTIOXA| € 69
0$ saue ¢ Py 091D 1op[q 03 'PY ULl wor|  grOY YOISTAOXH| € 89

150D 133foag uondrLsaq JUIWSIS Aempeoy # |'ONAI

pajewnsy BIY [393f0ag

[®IoL [Suruueq|

wea30.1g 39,] AeMPrOY BAOP.IO)) OYdURY

SALVIANLLSY LSOO INTJINIAOUYdNI
ATdVL AAVINIANS




ANITOYILNIO-O'AHLNNOD-9'NWOSTOAL 40 1 - SINTJNOIS AVYMAVYOY 40 AYYININNS
|

001°6¥29$ Aemssardxy saue 9 03 UIPIp P o0Y AMYM 03 (MAN]) "I [BUONBUIAU] WO :MIN puelg avoy ANI'T ANVYD mN..cc\\oww 66
& 0
000 11€TIS Aemssaldxy saue 9 0} UpIpy (MAN) I [eUOnEUIU] O} "PY SE[FNOQ WO ] avoy ANI'TINVYD| T 86
00S°L89°8% Aemssardxg saue 9 01 uapipy "PY Se[3no( 03 (MaN) ‘PAIg AuesATY) woi] arvoy ANITINVYYD| T L6
000°0vI'61$ Aemssaidxg soueT 9 01 uSpIp (MaN) "PAIE AYIUBSAIYD) 0} PA|g] JOJOIY WOL] avoy ANITINVYYD| T 96
008°S1¢° 8% Aemssardx saue 9 01 UIpIA "PAIE 19§21 03 (MAN) 'PY JOBR[ WO avoy ANITINVYYD| T €6
000°CSELS Aemssaldx saue 9 03 udpIp (MAN) "PY 1083E[ 0} "AMH UOSHOB[ WOL] avoy ANITINVYYD| T 6
00€¥T6'F1$ Aemssaidxy aue 9 03 UIpIA| "AMH UOSYIE[ O] "PA[¢] dSLIUNG WO ] aroy ANI'TINVYYD| ¢ €6
0% SQueT 7 5unsIXy (3seq) "I e 102dsold 03 "I [opuBjUIZ WOI] 4d YAINID d'10HD I 6
00%°1LSTS uonedynnesy 0S SN/42plog 01 (MaN) "9AY Y3/ WOI] aATd WOS1I0A| € 16
006 CHT LIS uonesynnesy (MAN) "9AY Y3, 01 'PY [9ZBH WOI] dATd WOS10A| € 06
00€VIL'LS uonesynnesy "PY [9ZBH 01 (MAN) 2AY puz WoI] adATd WOSTI0A| € 68
001°LS8°8TS uonesynnesy (MAN) 2AY puZ 01 ATUBYIINU] JIASI[Y SSLIUNG WO aAT1d WOS 104 I 88
000°000°01$ uonesynneaq SZURYDINU] IDAJI[RY SLIUNG 0} (I A[BUBIIIIN) Py SOUBILIOWY WOL] asa19 WOS104 1 L8
000°000°+1$ uonedyuneaq ("I 2[NURISJA) "PY SOUBILIAWY O} "PA[g SLIUNG WOI ] as1d9 WOSTOA i 98
009°8TH'LS uonedynneaq "PA[E 9SLIUNS 01 "PY AIOB[IY] WO aA19 WOSToA| 1 c8
00€VILTIS uonesynneag "PY 2I03[1Y 0} “I(] [pUBFUIZ WO ] aA19d WOSToA| 1 8
00€PILECIS uonesynneaq "I [SpUBjUIZ 0} "pY BWO[O7) WO aATd WoS' 104 1 €8
00¥°1L5°9% uonesynneay PY BWO[O)) 01 'PY PI3L] JoYiB]\ WOl dAT9 WOSTOA| 1 4]
00t°1LS8$ uonesynnesy ‘P PIRIA IoYIBIN 01 "pPY 1o1NOY WOl aa1d WoOS104 I I8
009°8TH LTS uonedynnesay PY 1oNNOY 01 "pY Mmeyspelq wol aa1d WOS104 I 08
00v 1LSTIS uonesynnesay ‘P MEYSPRIF 0} PY MOYABN WOIL] aA1d NOS10A| ¥ 6L
00€v1L°€TS uonesynneag ‘P MIYABI 01 "9AY NEA\ S WOIL] aATd WOS'IOA| ¢ 8L
150D 133loag uondrLsaq JUIW3IS Kempeoy # ‘ON dI
pajewinsy Xy | 393foag
[810], [Suruuelq|
weI30.1J 39, AeMpeoy BAOP.I0)) oyduRy
SALVIALLSA LSOO LNAINAAOUJIAIT
ATdVL AAVINIANS




NOSMOVI IVNOILYNYILNI13ZVH

| 40 | - SINIFNOIS AVYMAVYOY 40 AYVYININNS

00S9€1°5¢$ Aemssardxg saue 9 03 uapIpy P SSIOJN/IOPIOg 0 "PY AUl JUBID) WO AMH NOSYOVI| € ST1
008°T61°LT$ AeMssaIdXT SAURT 9 0F USPIAY "PY UI'T JUEBID) 0} "PA[{ SSLIUNS WOL AMH NOSYOVI| T %4
00T6L1°8TS Aemssaldxg SaUeT 9 01 USpIAY "PAIE 9SLIUNG 0} "PY ISAN S[BE WOI] AMH NOSYOVr| € ¥4
00T°TSL'9TS Aemssaidxg saue 9 03 udpIA P ISAN $3[3eT 0} (MIN) ‘PAIF AtpuesAIy) woiy AMH NOSYOVI[ € 44
009°805°97$ Aemssardxy saue 9 03 uapIpy (MaN) "PA[g AyiuesAIy) 03 Py JOIS[2IX] WOl AMH NOSYOVr| € 121
00€+TH€C$ Aemssardxy saue 9 03 UapIpy P 101S[20Xg 01 (MAN]) Py Jo1N0Y Woi] AMH NOSYOVr| € 0Tl
00t°9¢8°6C$ Aemssaldxg Saue] 9 0} uapIpy (MAN) "PY 12UN0Y 01 Py MEYSPEIg WO AMH NOSYOVr| € 611
008°T1TCI$ Aemssardxg saue 9 03 uapIpy "PY MEYSPEIE O PY MIYABIN WOI] AMH NOSNOVI| € 811
008°T60tr$ Aemssardxq saue 9 03 uaprpy "PY MYARIN 01 2AY NEA S WOL] AMH NOSYOVr| € LT1
0$ SOUBT T MAN PAIE AYIUBSAIYD) 01 "PY UL JUBID WOL] :MAN Puelg|  ¥q TVNOILVNYAINI| € 911
006°€68°¢S SauR  MAN P AUl JUBID) 0} (MAN) PY SOUBDLIDWY WOL] :MIN Puelg| ¥ TVNOILVNYAINI| ¢ SII
000°891°¢$ SoURT { MAN (MaN) P SOUBOLIDWY O) (MAN) 2AY PI¢ WO :MAN pueld| ¥ TWNOILVNYAINI| ¢ vIl
009°€0L°T$ SOURT { MAN (MAN) "9AY PIg 0} (MAN]) 2AY pug wol :MaN pueld| ¥ TVNOILVNYAINI| ¢ €Il
00S°621°CS SoURT { MAN (MaN) "9AY pug 01 (MaN) ‘P 1o3e[ woL :MIN pueld| ¥ TVNOILVNYAINI| ¢ 48
00697 +1$ saue § MAN (MaN) Py 1282E( 0} ‘PA[ ASLIUNG WOL] jIed dSLUNG/MAN pueld| ¥ TYNOILLVYNYFLINI m \\%M 11
00Z%90°+$ MAN] SaUeT 9 "PAIg SSLIUNG 01 Py 0TI WOLI| ¥ TVNOILVNYAINI| 1 011
008°9Z8°C$ ISIX Saue 9 'PY 2103[1Y 0 "I [opuejuiz worj| ¥ TYNOILVNIAINI| 1 601
001°L9L°SS Aemssardxg aue 9 maN I [opuejurZ 01 1§ 10Aowaj woli|  yq TYNOILVNYAINI| 1 801
008°9vL°6T$ Aemssaidxg saueT g 01 UIPIA\ 1S 1oAowd ] 01 'PY PRl YR WL UMW V 1| ¥T TYNOILVNIAINI| 1 LO1
009°LLE'SS Aemssaldx saue 9 MaN P PIRL B_YIRIN 01 INAS YYd (N “UNDIN V 13d|  ¥T TYNOILVNYAINI| 1 901
00L°€0S°LS AeMssaIdXT SURT § 0} USPIA\ INdS YA N 01 PY 191N0Y WOl Py [[IAI0e[d PIO| ¥ T¥NOILVYNYAINI| € SOT
000 19L°0T$ AemssaidX saue 9 0} UIPIA P 191N0Y 0 'PY MeYSpeIq WOL :pY [[IAIe]d PIO| ¥ TYNOILVYNYAINI| € Y01
001°8€8°T$ [2100dG/SAUBT § O) UIPIA\ "PA[F ANUNO)) P[OD) 0} STUBYIINUI-(S S[) WOIL] AAV TAZVH| ¥ €01
00Z°TE8'H$ [2100dG/SaURT 9 0} UIPIA\ ABUBYINUL (S S()/'PAIF WOS[O] 0} (MAN)) DAY )9 WOI ] AAV TAZVH| € 201
00¥°S60°€$ [e102dg saueT 9 MAN (MAN) "9AY 119 01 (MIN) "2AY Y3G WOl ] AAV TAZVH| € 101
000°619°8$ (payse(]) saue 9 moN (MAN) "9AY [IG 01 Py YO0 AMYA\ WO payse( AAV TAZVH| € 001
350D 19loag uondrLsaq EuEm«W Kempeoy # ‘ON I
pajewnsy BaIY | 333foag
[eI0], |Suruuelq|

wea30.1J 39, ABMPEOY BAOPIO)) OYdULY
SALVIALILSA LSOO INHINAAOUdINI

ATdVL AAVININAS




HIHLYNHOOTIN HYIAIIN YIDIVr

L 40 | - SINTFNOIS AVYMAVYOY 40 AYVYINANS

00b 11H°€$ SOUEBT  MAN I(] [9puBjUIZ O} 1S IAOWD | WOL aA1d YAHIVW| 1 0S1
001°09S$ SaUe 01 UPIA 1S 19A0WR ] 01 Y P[AL JOYIRJA WOL] aA1d dAHIVA| 1 6v1
00S°008°C$ SQUET { 0} UIPIAY P PIRI J9YIBIA 01 'PYf WEYSUDI0Y WOl [[IALIE[J PIO aA1q YAHIVW| 1 81
0$ "PAIF WOS[0 0 “I(] JAIUI)) UNS WOL] a¥ FIOOTIY| 1 L¥1
0$ I(] 19YUD)) UNS 01 "PY HO0Y ANYAN WOI] Qi I0OTIY| 1 9p1
009°€S9°T$ SOURT] { 01 UAPIAY P YO0 ANYM O3 “I(] [BUONBUIIU] WOL] ay IOOTIY| 1 St
00S°S8T°€S SaUET { MAN P 2UI'T JUBID) 0} (MAN) "PY SOUBDLIAUIY WO aA1q 4344914 T adl
00T TLY' €S SQURT { MAN (MN) P SOUBdLISWY 0} "PY 19598[ WOI] as1q ¥a449ry| < 34!
00L'+T6'C$ SAUET { MAN ‘P 19328 0} "PAJ ASLIUNG WOL aA1q 4444914 ¢ il
00T +TS¥$ SOUET { MAN "PAIE 2SLIUNS 01 Py ISIN SI[SeT WOL] aA1d 444409 € 141
001°€ETES SQUBT  MAN 'PY 159N S9[5e 01 (MAN) "PA[g AYpuesAIy) wolg aA7q ¥344919| € ov1
005°$86°CS SauR  MON (MaN) "PAIG AYpuesAIy) 01 (MAN]) Py JOIS[aIXT WO aA1d Y4409 € 6€1
00¥'920°€$ SOURT § MON (MAN]) "PY 1015[20XF 01 (MAN) 'PY 191UNOY WO aA1q ¥A490y| € 8€1
000°89+°€$ SOUEB'  MAN (M3N) P 12UNOY 01 "PY MEYSpeIg WOl ] aA1q ¥a4919[ € LET
006°S0L°TS SQURT] 7 0} UIPIAY ‘P meyspelg 01 Py MAYARIN WOI] aATd dA491Y| + 9¢€1
00981+ +$ SOURT] f JONNSU0IY P MAYABIN 01 9AY NEA\ S WOI] arA1q ¥a44ry| v el
00S°9¢7°¢$ Aemssardxy soueT 9 MmN 93UBYIIANUT JOAJI[IY ASLIUNG 0} Py SOUBILIdWY WO ] :Payse(] avoy ¥ao9vrl ¢ €l
001°€8€°¢S Aemssardxg saue| 9 moN (MAN) P SouedLISWY 0] “PY YO0 AIYA\ WOI] :MIN puelg avoy ¥4o03vr| €€l
00¥'SSTTS SAURT 9 MAN P 0 YA 01 (MAN]) "I [BUOHBUIDU] WOL] :MIN Puelg avoy ¥aoavr| ¢ €l
009°169°1$ Saue] 9 MON (MAN) "I(J [eUOnEUIU] O} (MAN) DAY PUT WOL] :MIN puelg avoy ¥aoavr| ¢ 1€l
SE9°LLS'TS Saue] 9 MON (MON) "9AY puz 01 (MON)) 9AY Pig WOI] :MIN Puelg avoy da93vI| T 0€1
009°TES°€S Saue 9 MON (MAN) "2AY PIg 01 'PY SB[SNO(] WOL] :MAN puelg avoy ¥ao1vr| ¢ 6C1
00S°6T1°C$ saue { MAN ‘P SBISNO( 0} (MAN) "PA[F AYIUBSAIY) WOL] avoy 4aoavrl ¢ 871
001°9%L't$ SOUET  MON (MAN) "PY AYIUBSAIYD) O) "PA[{ I2JAIY WOL] avoy 4anavr| ¢ LTl
006°€65°€$ SaUET { MON "PA[E 12JOT3] 01 "Py AUI'] JURID) WOI] MIN PUElg avoy 4ao7vr| T 9Z1
150D 19loag uondrsaq JUIWSEIS Kempeoy # |"oONdl
pajewinsy BAIy | 393loag
130, [Suruueg|
wea30.1J 39, ABMPEBOY BAOPI0)) OYduRy
SALVINLILSA LSOO INHINAAOAdINI
ATdVL AAVINIANNS




MO0 'IIHIVHd NOHOIN AV ‘AT13Id-IN

| 40 | - SINJNOIS AYMAVOY 40 AYVIWNNS

006°L6VS Saue f SUNSIXY ‘P PIRL _YIRIN 03 ('PY 3[[1AI98[] P[O) ‘PAIF 1OYIBJA WOI] aAVod WYHONINDOOY| 1 €91
00L'809$ SAUET { MAN 5UBYAINUI-0§ SN 0F (MIN) 2AY Yi9 WOLI|  GVOY ALID AIIVId| € 791
00T 1STTS SaURT § MIN (MaN) "2AY 19 0 (PAYSE(T) 2AY YI§ WOI] avOod ALID AIIVId| € 191
00€°061°C$ SOUET] { MON (PaYse) 2AY 1S 01 PY YO0y YA Wol] avoy ALID ANJIVYd| € 091
0% SouE’] T SUnSIXY "PY meyspelg 01 Py MIYAB WOI] HAV NOIDIN| ¥ 6S1
0% SQUBT T sunsixXy DAY UODIIA 03 "PA[H 19Ja1Y] WOI avod MAJHAVN| v 8¢C1
0% SQURT] T MIN "PAIE 12JTY] 0} "AMH UOSY0R[ WOI] avod MAHAVAN| Vv LS1
0% SQUE T SUNSIX] "AMH UOSYIR( 01 Py Y231 JOP[] WoL] avo¥ MAHAVN| ¢ 9¢S1
001°000°€S SOUET g O3 USPIM "PA[g WOS[O,] 0} 3URYIINU[-(S SN WoI][  GFOY QT4Id YTHLVN| 1 SC1
009 ¥8¥$ SaueT] 9 01 USpI|\ d3UBYDIAU-(S S 01 Py WeySunpoy woll[  qroy 7dld YTHLVA| 1 PS1
008°9¥LS SQURT { SUNSIXY "PY WeYSUDPOY 03 ("PA[F USNDIIN V 1919() I [BUOnBRWI] Wold|  GVOY G744 YAHLVA| 1 13
006°L6¥$ SOUET {7 0} USPIM ('PAIE USNDOIN V 1919) “I(J [BUONBUINU] O) "PAIF JOWRN Woly| qrOY AT4I4 YAHLYN| 1 49!
00L'LLY OVIS (]ouun ) (payse(q) saue { MAN "PAIE IR 0} (MAN) "PY I0IS[20XT WOl :payused| qVOY Q7414 YIHLIVIN| € IS1

350D 133loag uondrLsaq JUIW3IS Aemproy # |[‘ONa

parewinsy BAIY | 193loag

€30, |Suruuelq|

we130.14 33,] AeMPEOY BAOPI0 ) OYIULY
SALVIALLSA LSOO INAINAAOAdINI

ATdVL AAVINIANNS




ISIYINNSHILNIONNS LLVM S™HILNOY

} 40 | - SINTFNOIS AVYMAVYOY 40 AYVINANS

0% Jeroadg aue 9 IOATY] UBOLIDUWY/I9PIOY 0 "PA[F ANUNO) P[OD) WOL] aA1d ASINNS| ¢ 061
0% [e1oadg aue 9 ‘PAIE ABUNOD) P[OD) 0} PY BUWIO[O)) WOL] aA1d dSINNS| ¢ 681
0$ [eroadg aue 9 Py BUWO[O)) 0} "I(J [SpuejulZ WOl aaA1d ASTINNS I 881
0$ [eroadg aue 9 "I(] [pUBFUIZ 0} 9TURYIINU]-)G () WOI] aaA14 ASTINNS ! L81
0% [e1oadS aue 9 A3UBYDINU[-(S () O) "PA[F WOS[O,] WOL] aA7d ASTINNS| 1 981
0% [eradg auey 9 "‘PA[{ WOS[04 0} "I 193U_]) UNS WO aATd ASTINNS 1 S8l
00T 111°TS [eroadg aue 9 1 191U UNS 0} "PY FO0Y AMYA WOl] aaA1d ASTINS I 81
0% [eradg auey 9 PY NP0 AMYM 01 (MAN) I [BUOHERUINU] WOT] adA14 ASTINNS I €81
009°¢€+T$ [e193dg SaUBT] 9 O3 UPIA (MaN) "1 [eUONBUIIU] 0} "PY P[BIIFZ)I] WOI] aa1d ASTINNS ! 81
009°SLS°SS SOUET § 0} USPIM ‘P P[EIASZIL 0} (MON) DAY PUT WOIL] aA1d ASTINNS 4 I81
008°LLY°LS SOUET § 0} USPI M (MAN) "2AY pug 03 'PY SB[3NO( WOl] aaA1d ASTINNS < 081
00T°S€L 8S SOUET] § 0} USPIM P se[sno( 03 (MAN) pAIg AypuesAIy) wolg aa1d ASTINNS < 6L1
006°S69°TIS SaUET 9 0} USpI |\ (MaN) "PAIE AWUEBSAIYD) 0} "PA[E J2JAIY] WOI] aa14 IS1INNS € 8LI
00L'¥68°T1$ Saue] 9 0} USpI\ "PA[G 12JarY] 0} "AMH UOSOR[ WOL] aA1d ASTINNS C LLT
001 v0L 'S SSuET 9 0} USpI|\ "AMH UOSYDE[ 0} "py ULIO[] WOI] aa14 dSTINNS € 9L1
009°'169°1$ SAUBT 9 MIN 'PY ULIO[] 0} Py SUIT JUBID) WOL] adA14d ASIINNS| € SLI
000°81Z°18$ saue] 7 MaN DU YO0Y AUYM 0} PAIE ISHUNS WOLY IMAN PUBIg/ 1) PIOD SLuUng ¥ YFLNID NNS m.w.ww VLI
0% SoueT 7 3unsIxy "PAJE ASLIUNS 0} "PY I0F[IH] WOL] 4d YAINTD NS I eL1
O% _mmooﬁum SQUBT 9 0} USPI A\ I9ATY UedLIDWY/ /19plog O OM:MLO.—OQC_-OW S wolq HAAV LIV M S 7% L1
0% [e122dg SaUBT § 0} UPIAY 23URYDIAU]-(G S(] O} ‘PA[F WOS[O] WOL] HAV LLVM 'S 4 IL1
0% [eroadg saue 9 01 uapIpy "PAIE WOS[O] O3 "PA[g Iojor3] WOl HAV LIV M 'S 14 OLIT
0% [e102dg SaUBT g 01 UAPIAY "PAIE 12JrY] 0} "AMH UOSOB[ WOI] AV LLVM 'S 14 691
0% [e152dg SAUBT § 01 USPIA AMH UOSYOR[ 0} "Py d3PLIINL]/IoPIOg WOL] AV LIVM S| ¢ 891
00y SSP 69 SAUETT {7 03 USPIM "PAIE WOS[04 01 (P [[1A1398[ P]O) "I [BUOTIBUIDIU] WO ] avoy ¥4ILNoy| 1 L91
00T°8T6'v$ (payse(q) saue] y maN (P 3[[1A19B]J PIO) "I [BUONBUIAU] 0} PA[ 12JAY WOL] payse avody 441LNoY € 991
0$ Soue] T MIN "PA[G 12JTY] 01 AMH UOSYOB[ WO IMIN puelg avoy y41LN0oy € 91
0% SQURT] T MIN AMH UOSYOe[ 0) "PY ¥d31D) JoP[ WOI] :MIN puelg avoy ¥4ILN0YA| ¢ ¥91
150D 133f0ayg uondrsaq ynw3ag Aempeoy # ‘ON I
pajewinsy eIy | 399foag
[e10L |Suruueq|

WeI30.1J 39,] AeAMPROY BAOP.I0)) oyduURYy
SALVIANLLSY LSOO INAIWIAOUII
dT14VL AAVININAS




TIANVANIZHOOYILIHM

160°790°8TH 19

sjuawWdag Aempeoy [e101qns

L 40 | - SINIWOIS AVMAVOY 40 AYVINNNS

000°08S$ sjuawaA01dw y[emapls "PAJ SLIUNG 0} "PAJY WOS]O,] WOL] dA TAANVANIZ| 1 80C
00L°L08$ SQUET'9 O UaPLM "PA[E] WOS[O] 0} 9TUBLIINU[-(G () WOL] A0 TAANVANIZ| 1 LOT
00L°0ET'TS SOURT § BUNSIXY ABUBYIANUI-(S S 0} 'PY YO0y ANYA WOL] dA TAANVANIZ| 1 90T
008°L80°CS SoUET 9 Sunsixy P A20Y AMYM 01 "I(J [rUOhelLIU] W01 dd TAANVANIZ| 1 S0T
00S°SET'LS Saue] 9 MaN A [EUOHEUIAU] 0)."PATY JOUIBIN OL] dd TAANVANIZ| 1 v0C
000°T90°¥$ Soue] 9 MoN "PAIG JRYIBIA 0} 'PY Se[BnoQ WOl (MmN puelg dd TAANVANIZ m .co\wwmw €0¢
00T°68E¥¥S ABMSSAIAXT SAUBT § O] UIPIAY P AL duireid 03 (MIN) 'PAIF AquesAiyd wold[  qrOY YOOI ALIHM| € 20T
00€°L81°8S AbmssaIdX saueT 9 MaN (MAN) "PAIF AYIuBSAIYD) 0F (MAN) Y Ul IueID worf[ — GrOY YOO ALIHM| € 10T
006°S6L1ES Aemssaidxy saue 9 o) uapip (MaN) py 2ulT JUBID 0} (MAN) AV PIg WOLY|  TFOY YOO ALIHM MM\MMM 00t
006°199°1TS Aemssaldx SaURT 9 0) UIPIAY (MAN) "2AY pig 01 (MaN) AV puz wold| — GVOY YOO ALIHM| ¢ 661
006'199°1T$ ABMSSIAX SURT § O) UIPIA (MAN) "9AY pug 03 (MaN) Py souedLdWY Woly|  qFOY YOO ALIHM| T 861
008°SSEPIS ABMSSAIAXT SIUBT § OF UIPIA (MAN) 'Y SOUBDLIDWY 0} (MAN) 'PY 1989e[ WOLf|  GFOY YOOI ALIHM| T L61
001°90¢'L$ AeMssaldx SaUBT 9 0) UIPIAY (MAN) Y 19838[ 0} (MAN) "I JAIUd) un§ wold|  GFOY YOOI ALIHM| T 961
000°608°SS ABASS21dX SAURT 9 01 UPIAY (MAN) 1 193U ung 03 'pA[g dsuun§ woly|  GFOY YOO ALIHM| 1 S61
00T°0T6°LS SaueT] 9 01 UspIp 'PAIE dSHUNG 0} PY A0S WoL{|  GVOY YOO ALIHM| 1 v6l
00€¥8E°618 SouerT g O] USPIM Py 2103[1) 01 1 [ppurjulZ wolf|  qYOY YOO ALIHM| 1 €61
006'765°8$ SSUET i O} USPIM 11 [9purjulZ 03 AL 11U [onde) wold|  GFOY YOO ALIHM| 1 <61
0$ SSUBT ¢ DAL 123U [03de) 03 1§ JAOWRJ WOl GFOY YOO ALIHM| 1 161
150D 393lo0ayg uondrsaq E@Emum Kempeoy # *ON dI
pajewnsy vaxy | 393foag
1830, [Suruueiq|

WeI301J 39,] AeMPproy BAOP.I0)) oyduey
SHLVIANLLSY LSOD INAIWAAOUIII
ATdVL AAVININAS




SuoNoasIBIU|

¥ 340 | - SNOILOISHALNI 40 AYVYINANNS

000°09€°¥C$ UONIISINU ] 9X9 ('Y 3[[1AIE[J PIO) "I( [BUONBUINU] / "PY MBYSpRI] u011528.42)uJ £ 8¢€T
00€°L1¥'HS uondasIUL $X9 ‘PAIF 19§193] / "PY meyspelg uo122s423U] € LEC
00S°LST91$ Uuo123sIdU] 9X9 "AMH UOSYOR[ / Py MBYSpRIg U012 S42JU] € 9¢€T
00€°LI¥ ¥$ uondasIa] X9 ‘P 291D 19p[T / 'PY meyspelg u011235423U] € 344
000°STTSTS MIN UOI103SI9)U] 9X 9 (maN) Py 1032e[ / (MAN) P SOUBdLIDWY U012 42]U] b4 €T
001" 18L°€S MIN UOIIISINRU] 9X 9 P NO0Y AMYA\ / (MIN) Py SOUEILIOWY U01122542)u] C EEC
002°€66°1$ MIN UOTJOSINU] $ X} (MAN) "I [eUOnBWINU] / (MIN) "PY SOUBOLIDWY UO1I2S42JU] v r4x4
00t 18L°€$ MIN UOT}OSIAU] 9X } ‘P Se[8no( / (MaN) ‘py SouedLIdUY UO11D2SA42JU] Z 1€2
002°€66°1$ MIN UOTIOISINU] $X ¥ (MaN) "PAIF AyuesAIy)) / (MIN) Py SOUBdLIDWY UO01122S542]U] Fd 0€Z
002°€66°1$ MIN UOIDISINU] Q] $X+ ‘PALg 19193 / (MAN) Py SouedLIdULY UO1DISA2JU] Pl 62C
00T°¢66°'1$ MIN UOndsIN] X P AND duiteld / (MAN) AV 19 U011238423uJ € 8CC
00t 18L°€S MIN UONIISINU] $X9 (MaN) 9AY 1L / (MON) 2AY 119 uoyasia1uy £ LTT
000°STTS1S MIN UONI2SIAU] 9X 9 AV [9ZBH / (MAN) 2AY 419 U028 423UJ € 9Tt
008°8%1°CC MIN UONIISINU] ] 9X9 (MAN]) P 1953E[ / (MAN) 2AV 139 uo122s423UJ 4 STt
00t 18L°€S MIN UOTIISIIU] 9X (payse(q) 2AY [ozeH / (Pause) 2AY WS uo11225421UJ € 1444
00 18L°€S MAN UOIOISIANU] 9] 9X+ (maN) 'py souedLdWY / (payse() AV YIS U0122842U] Z (%44
0% MIN UOIOISIANU] ] 7XT (MAN) "PAIg AyuesAly)) / (MAN) 2AY Uy UO1I2S42]U] ¢ Fe&é
0% MIN UOIDISIANU] ] $XT (payseq) aAY YIS / (payse(qq) 2AY pIg UO1DDSA2JU] € 122
007" 18L°¢S MIN UO1d3SIAU] 9X {7 P O0Y AMYA / (MIN) 2AY pig U0122s423UJ ¢ 0TC
002°€66°1$ MAN UOT)OASINU] $ Xt (MAN) Py soueoLIdWY / (MIN]) 9AY PI¢ UOO2S42JU] Fd 617
002°€66°1$ MIN UONOISId] $X (MaN) "I [euonewIdU] / (MIN) 2AY PIg UO11228.42)U] z 81T
00t 18L°€S MIN UOlI2sIAU] 9X (MAN]) P 1983E[ / (MAN) 2AY PIE U0122s421uJ 4 LIT
00t 18L°€S MIN UOLOISIU] 2], 9X ¥ "PY Se[sno( / (MaN) 2AY pig uonI2s4a1uJ 4 91T
00" 18L°€$ MAN UONOISIN] 9X ¢ (MAN) 2AY 419 / (MAN) 2AY pug UoNIISAU| € 1T
00T°€66°1$ MIN UONd3SIN] HX T (payse() aAY YiS / (MaN) 2AY pug U011228421uJ € 1414
00t 18L°¢S MIN UO1d2sIAU] 9X {7 P N0y ANMYA / (MAN) 2AY pug uonI2siapuf 4 €1¢
007°€66°1$ MAN UOT}O3SIA] $ X+ (MaN) Py souedLIdWY / (MAN) 2AY pug U012 SA2JU] 4 71T
002°€66°1$ MAN UOTO3SIA] $ X+ (maN) I TeuonewU] / (MaN)) 2AY pug UODISA2JU] Cd 112
00 I8L°€S MIN UONO3SIU] 9X9 'PY 1983¢8( / (MAN) 2AY pug uonIasia1uy ¢ 01¢
00€° L1V ¥$ MIN UOndsIAU] 9X9 "PA[g dsLUNg / (MIN) 2AY pug uon22s423uf 4 60T
150D 133loag uondrsaq SNEL I HEIN Aempeoy LOI|| "ON dI
pajewinsy ISI1d| 193foag
®lo],
WeIs0.1d 93] ABAMPROY BAOPIO)) oyduBy
SALVIALLSA LSOD INHINAAOAJINI
HTdVL AYVINIANS




SuoIljoasIalu|

¥ 40 ¢ - SNOILOISH3LNI 40 AYVINANS

0% UOI}09SI] $X T Py ULIO[] / "PY 10IS[AIXH UO11I2SA2]U] € 092
00T°€66'1$ uonoasIU 99 X Py 101S[20XY / "PY ¥291) I9P[H uoyoasiajuy € 65T
0% UO109SIAU] 7X$ ‘P MIYARI / P N221)) Jop[g UO11I2SA2]U] ¢ 86T
0% JAY 28paH-Iapiog / Py Ne21D I9p[g UO1I2SA2]U] 3 LST
00T°€66°1$ uondas] X "PAIE 19J19Y] / P 1SN S9[5ET uoyoasi2yuy £ 96¢
00€° L1V +$ Uo1303SIU] $X9 "AMH UOSYOR[ / "PY 1SN SO[eT UO1I2SA2JU] ¢ [S¥4
0% UO1JO3SIAU] Q] $XT ‘PY ULIO[] / P 1SAN S9[3eT UO1122842]U] ¢ $ST
00F°18L°€S MIN UOIOISIU] 9X Py dulT ueln) / (maN) Py se|3noq UO1122S42]U] T €Sz
00€° L1H +$ U01)03s121U] 9X9 Py 1o3oe[ / Py Se[3no( UO11DISADJU] z ST
00S°LSY91$ uonoasIU] 9X9 'PAIG 2suuUNS /Py Se[3No( uonoasiaguy c 16¢
000°6TTS1S uonoasIay 9X 9 "PY 19N S2[5B / (MAN) "I [PPUBJUIZ / P SE[SNO( uoyBSLo] t 0S¢C
000°09€°¥T$ uonoaswU] 9X 1 'PAIE aSUUNS /"pY BWO[O7) UOHIBSAIUT ! 6vC
000°STT SIS M3N uondasIa] 9X9 (MaN) 24V [9ZeH/ PY HO0Y YA\ / (MON) "PA[H AYIUBSAIYD uogoasia1uy € 8¢
0% MIN UOI}OSIAU] Q] 7XT (MaN) "I [euonewIdIU] / (MIN) "PAIF AyIuBSAIY)D) UO122S42]U] ¢ LT
0% MIN UOTIISIAU] 9] 7XT (MaN) P se|3no( / (MaN) "pAIg AypuesAiy) UO1228423U] ¢ Y4
004 18L°€$ MIN UOI}OSINU] QX Py duIT el / (MAN) "PAIF AyiuesAly)) UO11DISADJU 7 [S74
007°€66°1$ MIN UOIOISIAU] HX b (MaN) Py 1oB2e[ / (MAN) "PAIE AypuesAIy)) UO11DISADJU] P4 T
00v 18L°€$ MIN UONJI2SIN] 9X 'PAIG dsLUNg / (MAN) "PA[F AYIUBSAIY) uonsas4o1uj 4 1344
002°€66°1$ MIN UOII0SIN] $X§ "PY 19N S9[5eT / (MaN) "PAlg AypuesAiy)) UO1IIISADJU] € we
00T°€66°1$ MIN UonesN] pX{ "PAIF 19J19)] / (MAN) "PAIF AYIUBSAIY) uogodsLa1uy € 1vC
004 18L°€S MIN UOI}OSIAIU] 9X§ "AMH uosyde[ / (maN) ‘pAlg AyuesKiy) UO1I2SA2JU] ¢ ove
009°909°1$ MON UONISSIaMUT 39 ] X "PY ULIO[] / (MAN) "PA[g AypuesAiy)) 1oysasiauy € 6¢C
NV RREIIRE| uondrsaq JUdIWSZIS Aempeoy LOI| "ON dI
pajewinsy LSId] 393foag
[elo],

WeI301J 39] AeAMPEOY BAOPIO)) OYdURY
SALVIALLSHA LSOO INHINIAOAJIAI

dT1dVL AYVININNS




Suoljo8sIau|

¥ 40 € - SNOILOISHALNI 40 AYVYINANS

000°09€+C$ UO1103SIAU] 9X 9 ‘PAH asuuUNg / ‘AMH UOSYOR[ UO1D2S423U] 4 987
0% MIN UOT}I3SIU] 7X 9 (maN) Py 1eunoy / AmH uosyoef UO1D2S423U] € 68T
0% UO1)O3SIAU] 7X 9 ‘P MAYARIN / "AMY uosyor[ OIS 42JU] ¢ +8C
00S°LSH91$ U01123sIU] 9X9 OAY NBA\ S / AMH uosyoR[ UO1I2S42JU] ¢ €87
00T°€66°1$ MAN UONOSINU] $Xt (MaN) 'pY 1e8ae[ / (MaN) "I(] [EUOLIBUIdIU] UO1D2S42)U] k4 787
00€° LIV S MIN UOI103SIU] 9X 9 "PAIE dsLUNg / (MAN) “I(] [BUOTIBUIdU] U01)22S42JU] 1 18C
00€° L1V S UOI1103SIU] $X9 "PY 2103[1Y / "I(] [BUOLBUIdIU] UO1I2S42JU] 1 082
00S°LSY91S uond3s_UL 9X9 I [opuejuly / i(] [euoneuIu] UONd28421UJ I 6LT
00€°LIY'tS uondISIUL $X9 ‘P PIRL PYIBIA / (‘PAIF USNOOIN V 19194) “I(J [BUOLIEUIIU] Uo1228421Uf I 8LT
007" 18L°¢S UORdISIUL $X 9 PAIE PYIRIN / (P d[11AIR[d P[O) I [BUOTBUIIU] uon2sia1uf € LLT
00t 18L°€S UO13SIAU] $X9 Py ounoy / ((py 2[[1AIdR[d PIO) I [BUOnBUIdU] U028 423U ¢ 9.2
00€°LI¥'¥S uondIsIAUL 9X9 (MIN) 2AY Uiy / "PY YOOY ANMYA\ / 'PY Ul JuelD) uon22s423uJ £ SLT
001 18L°€S MIN UOI11D3SIU] $X9 (MaN) "I [BUOBUIDIU] / "PY 2UIT JUBID) UO1D2S42JU] Z LT
00€°L1Y¥S UONJISIUL 2L $X9 "PAIY 19J123] / P AUl JuBID UoI2s423U] [4 €LT
00t 18L°€S MIN] UOID3SIANU] 2] +X9 (MaN) 'pY 1e89e( / 'py 2uI] juelin UO11D2S42JU] Z LT
00S°LSH91$ UO1J03SINU] 9X 9 "AMH UOSYOR[ / "PY UIT JUBID) UO1D2S42JU] Fd 1.2
000°STTSLS MIN UONOISIANU] R T, 9X (MAN) "PAIg ASLIUNG / "PY dUI'T JUBID uons2s423uf £ 0LT
00€L1v'v$ uondIsId] 9X "OAY [9ZH / "PA[g ANUNO)) P[OD uon22s423uJ 14 69T
00S°LSY91$ UONOISINU] 2] 9X T "PA[g ASLIUNS / "PA[{ ALUNO)) P[OD) uo122s423U] 14 89C |
000°09€° TS uondasIUL 9X { OAY [9ZBH / 'PA[{ WOS[0] UonI2s42)Uf € L9T |
000°09€+T$ uondasIUL 9X { ‘PAIE dSLIUNS / "PA]E WOS[O] uonI2s42)Uf I 99T
00€° LY ¥$ uond3sUL 9X OAY HEM S/ PA[H WOS[O] uonI2s423uf 14 S9¢
00€°LIY S UOROasIAU] 9] 9Xt "PAIH oSLIUNS / 'pYy ULIO[] uonI2s423uf € ¥9C
00F° 18L°€S MAN UOI}03SI] 9Xt “I(] [BUOLIBUIU] / IS JOAOW ] uo1I28423Uf 1 €9C
00T°¢66'1$ MIN UONOSIN] $X "PAIE 193193 / (MAN) P 10IS[20X uon22si23uf € 79T
00€°LIY' S UOT}03SINU] 9X "AMH uo0syoe[ / Py J0IS[20XT] UO122S842JU] € 192
150D 39loag uondrisaq ymW3Ig Aempeoy LOIA| "ON a1
pajewinsy LSId| 193foag
18J0],
weI30.14 39 ABMPROY BAOP.I0)) OydURYy
SALVIALLSA LSOD INAINAAOUAJNI
ATdVL AAVINIANS




SUOI}09sIBU|

¥ 40 ¥ - SNOILOISHILNI 40 AYVYINIANS

00T°60€909% suondasIau] [ej03qng
00S°LSY91$ e §.C) I [9pUBULZ /Py YO0y AMYM U0112aS423U] ! 667
00S°LSY'91$ 1] $821dX P[oD) / "PA[{ dsLung uoys2s423UJ 14 86C
000°09€¥T$ uond3sIAUL 7X9 "I [opuBjulZ / "pA[g osLIUNS uoyI2s423U] ! L6T
000°09€"¥C$ uond3sIAUL 9X 9 ‘PY A20Y ANYM / "PAIF dsUUNS uoyd2s4a3uJ ! 96T
0$ UO1}03SIAU] 9XT ‘PALH dsLUNg / “I(] 12IUd)) ung UO11I2SA2JU] i S6T
00€°LIY'¥$ UONIISIAU] R [ 9X ¥ P NOOY AMYA /Py AND duired uoyI2s423UJ € ¥6T
00€°L1¥'¥$ uondasIdU] X9 'PY WEYSUDO0Y / P PIOLY YR uoI2s423UJ ! €67
00€°LIY S uond9sIau] 9X ‘PAIE asUUNS / "PA[g 1oJ1a3] U01102s421U] 4 6T
0$ MIN UOIASIAU] 7X{ (MaN) P 1o1N0Y / "pAlg 1oj1oYy U012 542U ¢ 16T
0% Uo1dASIANU] X ¥ P MAYARJN / PALE 19J19Y] UO1DISA2]U] ¥ 06T
00€°L1¥'¥$ uond3sIAU] 9X OAY NEM\ S/ 'PAIF 19193 uoyoasLo] 14 687
000°STTS1$ MIN UONIISINU] 9X9 P 00T ANYA / (MAN) 'PY 1259e[ u01I2S423U] 4 88C
00T°€66°1$ MIN UONI3SI] $Xf "PAF 19J193] / (MIN) “PY 1o5e[ u01122s423U] 4 L8T
150D 133lo0ayg uondrisaq INEL FEIN Kemproy LOI| ‘ON dI
pajewinsy LSIA| 393loag
[eloL,

wWeI30.14 39 ABMPROY BAOP.IO)) OYdURY

SHLVIANLLSH LSOO INAINAAOAINI
HT1dVL AYVININNS




sj09foud |eroadg

1 40 | - S103rodd TvIO3dS 40 AYVINNNS

000'¥S+°96T$ s109fou{ [eroadg [er01qng
¥=%6
¢y oot : . €-%SS
00S°LTE LIS w21sAS 1049100 [pudig d1ffvy ||
| C S1 D [pudiS oiffva] 29407 80¢
1-%91
| 00C°CIT 1S [IBI] Y221 BUNZE] SjIDA] oy1g < 70
00t'¥CT 8% [lel] aig [ sse[) UOSYDB[ 0} oSLIUNS - [IBI] Y9917 UOSLLION S aig € 90¢
000°SL0°S$ SBUISSOIOIdAQ) (S AMH S|4 ay1g I S0¢€
| %01
000°006°CS S[eLIUY Sunsixd e Juissolr)) [1el] ayig [eue)) S| ayg I-%st | $o€
“€-%SH
000°0S9°¥T$ SuoneIS [1ey 31T SOV, JISUDA] [ €0¢
000°6LY"1$ SQNH Jisuel], SOUIIOD JISUDA] (4 20¢
1-%S$
<10 P%S1
008°619°01¢C saueT sng S2U1OD.] JISUDA] : T
5 . -€-%0¢ o
“T-%08
001°996'+C$ spuwaA04dw] YqV/dAd ! 00¢
150D 13loag uondrLsa(q NRW3S Kemproy #LOI| "ON dI
parewnsy NLSIA| 199foag
18JOL

Wei30.4 99)] ABMPEOY BAOP.IO)) oyduey
SALVINLLSY LSOO INAINIAOULIAI
HT1dVL AAVININNS




| 40 | - SNOILVOIJIAOWN FONVHOHILNI ANV SFONVHOHILNI 40 AYVINNNS

16T°€L0°TE9°TS

syudwdAoxduy (€30,

000°9¥T°10€$
000 ¥S¥°96T$
00Z°60£°909%
160'790°8TH 1$

SOTUBDIU] [BI0IGNS
s1ofo1q [eoadg [e101qng
SUONDASIANU] [RI0IGNS
Sjuowag Aempeoy] [e1oiqng

000°9¥T°10€$

sagueyoIdiu] [RI0IqNS

000°CTH11S Py 12o1noy UOUDIYIPOJN SUISSO4I420() I 0Z€ ,
000°7TH 119 peoy MoyARN|  wonwoifipopy 3uissodo.4a40) ¥ 61¢ |
000°9€6°S1$ J3uRyYoIU] PY AN SLIRI] UONDIIPOJN 23UDYD4d1U] ¢ Q1€
000°L86°1T$ J3uBYOIU] ‘PA[ WOS[O] UONDIYIPOJN 23UDYD427U] ¢ L1€
000°180°8T$ J3ueydIdIU] DAY [oZBH UONDIIIPOJN 23UDYD4dIU] ¥ 91¢
000°T91°+TS 93UBYDIDIU] “PA[g dSLIUNG UOLDIYIPOJN 23UDY2IIU] ! Sle
000°TILTTS SBUBLDIDIU] “I(] [PUBFUIZ UONIDIYIPOJN 2BUDYDUIU] I 1453
000°L8T°1TS OZUBYIIUL Y PRI YR UOLDIYIPOJN 2BUDYD421U] ! ele
000°TILTTS SBUBLPDIDIU] "PY Mmeyspelg UONDIYIPOJN 23UDYDAIU] I (453
000°L86°1TS SBUBYIINU] DAY HEA\ UONDIYIPOJN 23UDYDA}U] 14 953
000°695°1TS MAN puelg BUISSOIOIDAQ pPUOWRI(] Mor[g 3U1SS042424() ¢ 01¢
000°€L6°LLS MON puelg J5UBYDIOIU] JOAJI[QY AsLIUNG 3UDYD42U] Z 60¢
1500 199l01g uondrdsaq yuaw3dg Aempeoy LOI| ‘ON a1
pajewinsy LSId| 19loag
1810 1,
WRIS0.1J 39,] ABMPLOY BAOP.IO)) OYdURY
SALVIALLSH LSOO INHINIAAOAJIAI
HTdVL AAVININAS




Memorandum
Date: June 15, 2005

To: Mayor and City Council

From: Paul Junker, Planning Director
Pam Johns, AICP, Special Projects Manager

Subject: Folsom Boulevard - Plans and Implementation Strategies

RECOMMENDATION

Since incorporation, the City Council has made it clear that improvements to and
redevelopment along Folsom Boulevard are among the City's top priorities.  Arguably,
Folsom Boulevard has been studied/planned more than any other place or area within
the City of Rancho Cordova. Recent activities associated with the General Plan and
Redevelopment Area projects have increased the City's desire to effect the
transformation. This report and planned presentation are intended to summarize
existing resources and planning efforts, as well as to identify the steps necessary and
available to implement the vision. Staff may be contacting individual Council members
for insights into past planning efforts.

BACKGROUND
The following documents and resources represent significant work toward revitalization
of Folsom Boulevard within the City of Rancho Cordova. The majority of projects listed

below were conceived and developed prior to incorporation.

» Cordova Community Plan (Sacramento County - Adopted by Sacramento
County Board of Supervisors).

» Folsom Boulevard & Mather Field Road Streetscape Enhancement Master Plan
(Sacramento County - Administrative Draft 5/05 - not adopted).

> Folsom Boulevard Special Planning Area (Sacramento County - Draft Dated 9/02
- not adopted).

» Folsom Boulevard Corridor Study (Sacramento County).

» T-Ione (Sacramento County — Draft Document — not adopted).
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> Mixed Use Development Strategy Workshop (5/98 - not adopted).

Additionally, since incorporation, the following planning efforts have been developed
or are underway affecting Folsom Boulevard.

> SACOG Blueprint (Adopted by SACOG Board 12/04)
> Highway 50 Corridor TMA

> Rancho Cordova General Plan (ongoing)

> Redevelopment Area Study (ongoing)

Staff will provide a synopsis of these planning efforts at the meeting and may be
contacting individual Council members for details and insights into past planning
efforts. If there are additional resources or materials you would like included in the
analysis/discussion, please contact staff prior to the meeting.

ANALYSIS

While the above listed planning and implementation documents are significant, staff
does not believe that any one of these documents will do everything necessary to
revitalize Folsom Boulevard. Therefore, we will present some options that we believe
can incorporate all of these efforts and speed the revitalization of Folsom Boulevard.

NEXT STEPS

Based on direction from Council, staff will proceed with our efforts on the General Plan,
Redevelopment Area Study, and any other appropriate planning vehicle to achieve
the desired outcome. Council has directed staff to conduct a Town Hall Meeting for
Folsom Boulevard in August of this year. Following staff's Folsom Boulevard
presentation, staff will request direction from the City Council on the purpose and
scope for the Folsom Boulevard Town Hall Meeting.
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DATE: June 15, 2005 =/ 8\
Ol >
TO: Mayor and Council Members ?';”“a
FROM: Ted Gaebler, City Manager S ndaolo g

Paul Junker, Planning Director

SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN SCOPE OF SERVICES AND SCHEDULE

RECOMMENDATION

Consider staff's presentation and provide preliminary direction regarding efforts to be completed
within the General Plan process and the timing for completion of the General Plan. Based on
Council's direction, staff will prepare a detailed proposal for completing the General Plan.

BACKGROUND

City staff and the general plan team are continuing to prepare the City’'s General Plan as
directed by the City Council. Considerable progress on the General Plan has been made and
the general plan team is on schedule to present the General Plan to the City Council in time for
adoption by December 31, 2005.

While the project team is proceeding forward with the approved scope and is meeting the
proposed schedule for Plan adoption, new information has come forward during preparation of
the General Plan and staff has gained a greater understanding of the challenges and
opportunities facing the City. '

The purpose of this report is to outline possible additional tasks the City Council may wish the
general plan team to pursue and the implications of completing these extra efforts. No action is
requested of the City Council at this time. If so directed, staff will prepare detailed proposals for
additional tasks within the General Plan process.

IMPLICATIONS OF ADDITIONAL WORK EFFORTS

As the General Plan moves toward completion, the City is facing a critical period of review and
action on a number of proposed development projects (see Attachment 1 for Current Projects).
The maijority of current projects were underway prior to City incorporation and the applicants
clearly desire to secure final approvals from the City.

The magnitude of pending development applications is extraordinary, with approximately 42,000
dwelling units contemplated in active applications. This rate of project review would be very



challenging for any city, but even more so for a newly incorporated City that is still defining its
vision and regulatory structure.

The lack of well-defined development policies, combined with the simultaneous processing of
numerous major projects, places an enormous burden and responsibility on the City. The fact
that multiple large projects are being processed simultaneously limits the City’s ability to grow
and evolve as each development project is reviewed. Construction of these current projects,
being reviewed in the first few years of Cityhood, represent close to 20 years worth of
development. In a very real sense, the City will only have one opportunity to “get it right” in the
new development areas, and we are currently moving forward quickly and without the benefit of
an adopted set of policies that clearly establishes the City’s vision.

To date, the City Council has not indicated support for slowing of the project reviews and waiting
for major policies to be refined and adopted. Therefore, staff has continued to move forward
with six major development projects simultaneously. If it is the desire of the Council to expand
the scope of the General Plan and/or to allow more time for Plan completion, then the timing of
current development applications must be carefully considered. It would make little sense to
complete the additional efforts described in this report if the current projects are allowed to
move to completion, since the project reviews would not benefit from the results of this
additional work.

If the General Plan process is expanded and the current projects continue at the present pace, it
is possible that:

e Through the Pro Forma process, the City may discover the mix of proposed land uses is
not fiscally acceptable. Having approved entitlements in place would limit the City’s
ability to adjust the land use mix, regardless of the findings of the General Plan.

e The City might reconsider its current support of higher density residential development,
which is integral to the Draft General Plan and which is reflected in proposed
development applications. However, the City might be unable to adjust General Plan
densities due to approved entitlements.

e The current parks and open space planning efforts may result in policies and regulations
that are not consistent with proposed projects. However, the City might be unable to
implement such policies due to approvals of current development projects.

For the reasons noted above, staff strongly encourages the City Council to consider the
relationship between the timing of the General Plan and the pending development applications
now under review. Regardless of whether the General Plan scope is expanded, the City
Council should exercise great discretion in ensuring that proposed projects are consistent with
the vision for Rancho Cordova prior to approval of such projects. If it appears that changes in
the City’s vision and/or overall development philosophy could be changed, then review and
approval of major projects should be postponed.

DISCUSSION

The process of “building a city” is complex and has evolved through the General Plan process.
Rancho Cordova has great potential as a community, but is also faced with challenges of
remaking portions of the existing community, guiding potentially rapid new urbanization and
ensuring that the City remains fiscally viable as development occurs.
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The preparation of the General Plan, the processing of current planning applications and on-
going City staff activities conducted over the past twelve months have elevated the importance
of the following specific issues:

» The value of preparing a City Pro Forma to project long-term fiscal solvency under
proposed General Plan land uses;

» The potential for using the SACOG PLACE®>S model to test land use assumptions and
refine land use data;

» The immediate priority for establishing a specific development plan/strategy for Folsom
Boulevard ;

 Better definition of Downtown expectations — identify specific land use distributions, land
use densities and intensities, and implementation strategies;

e« The need for a housing conditions survey conducted in a manner to support
Redevelopment District efforts:

» The need to complete current park standards and open space policy efforts prior to Plan
completion;

e Complete Capital Improvement Plan, including resolving list of road projects and timing
for specific projects;

» Ensuring the pace of growth for the City is appropriate and that facilities and services
will keep pace with development; and

e The opportunity for the City Council, the Planning Commission, the GPAC and the
community to review and reflect upon the Draft General Plan prior to adoption.

The above issues are, to varying degrees, outside of the approved scope of services for the
General Plan. Additional details for each of these issues/work efforts are provided below.

General Plan Pro Forma

Private businesses typically use a “pro forma” to guide major decisions in an informed manner.
Cities generally do not operate in this manner, rather relying upon a desired community vision
and then assuming the private sector will provide much of the investment needed to achieve the
vision (construction of new residential and commercial uses). Due to the significant fiscal
constraints placed upon Rancho Cordova at incorporation, staff is proposing that a General Plan
pro forma be prepared to:

e Determine the City’s cash flow at build out of the General Plan

» Investigate the mix of residential, commercial and industrial uses that will result in fiscal
solvency

« Evaluate the likelihood that land uses proposed in the General Plan will in fact be built

Due to the fundamental responsibility to ensure the City’s fiscal solvency, staff has initiated
efforts on the General Plan pro forma. Staff has begun the process of defining process for
completing the pro forma and will be prepared to present initial thoughts on the process during
the June 15, 2005 City Council workshop.

In addition to evaluating the balance between revenues and cost of public services for land uses
proposed in the General Plan, staff also anticipates conducting a review of the overall financial
implications of building a city. This broader analysis will consider the cost of providing City
public facilities/services, as well as facilities provided by other public agencies. This broader
City Pro Forma will seek to quantify the overall cost of building a City.

City Council Staff Report 30of10 General Plan
June 15, 2005 Scope of Services and Schedule



PLACE®S Analysis

A tool is available to the City to help in the evaluation of proposed land uses in the community.
This tool — the software PLACE®S (PLAnning for Community Energy, Economic, and
Environmental Sustainability) — has been used in various locations around California, including
locally as part of the SACOG Blueprint project. Because of its involvement with the Blueprint
project and other local, community based planning efforts, SACOG has become a partner in the
development of the software. Staff is proposing partnering with SACOG to use the PLACE®S
system to evaluate land use alternatives and the development of the General Plan Final Land
Use Map.

Utilizing PLACE®S in Rancho Cordova will require refining the estimates for dwellings and jobs
within the 500+ traffic analysis zones (TAZ's). The general plan team is currently working with
SACOG staff to complete a highly refined version of the PLACE®S model for the Rancho
Cordova’s General Plan. The current exercise is focused primarily on increasing the accuracy
of traffic analysis data.

In addition to developing TAZ data, the PLACE®S model has the potential to evaluate the return
on investment (ROI) of proposed development within study areas smaller than the General Plan
Planning Area. ROI is a basic measure of whether a particular development project would be
profitable (based on project percentage return) and is valuable in determining which land uses
proposed in the General Plan are most likely to be constructed. It could be a highly valuable
tool for discussion of the Folsom Boulevard Planning Area, among others.

To date, SACOG has generally used the PLACE’S model at a countywide or regional scale.
Rancho Cordova’s efforts represent one of the first attempts within the region to narrow the
PLACE?®S model to the local city scale. Because of SACOG's interest in applying the PLACE®S
model at the city level, SACOG staff has been generous in providing staff assistance to
understand the fixed and adjustable assumptions and to help create a base model for the City
using development types unique to Rancho Cordova that are consistent with the proposed land
use designations in the Interim General Plan. Once the data is inputted into the base model
and applied to parcels using the system, staff will be able to evaluate the merits of multiple land
use scenarios prior to adoption of the General Plan Final Land Use Map.

Folsom Boulevard Strateqy

Through the development of the General Plan, processing of current planning applications and
interaction with the community, it has become clear that revitalization of Folsom Boulevard is a
very high priority. A typical general plan treatment for such a corridor would be to identify
issues, opportunities and constraints, and to establish future actions to promote revitalization.
Under this approach, detailed planning for the corridor would occur after General Plan adoption.

Given the high priority of initiating revitalization of Folsom Boulevard, staff suggests that detailed
planning for the Folsom Boulevard corridor should occur concurrently with General Plan
preparation. The results of this work may be incorporated in the General Plan or within a
separate document such as a Specific Plan, Special Planning Area or Redevelopment
Implementation Plan. Due to the regulatory and financial mechanisms available through a
Specific Plan, staff believes that a Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan is the most appropriate
document for initiating and guiding revitalization of Folsom Boulevard. Staff acknowledges that
any such planning tool would not duplicate past planning efforts for Folsom Boulevard. Rather,
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the document should incorporate all relevant visions, plans, and details, and then focus on the
actions, priorities, and associated costs to implement the revitalization effort.

Downtown Rancho Cordova

Like the Folsom Boulevard corridor, planning for the “Downtown District” of Rancho Cordova
has focused on boundaries and a general vision. It had been anticipated that detailed planning
of land uses for the Downtown District as an overlay designation would follow adoption of the
General Plan, and that such future efforts would include detailed implementation programs.

An alternative to the current General Plan scope would be to more clearly define downtown land
uses and corresponding density and intensity provisions within the General Plan process. In
order to guide downtown planning, whether as part of the current General Plan effort or as a
subsequent project, staff would propose additional tours of existing downtowns to better define
the City’s vision and to ensure City Council, the GPAC and staff are all operating with a shared
understanding of downtowns.

The General Plan Pro Forma effort described above would also generate new information on
the types of uses Rancho Cordova can reasonably expect to attract to its Downtown District.
Such information would increase the City’s likelihood of achieving its vision of the downtown.

Housing Conditions Survey

A survey of housing conditions within Rancho Cordova has been completed as part of the
General Plan effort to support preparation of the Housing Element. A sample survey (25%) of
single-family housing conditions and a comprehensive survey of multi-family structures were
completed over the last year. The City is now seeking to establish a Redevelopment District
and, due to the requirements of state law, a more detailed housing conditions inventory is
required for this effort.

Due to the specific needs for housing conditions information associated with the Redevelopment
District program, staff proposes to conduct subsequent housing surveys for the blight
assessment of single-family residential structures. Recently acquired equipment will allow this
survey to be logged digitally in the field and incorporated directly into the City's GIS project files.
Such information will not only support the Redevelopment District efforts, but will also provide a
greater level of detail for the General Plan Housing Element.

Parks and Open Space Standards

The Cordova Recreation and Park District (District) provides park facilities within and around the
City of Rancho Cordova. The District has proposed an increase in the park dedication
requirement for new development from five acres per 1,000 residents to seven acres per 1,000
residents. The District has also proposed a comprehensive list of facilities required to meet the
demands of a population of 100,000 residents. These changes to land dedication and the
associated park improvement fees are currently under consideration by the District and will be
proposed to the City Council for endorsement and implementation in the next two months.

Separately, but clearly related, the City is contemplating requiring usable open space to be
provided in development projects in addition to the District's park system. The City is currently
working with the firm MIG to clearly define our expectation of open space, including how open
space functions, what it provides to the community, and how it should be required in
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development projects. It is likely this effort will require four months to complete, present to the
development community, submit to the Planning Commission and bring forward to the City
Council for action.

Due to the importance of park and open space amenities with the community, particularly for
higher density residential, it would be desirable to resolve the park and open space standards
prior to finalizing the General Plan. Additionally, the chosen park and open space standards
may influence the outcomes of the General Plan Pro Forma in that the land dedication, park
improvement fees and maintenance costs associated with these facilities will be significant
costs for which developers and future residents will be obligated.

Capital Improvement Plan/Roads Planning

The City is currently completing a nexus study for its Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), an effort
that focuses primarily on roadway and circulation improvements. This effort will better define
the cost of providing circulation improvements proposed within the General Plan. It is
anticipated that this effort will result in an increase to the interim road fee that has been adopted
by the City.

In addition to the CIP improvements, the City has initiated studies on the timing of required road
improvements that may result in changes to the timing of road projects as adopted by
Sacramento County prior to City incorporation. Currently, the City is restricted from recording
residential lots within the Sunridge Specific Plan until roadway improvements are initiated or
completed for the 2,000, 3,025, and 6,500 lot thresholds as described in the conditions of
approval for the Sunridge Specific Plan. Additionally, there are challenging questions on
whether the restrictions that apply to the Sunridge Specific Plan should also apply to other major
development projects.

In addition to the local roadway network, there has been considerable effort dedicated to
planning the Elk Grove/Rancho Cordova/El Dorado Hills Connector Road. This proposed major
road corridor between Highway 50 and Interstate 5 may follow the existing Grantline/White Rock
Road alignment and would have significant implications to road planning within the City. Details
of this road will likely not be resolved prior to General Plan adoption. However, it is quite
possible that major questions regarding alignment and level of access to the road could be
addressed in the coming months and that such information would better inform Rancho
Cordova'’s circulation planning efforts.

Pace of Development

Staff has identified issues related to providing facilities and services in a manner that will keep
pace with development. The most immediate concern is road capacity, specifically Sunrise
Boulevard and other key roads that will serve southeast Rancho Cordova. Currently, members
of the development community have suggested that payment of road fees satisfies their
obligations for road improvements. However, the amount of time required to plan, design,
permit, and construct roads may prove a greater challenge than generating funds to construct
the roads. Staff has and will continue to strongly advocate that roads must be constructed to
keep ahead of demand and that payment of traffic mitigation fees does not, in and of itself,
resolve a developers responsibility to provide roads.

In addition to roads, a variety of public facilities must be provided to serve the community as
development occurs, including bridges and interchanges, schools, parks, police facilities, fire
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stations, City facilities (city hall, corporation yard, etc.), water and wastewater facilities, and
other public facilities.

While the current General Plan program will identify in general terms the facilities and services
needed to serve new development, it has not to date considered how quickly new services can
be provided. Given the extremely rapid growth that has occurred in Elk Grove and North
Natomas, it appears prudent to evaluate how quickly public facilities and services can be
provided. Such information would refine the City’'s Pro Forma and fee generation assumptions
and could, if so directed by the City Council, be used to regulate the pace of development.

Additional Review/Revision Period

The General Plan team has worked diligently to complete draft Elements of the General Plan
and present these to the GPAC. In order to meet the December 2005 deadline the GPAC has
been divided into two groups, with each group reviewing two or three draft Elements during
each GPAC meeting. Ideally, the GPAC will have the opportunity to review each Element twice
before the Draft General Plan is prepared and circulated for public review (the first review has
already been completed). The City Council has reviewed issues and components of various
key Elements, including Land Use, Circulation and Housing. However, the current schedule
does not allow what might be considered a period of reflection, and is progressing rapidly to
circulation as a public draft. At this time, staff has identified numerous discussion topics that
have been considered by the GPAC, but that would benefit from additional time for GPAC and
Council discussion. A few of the major vision issues that staff recommends receive further
consideration include:

« What is the right mix of land uses (amount of retail, jobs/housing balance, etc.) to create
a desirable and fiscally solvent City?

« What is the City’s vision for the Downtown District in terms of land uses, density and
intensity of development?

« What are the appropriate locations for light and heavy industrial uses? Are there areas
where the City will encourage businesses to relocate to more appropriate sites?

« What types of affordable housing programs does the City wish to implement?

« What parks and open space policies, programs and standards does the City support?

« How will the City implement habitat conservation programs (mitigation for state and
federal protected resources)?

GENERAL PLAN EXTENSIONS FOR NEW CITIES

Under state law, the City is obligated to adopt a General Plan within 30 months of incorporation.
This requirement has resulted in the current schedule to adopt the General Plan by the end of
2005. Should a new city be unable to complete its first general plan within 30 months, the city
must request an extension from the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR). It is very
common for new cities to request and receive such an extension, so long as progress toward
general plan completion is demonstrated. For example, of the 21 newly-incorporated
jurisdictions in California since 1990 (excluding Rancho Cordova), all but seven have requested
and received extensions for all or part of their new General Plan. Locally, both Citrus Heights
and Elk Grove were each granted one year extensions for the approval of their first general
plans.

Cities may request an extension for all or part of their new General Plan by submitting an
application to OPR that consists of the following components:
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« General Plan Extension Application Form
« Resolution of the Local Legislative Body (City Council) that describes:
o The elements that the City is requesting an extension on,
o The amount of time needed to complete the update,
o Reasons why the extension is needed
« Detailed budget and schedule for plan preparation and adoption
« Proposed policies and procedures for ensuring consistency between land use decisions
and the in-progress General Plan
« Other materials as request by OPR, including
o The existing General Plan
o Copies of the latest draft of the new General Plan
o A copy of the Zoning Code and Subdivision Ordinance (See Gov. Code Section
65361).

Because the process of securing the OPR extension is somewhat complex, preparation of a
request for extension should begin approximately six months prior to the adoption deadline.
The extension request must be completed and submitted to OPR at least three months prior to
the adoption deadline. OPR may grant extensions for up to two years at a time. There is no
penalty for requesting an extension of a General Plan development process.

If the City Council directs adjustment to the General Plan scope and/or schedule, the City
Attorney’s office would begin preparing the OPR extension documents.  Once the
scope/schedule issues have been discussed and resolved, the length of the extension would be
determined. Staff anticipates the length of requested extension would range from six months to
one year.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION PROCESSING PRIOR TO GENERAL PLAN COMPLETION

While the General Plan process is underway, including any extensions requested from and
granted by OPR, any necessary findings for land use consistency are based on the City's
interim policies and standards, which include the City’s Vision Book, Draft Land Use Map and
Circulation Plan. These interim diagrams and policies have been included for further study and
evaluation in the City's Draft General Plan. While the preparation of a Draft General Plan is
underway, state law only allows newly-incorporated cities to approve projects and take other
actions, including issuing building permits, if the City can make all of the following findings:

1. There is a reasonable probability that the land use or action proposed will be consistent
with the general plan proposal being considered or studied or which will be studied
within a reasonable time.

2. There is little or no probability of substantial detriment to or interference with the future
adopted general plan if the proposed use or action is ultimately inconsistent with the
plan.

3. The proposed use or action complies with all other applicable requirements of state law
and local ordinances. (Gov. Code Section 65360).
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The City must exercise great care in evaluating development applications and proposals to
determine if the findings above can be made pursuant to state law. The City will probably find it
more difficult to evaluate certain classes of projects for conformity with the necessary findings.
If the City Council directs the General Plan schedule be modified, then it would be appropriate
to consider which pending projects could proceed forward immediately and which projects
should be delayed pending completion of additional work on the General Plan.

If the City Council directs revisions to the General Plan scope/schedule, then staff will return to
the Council with options for establishing a queuing system for development application review.
Because of inherent differences between projects (stage in review process, size and location,
consistency with Draft General Plan), it is expected that some projects would be minimally
affected by a revised General Plan schedule, while other projects could experience processing
delays of up to one year. Attachment 1 reviews the major pending development applications
and provides very general analysis of the potential delays for each project.

Obligation to Process Development Applications

In processing development applications, the City must consider the Permit Streamlining Act
(PSA) and California Environmental Quality Act, both of which place time limits on the
processing of development applications. The PSA typically gives the City 60 to 180 days to
approve or disapprove a project once an EIR, Negative Declaration or CEQA exemption has
been certified or adopted by the agency. Gov. Code Section 65950.

The PSA does not apply, however, to decisions that are legislative in nature, such as rezones,
specific plans, or general plan amendments. Gov. Code Section 65928; Landi v. County of
Monterey, 139 Cal. App. 3d 934, 937 (1983). All major pending applications within the City
involve such legislative actions and, therefore, the City is not mandated to approve or
disapprove these applications in a fixed time frame. However, the City must still act on such
applications in a reasonable time period consistent with the time limits imposed by the California
Environmental Quality Act, and the principles of due process and equal protection. See, e.g.,
Land Waste Management v. Contra Costa County, 222 CA 3d 950 (1990); see also California
Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code Section 21000, et. seq.

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPANDED GENERAL PLAN SERVICES

If the City Council directs the General Plan scope to be reviewed and modified, then staff would
return to the Council for specific direction on which of the issues identified herein should be
incorporated in the current General Plan effort. If the General Plan scope is expanded, there
will be additional costs associated with staff time and consultant fees.

The City previously adopted a General Plan Cost Recovery Fee to fund preparation and
implementation of the General Plan. If the General Plan scope is amended, the General Plan
Fee should be revisited and possibly increased. While it is not possible to identify the specific
fee adjustment until specific tasks are identified, it is likely that any increase to the General Plan
Fee would be relatively minor, possibly in the range of and additional $25 per new dwelling unit
and not likely to exceed an additional $50 per new dwelling unit.

In some cases, the tasks described in this report may be completed within the General Plan
process, as parallel projects while the General Plan is completed, or as subsequent projects
following adoption of the General Plan. For instance, the Folsom Boulevard planning work
described herein could be completed now or as a subsequent effort. In establishing the General

City Council Staff Report 9 of 10 General Plan
June 15, 2005 Scope of Services and Schedule



Plan Cost Recovery Fee, the City anticipated and funded both preparation of the General Plan
and future implementation programs anticipated to occur during the first ten years of Cityhood.
Detailed plans for Folsom Boulevard, preparation of design guidelines, and a comprehensive
Zoning Code update were all considered as likely General Plan implementation efforts, and
therefore would be funded through the General Plan Fee.

ATTACHMENTS

1.  Status of Timing of Pending Development Applications
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Attachment 1
Status and Timing of Pending
Development Applications

Review of Active Development Applications

The relationship between current project applications and the General Plan process must be
given careful consideration. Among the implications of the current development project reviews
are whether the City will successfully achieve its vision, how desirable a community Rancho
Cordova will be in future decades, and the financial success of both the City and the developers
that have proposed projects.

Before revising the General Plan process (tasks and/or schedule), the City Council should
carefully consider the impacts of such changes on the development projects currently under
review within the City. One significant issue that must be addressed is whether changes in the
timing of project reviews will actually slow construction within the City. In addition to the City
review and approval process, there are a number of variables that could affect the timing of
construction for proposed projects, including:

e Requirements to secure regulatory agency permits (Corps of Engineer's Section 404
permits, CDFG and USFWS endangered species issues, etc.)

¢ Requirements to complete specific roadway projects (the Sunridge Specific Plan lists
required road projects and specific thresholds for road project construction)

e Adequate water supply and facilities to deliver domestic water service

While building permit issuance is an important threshold to the City as well as the developer,
there are milestone approvals prior to building permit that are financially significant to
developers within the City. Staff is not qualified to define the financial impacts to a developer
resulting from a delay in the approval of a Specific Plan or a Tentative Map. However, it is
highly likely that the development community will be concerned over any slowing of the project
review process, even when other requirements could substantially delay actual construction.

Status and Implications to Currently Proposed Projects
Provided below are brief descriptions of the major pending development projects, each closing
with a statement on the potential for delay in construction that might result from a delay in the

General Plan adoption/project review process.

Suncreek Specific Plan

Currently proposed as a mixed use project including various commercial sites, parks, an 80-
acre High School/Middle School site and approximately 6,000 residential dwelling units. This
project is generally consistent in form to the diagrams and land use descriptions within the Draft
Land Use Map Book, the Draft Circulation Plan and the General Plan Vision Book.

The Suncreek Specific Plan was the subject of a recently completed design charrette and is
continuing through the process of plan development. A joint EIR/EIS will be required for this
project and the complexity of this environmental document makes unlikely the approval of the



Suncreek Specific Plan before early 2007. Staff would a minor delay in processing the
Suncreek Specific Plan, primarily to complete the Pro Forma effort and to ensure the proposed
development densities are appropriate. Considerable work on the Suncreek Specific Plan could
be completed while the Pro Forma is completed, including beginning the project EIR/EIS.

Therefore, delays in the General Plan process are not likely to significantly affect the timing of
construction within the Suncreek Specific Plan.

Rio del Oro Specific Plan

Currently proposed as a mixed use project including various commercial sites,
office/employment uses, parks, an 80-acre High School/Middle School site and approximately
11,300 residential dwelling units. This project is generally consistent in form to the diagrams
and land use descriptions within the Draft Land Use Map Book, the Draft Circulation Plan and
the General Plan Vision Book.

As measured by dwellings, commercial uses, employees or total acres, the Rio del Oro Specific
Plan is the largest project proposed in the City. Proposed prior to City incorporation, this project
has been the subject of concerted staff efforts for more than two years. A joint EIR/EIS is under
preparation could be released for public review as early as late summer/early fall 2005. Action
on this project could occur near the end of year 2005.

The Rio del Oro project is comprised of two land owners, Elliott Homes holding an area
identified as Phase 1, and Gencorp/Aerojet holding the balance. Assuming traffic and
circulation impacts of the project can be resolved, Phase 1 of Rio del Oro could proceed with
construction in spring 2006. Resolution of the traffic issues is complex due to restrictions placed
upon the Sunridge Specific Plan and a general position of the City that subsequent projects
should not delay construction of the first 6,500 dwellings within the Sunridge Specific Plan.

Due to the scale of Rio del Oro, this project is one of particular interest in the General Plan pro
forma process. It contains the largest areas of commercial and office/professional uses
proposed at this time, as well as the greatest number of dwellings of any project within the City.

Therefore, a delay in the General Plan process, and a resulting delay or change to land uses in
Rio del Oro, could delay construction of Elliott Homes’ Phase 1 of this project up to one year.
No delay to construction within the Gencorp/Aerojet portion of Rio del Oro is anticipated from a
General Plan delay.

The Preserve at Sunridge

Currently proposed as a mixed use project including various commercial sites, parks, and
approximately 2,700 residential dwelling units. This project is generally consistent in form to the
diagrams and land use descriptions within the Draft Land Use Map Book, the Draft Circulation
Plan and the General Plan Vision Book.

The Preserve at Sunridge (The Preserve) was the subject of the City’s second design charrette
and is generally considered to be a refined project design that is nearly ready for formal review.
The project EIR is scheduled for public review in Summer 2005, with Council action occurring as
early as Fall 2005. Once the City has acted upon this project, the applicants must secure
Section 404 Permits from the Corps of Engineers, a process that is likely to be time consuming
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and will quite likely require preparation of a subsequent EIS. Additionally, requirements to
construct roadway improvement could delay construction within The Preserve.

Therefore, delays in the General Plan process and linking approval of The Preserve to the
General Plan schedule would delay City approvals for this project, but would not likely delay
actual construction within The Preserve.

Sunridge Specific Plan — West of Americanos plus North Douglas

A collection of projects within the Sunridge Specific Plan, including: Anatolia 1, 2 and 3, Lot J,
Sunridge Park, Montelena, and North Douglas, are proceeding through various stages of project
review and implementation. Staff proposes that these projects should proceed on their current
paths regardless of the General Plan schedule/scope. These projects were all in the approved
Sunridge Specific Plan and represent the logical progression of residential construction. These
projects include approximately 5,700 dwelling units, or approximately two to three years of
development capacity.

Therefore, staff recommends that the noted projects within the Sunridge Specific Plan be
allowed to move forward in the review process. These projects would be reviewed for
consistency with policies and programs contemplated within the General Plan effort.

SunRidge Specific Plan — East Properties

The East Properties of the Sunridge Specific Plan represent approximately 640 acres of land.
The projects in this area were approved by the County prior to City incorporation, but have
required major revision due to Corps of Engineers’ required wetland preserves. Currently, the
applicants of these projects have increased proposed densities to maintain as many dwelling
units as possible as on-site mitigation preserves have expanded. Various issues associated
with these projects, including overall density, configuration of open space, and traffic
improvement obligations are currently under review.

Therefore, staff would recommend delaying action upon the East Properties application if the
scope of the General Plan is modified. Further, staff would recommend delaying these projects
only until such time as the City has resolved relevant issues. Due to infrastructure timing
issues, including road capacity and water service, such a delay is not likely to delay construction
of homes within the East Properties.

Westborough and Waegell property

Two large land areas, each anticipated to be a Specific Plan, are likely to be proposed in the
coming months. The Westborough project includes Aerojet land within the City and adjacent to
Highway 50. The Waegell property includes the southernmost land within the City and is
bordered by Sunrise Boulevard on the west and SR 16/Grantline on the south. These are both
major projects, both require permits from federal agencies, and no environmental document is
underway on either of these projects.

Therefore, delays in the General Plan process should have minimal impact on the construction
schedules of the Westborough project or the Waegell property. While staff would recommend
delaying making firm commitments to proposed land uses in these projects, it would be possible
to continue preliminary planning of these projects, including beginning the environmental review
documents.
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RANCHO CORDOVA FINANCE

* Revenue Neutrality

— Eliminates a significant portion of Property
Taxes for 31 years

* Results in a Heavy Reliance on Unstable
Resources:
— Sale Taxes
— Property Transfer Taxes
— Transient Occupancy Taxes
— Franchise Fees

* These Fees Represent 37.9% of FY 2006
Revenues




CONSEQUENCES

* This leads to the City’s need to recover ALL of
its costs that are permissible

* To accomplish this we commissioned a study to
determine our TRUE cost of providing individual
services
— Revenue & Cost Specialists are concluding their

study which will provide:

» Cost of Providing a Service including:
— Direct Staff Costs, and

— Indirect Overhead cost which includes the cost of all the
auxiliary departments that support the department providing the
service




RECOVERING OUR COSTS

* Permissible costs are governed by two
constitutional amendments that were
enacted by California voters.

— Proposition 13
— Proposition 218




Proposition 13

* A City’s main source of revenue prior to
passage of Proposition 13 in 1978 was
property tax. Cities which had insufficient
revenue to pay expenditures had authority
to increase property tax with a majority
vote of the Council.

* Proposition 13 eliminated the local
government’'s ability to raise property
taxes to pay for services

— Limited the increase in taxes to 2% per year



PROPOSITION 13

* Although property taxes increases are
limited to 2% per year the cost of providing
municipal services are not

* The effect of inflation since 1978 has
resulted in needing $298.16 in 2005 to
purchase $100 in 1978 — a 298% increase

* However, property taxes of $100 in 1978
would only result in $170.69 in taxes in
2005




PROPOSITION 13

* The deficit in buying power is mitigated by:
— Reassessment of property values when sold that
provides some relief from the effects of Proposition 13
* The overall affect to California cities is that prior
to Proposition 13, Property Taxes accounted for
14.8% of resources but only provide
approximately 6.7% today

* Rancho Cordova net property taxes account for
less than 1% (.0094%) of our General Fund
budget



LEADING SOURCES OF INCOME -- CALIFORNIA CITIES

Pre Proposition 13

Service Chgs
33.2%

Property Taxes
14.0%

Sales Taxes |
10.8%
Other
Use of Prop. 14.6%
3.5%
State & Fed Aid Veh. in-lieu

20.0% 3.9%



LEADING SOURCES OF INCOME -- CALIFORNIA CITIES
Post Proposition 13

Service Chgs
36.9%

Property Taxes

5.8%
Sales Taxes
11.9%
Use of Prop. Other
3.5% 15.5%
State & Fed Aid Veh. in-lieu

23.4% 3.1%



COMPARISION

LEADING SOURCES OF INCOME -- CALIFORNIA CITIES

Pre Proposition 13

Service Chgs
33.2%

Property Taxes

14.0%
Sales Taxes )
10.8% ;
g Other
Use of Prop. 14.6%
3.5%
State & Fed Aid Veh. in-lieu
20.0% 3.9%

LEADING SOURCES OF INCOME -- CALIFORNIA CITIES

Post Proposition 13

Service Chgs
36.9%
Property Taxes
5.8%
Sales Taxes
11.9%

Use of Prop. Other

3.5% 15.5%

State & Fed Aid Veh. in-lieu
23.4% 3.1%
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CITY CALIFORNIA REVENUES
MARCH 2005

Service Charges
41.0%

Special Taxes
3.0% Debt Service

1.0%
Fees
8.0%
Other
4.0%
Licenses & Permits Vehicle License Fee
2.0% 4.0%

State & Fed. Aid
9.0%
Assessments
1.0% Property Tax
Sales Tax 7.0%
10.0%

Other General Tax
6.0%

Utility User Tax
4.0%
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PROPOSTION 218

* Adopted in 1996

* Voter backlash from governments using local in-

lieu property taxes on utilities as well as
assessments

 City were using these methods to recover some
of the losses associated with Prop 13

* Resulted in a differentiation between services
provided to homeowners vs. services provided
to property

— Difference between cost of providing a service vs. a
property tax




OVERALL EFFECTS

* General tax increases require 2/3 voter
approval

» Specific tax increases for specified
purposes requires majority voter approval

 All non-property related fees require a
majority vote of the Council but does not
require voter approval

— These fees are the topic of presentation
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Leading Sources
of California City Revenues

FY 1974-75 (Pre Prop
13) FY 1980-81 (After Prop 13) FY 2000-01
Service Charges 35.2% 36.9% 42.0%
State & Fed Aid 21.2% 23.4% 9.3%
Property Tax 14.8% 5.8% 6.5%
Sales & Use Tax 11.4% 11.9% 10.2%
Use $/Property 3.7% 3.5% 5.9%
Vehicle License Fee 41% 3.1% 3.8%
Utility User Tax 3.8%
Other 9.6% 15.5% 18.5%

Source: Calif. State Controller, CaliforniaCityFinance.com




Who Controls City

Revenues

Who Decides @ Who Decides the
Who Sets the Rate? Who Pays? Allocation?
levied by city/voters
Sales and Use Tax limited by state law state state
levied by city/voters
Property Tax limited by constitution state state
state, limited by
Vehicle License Fee state state constitution
Utility User Tax
Business License Tax city/voters city/voters city
Transient Occupancy Tax
Flisicisess Feslapany levied by city/voters city/voters
Transfer Tax limited by state law limited by state city
Intergovernmental Subventions (gas tax, etc.) state state state
Local Assessments city/voters city/voters city
Fines & Forfeitures state state state
Service Charges and User Fees city city city
15
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List of All Possible Fees

* Refer to Attachment 1, List of Potential Fees by
Category:
— Development Impact Fees
« Community Facilities Fees
» Specific Plan & General Plan Fees
« Other Mitigation Fees
 Other Jurisdictional Fees

— Processing Fees:

* Planning
* Public Works
* Building Permit Fees
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Jurisdictions

CHINO HILLS
CHULA VISTA
DAVIS

ELK GROVE
FAIRFIELD
FOLSOM
IRVINE

LAKE FOREST

LIVERMORE

in Survey

RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA
ROCKLIN

ROSEVILLE

SACRAMENTO

SANTA CLARITA

TRACY

VACAVILLE

WEST SACRAMENTO
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OTHER FEES
h

* These fees are the subject of the study
being conducted by Revenue & Cost
Specialists

* Include a number of fees that are either
currently being charged but there are also
fees that would be new to the City

* The Cost of Service Study will provide the
total cost of providing a service including
overhead




OTHER FEES

 Staff will bring back to the Council the

proposed fee structure including adding
additional fees

* Examples of new fees would include:
— Technology Fee: to cover the cost of the
Hansen software attributable to development

— Expanded Police fees including:
» Parking tickets
« Accident reports, etc.
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OTHER FEES

« Attachment #1 include a list of some
representative fees
— That list will be expanded with the Cost of
Service study
* These fees, once adopted, will be updated
annually by software that is provided by
the consultant
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Public Works Cost Recovery

* Processing Fees
 Development Impact Fees

Capital Improvements

— Impact Fees

— Federal and State Grants

— Measure “A’

— CFF

— Special Districts
Operations & Maintenance
— Measure A

— Gas Tax
— Maintenance Districts
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Burden per Unit

Figure 1
Infrastructure Burden Comparison [1]
Single-Family Units (2,200 Sq. Ft.)
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Burden per Uni
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Figure 2

Infrastructure Burden Comparison [1]
Single-Family Units (2,200 Sq. Ft.)
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of backbone infrastructure and other public facility costs.
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Citywide Capital

Improvements

Transportation Improvements $2,632,073,291

Water Supply $ 815,913,983

CSD-1 $ 212,000,000

SCRSD (Treatment Plant $ 215,000,000

Expansion Not Included)

Parks $541,302,100

Schools $ 600,000,000

Libraries $ 60,939,840
TOTAL $ 5,077,229,214
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Citywide Transportation CIP

TRANSPORTATION PROJECT

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COST

Roadway Segments (208 Projects)

$ 1,148,064,091

Intersection Improvements (91
Projects)

$ 606,309,200

ADA/Transit/Bike/Signal Control (9
Projects)

$ 296,454,000

Interchanges/Hwy 50 HOV (13
Projects)

$ 301,246,000

TOTAL

$ 2,632,073,291




Public Works O&M Costs

— New development to pay its fair share of O&M
costs for impacts as a result of new
development

— Gas Tax and Measure A currently used to
fund O&M Services for existing streets
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Next Steps

 City staff pursuing the formation of a Road
Maintenance Assessment District as a steady
source of funding for pavement maintenance
and repair

* Nexus Study under preparation for the proposed
Transportation Impact Fee

* Nexus Study under preparation for the proposed
Park Fee

* The Transportation and Park CIPs have been
outreached to the BIA and Development
Community

28



Next Steps

* The proposed Transportation Impact Fee
will be brought before the Council on July
18, 2005 for adoption

* |dentification of Other Potential Fees



Discussion
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