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CONCURRENT MEETING 
CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT 

AGENCY (CRA)/RANCHO CORDOVA FINANCING CORPORATION (RCFC) 
 

City Hall 
2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova 

 
Tuesday, January 22, 2013 

 
5:30 PM – Regular Meeting 

David B. Roberts Council Chambers 
 

AGENDA 
 
1. REGULAR MEETING - CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 

Council Members McGarvey, Sander, Skoglund, Terry, and Mayor Budge. 
 
2. METRO CABLE TV TELEVISION ANNOUNCEMENT 
 

The Clerk will announce the meetings video recording and playback schedules. 
 
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

The Mayor will call on someone in attendance to lead the Pledge. 
 
4. INVOCATION 
 
 The Mayor will call on someone in attendance to give an invocation. 
 
5. PRESENTATIONS 
 
5.1 Presentation of Proclamation to Junior League of Sacramento President Aimee Gillum 

in Recognition of the League’s 70th Anniversary. 
 
5.2 Presentation of Proclamation to AMPAC Fine Chemicals Senior Capital Buyer Brad 

Nye  in Recognition of Their Community  Volunteerism. 
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6. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Citizens wishing to address the Council for any matter on the Consent Calendar or not 
on the agenda may do so at this time by completing and submitting a Speaker Card to 
the City Clerk.  For items on the agenda, speakers will be called up to the podium by 
the Mayor at the point on the agenda when the item will be heard.  Speakers are 
encouraged to keep comments to three minutes or less and to state name and 
community of residence. 
 
Note, 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. 

 
7. COUNCIL REPORTS 
 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS - ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
8.1 Subject: Meeting Minutes of December 17, 2012 Regular Meeting and January 8-9, 

2013 Special Meeting. 
Recommendation: Adopt minutes.  

 
8.2 Subject: Ordinance Amending Rancho Cordova Municipal Code Chapters 6.20 and 

6.21 on Solid Waste and Recycling; Resolution Granting the Public Works Director the 
Authority to Negotiate and Execute Non-exclusive Commercial Solid Waste and 
Recycling Collection Agreements. 
Recommendation: Waive second reading and adopt Ordinance No. 22-2012. (Roll 
Call Vote). 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this Ordinance will repeal outdated 
Sacramento County Code provisions on solid waste from the City’s Code, which were 
previously incorporated by reference, and will amend Rancho Cordova Municipal Code 
chapters 6.20 and 6.21 on solid waste and recycling to resolve conflicts between the 
Code and commercial franchise agreements for solid waste collection and reflect 
changes in State law concerning recycling.   
Staff Report: Kathy Garcia, Public Works Department. 
Advances Goals: 1,2, and 5. 

 
8.3 Subject: City-Sponsored Zoning Code Amendment – Digital Freeway Signs – Applies 

Citywide. 
Recommendation: Waive second reading and adopt Ordinance No. 23-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Approving this Zoning Code Amendment removes 
the requirement for an Operating Agreement for Applicant’s pursuing entitlements for a 
Digital Freeway Sign. The amendment also establishes community messaging, an 
operation and maintenance plan, and an increased standard for removal of traditional 
billboards within the City when a Conditional Use Permit is considered, as standard 
requirements for installation of a Digital Freeway Sign. The Amendment would allow 
the City Council to consider a deviation from these standards in the form of an optional 
Operating Agreement when an Applicant desires to provide an equivalent community 
benefit in an alternative manner. 
Staff Report: Jessica Jordan, Planning Department. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, and 6. 
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8.4 Subject: Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Approve a Change Order for 
Additional Paving in the Amount of $18,000 with Douglas Veerkamp General 
Engineering Increasing the Folsom Boulevard Phase 3 Total Contract Value to 
$4,954,984. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 9-2013. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this resolution will authorize the City 
Manager to execute a contract change order (CCO) associated with the Folsom 
Boulevard Phase 3 project (construction Contract No. 87-2011) in the amount of 
$18,000 increasing the maximum total contract value to $4,954,984. 
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6. 

 
8.5 Subject: Resolution No. 8-2013 Awarding Construction Contract to Tim Paxin’s Pacific 

Excavation, Inc. for the Bicycle Traffic Signal Detection Project in an Amount of 
$149,876. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 8-2013. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this resolution will authorize the City 
Manger to award a construction contract to Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc., the 
lowest responsive bidder, who would perform work on the Bicycle Traffic Signal 
Detection Project.   
 
Work performed under this construction contract includes installation of bike detections 
and bike lane striping work at seven intersections throughout the City.  The installation 
of bike detections will allow bikes to be detected when they approach the intersection.  
Currently, bicyclists would have to wait for a vehicle to approach the intersection or 
push the pedestrian push button.  This project helps the City improve its status of being 
a bicycle friendly community. 
Staff Report:  Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director 
Advances Goals:  1, 2, and 5 

 
8.6 Subject: Approval of Council Member Appointments to Regional Boards, Commissions 

and Committees for 2013. 
Recommendation:  That Council confirms their 2013 commitments to serve on other 
agency boards, commissions, and committees. 
Result of Recommended Action: The City Clerk will confirm appointments with the 
members of the Council responsible for representing the agency boards, commissions, 
and committees they serve, and will ensure that any necessary Fair Political Practices 
Commission (FPPC) filings are completed. 
Staff Report:  Mindy Cuppy, City Clerk. 
Advances Goal: 4. 

 
9. CONSENT PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS - ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
9.1 Subject: Safeway Fueling Center #1746 Conditional Use Permit and Minor Design 

Review; Project No. DD7653 – Located at 10605 Folsom Boulevard. CONTINUED 
FROM DECEMBER 17, 2012. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 120-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this resolution will allow construction of 
a new fueling station and convenience store to be operated by Safeway. The new 
development will remove an old vacant building off the Boulevard and upgrade the 
appearance of that portion of the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan.   
Staff Report: William Campbell, Planning Department. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2 and 6. 
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9.2 Subject: Action Items Related to the Formation of the City of Rancho Cordova 

Community Facilities District No. 2013-2 (Police Services) 
Recommendation: Continue the Public Hearing to February 4, 2013. 
Result of Recommended Action: The continuation of the public hearing to the 
February 4th meeting will allow for revisions to the final rate and method of 
apportionment of the special tax to be levied within the community facilities district to 
pay for police services.   
Staff Report: Donna Silva and Michelle Mingay, Finance Department. 
Advances Goal: 5. 

 
9.3 Subject: Action Items Related to the Formation of the City of Rancho Cordova 

Community Facilities District No. 2013-1 (Storm and Flood Protection Services). 
Recommendation:  Continue the Public Hearing to February 4, 2013. 
Result of Recommended Action: The continuation of the public hearing to the 
February 4th meeting will allow for revisions to the final rate and method of 
apportionment of the special tax to be levied within the community facilities district to 
pay for storm and flood protection services.   
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works. 
Advances Goal: 5. 

 
10. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
 
10.1 Subject: Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism Multi-Sport Facility Administrative Use 

Permit and Variance; Project No. DD7735 – Located at 2561 Mercantile Drive. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 1-2013. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this resolution will allow an indoor multi-
use sports facility within a 71,628 square foot building that will be capable of housing 
basketball and volleyball tournaments.  Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism (RCT&T) 
will be able to accomplish one of its main goals to increase tourism and overnight stays 
in the City during the weekends.  The facility will also cater to the regular weekday 
training and workout schedules for local area teams, club teams, and individuals. 
Staff Report: William Campbell, Planning Department. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, and 6. 

 
10.2 Subject: Resolution Approving an Updated to the Transportation Development Impact 

Fee Program and Nexus Analysis. 
Recommendation:  1. Adopt Resolution No. 7-2013; and 2. Waive the first reading 
and introduce Ordinance No. 3-2013 
Result of Recommended Action:  Adoption of Resolution No. 7-2013 approves the 
update to the Transportation Development Impact Fee Program and Nexus Study and 
adopts reduced transportation development impact fees in the new development area. 
Adoption of Ordinance No. 3-2013 makes minor amendments to Chapter 16.84 of the 
Municipal Code to be consistent with the provisions of the Nexus Study. 
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works. 
Advances Goal: 5. 
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11. REGULAR CALENDAR ITEMS 
 
11.1 Subject: Endorsement of the Next Economy Capital Region Prosperity Plan. 

Recommendation: Adopt resolution 3-2013 formally endorsing the Next Economy 
Plan. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this resolution will allow staff to align 
our current and future actions with the Next Economy Prosperity Plan 
Staff Report: Micah Runner, Economic Development Department. 
Advances Goals: 1,2, and 6. 

 
11.2 Subject: Private Business Directional Sign Policy. 

Recommendation:  That Council consider various policy options related to private 
business directional signs in the public rights-of-way and provide direction to staff as 
appropriate.   
Result of Recommended Action: Staff will act appropriately given the direction 
provided by Council. 
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, 5, and 6. 

 
12. COUNCIL REQUESTS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 
13. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Mayor Budge will adjourn the meeting to closed session in the Community Board 
Room. 

 
15. CLOSED SESSION - CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 

Council Members McGarvey, Sander, Skoglund, Terry, and Mayor Budge. 
 
16. CLOSED SESSION 
 

Council may adjourn to Closed Session to discuss the following item(s): 
 
 Conference with Legal Council, Existing Litigation. (Paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of 

Section 54956.9). Name of case: City of Rancho Cordova and Successor Agency to 
the Rancho Cordova Redevelopment Agency v. Ana Matosantos, Julie Valverde, John 
Chaing, California State Board of Equalization. Case Number 34-2012-80001356. 

 
17. OPEN SESSION - REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION 
 

The City Attorney will report on action taken in Closed Session. 
 
18. ADJOURNMENT 
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  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

 
UNLESS THE COUNCIL ADOPTS A MOTION TO EXTEND THE MEETING, ANY ITEM THAT IS 
NOT INITIATED BEFORE 11:00 PM WILL BE CONTINUED TO THE NEXT DAY AT 5:30 PM OR 
SCHEDULED ON THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING AGENDA OF THE COUNCIL. 
 
Public documents related to items on the open session portion of this agenda, which are distributed 
to the City Council less than 72 hours prior to the meeting, shall be available for public inspection at 
the time the documents are distributed to the Council.  Documents are available for inspection at 
the City Clerk's office located in Rancho Cordova City Hall. 
 
The agenda items are accessible on the City’s website at www.cityofranchocordova.org on 
Thursdays or Fridays prior to the Regular City Council Meeting. 
 

 
CITYWIDE GOALS - (Adopted March 27, 2012) 

 
1. Promote the Positive Image of Rancho Cordova 
2. Ensure a Safe, Inviting  and Livable Community 
3. Empower Responsible Citizenship 
4. Establish Logical City Boundaries that Provide Regional Leadership and   

Address Financial Challenges 
5. Ensure the Availability of the Best Public Services in the Region while 

Practicing Sound Fiscal Management 
6. Drive Diverse Economic Opportunities 

 

 
 

UPCOMING MEETINGS 
 

Tuesday, January 29, 2013 City Council Special Meeting – Work Session (5:30 PM) 
Monday, February 4, 2013 City Council Special Meeting (4:00 PM) and Regular 

Meeting (5:30 PM) 
Tuesday, February 12, 2013 City Council Special Meeting – Work Session (5:30 PM) 

Tuesday, February 19, 2013 City Council Regular Meeting (5:30 PM) 

Tuesday, February 26, 2013 City Council Special Meeting – Work Session (5:30 PM) 
Monday, March 4, 2013 City Council Special Meeting (4:00 PM) and Regular 

Meeting (5:30 PM) 
Monday, March 18, 2013 City Council Regular Meeting (5:30 PM) 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 City Council Special Meeting – Work Session (5:30 PM) 

Monday, April 1, 2013 City Council Special Meeting (4:00 PM) and Regular 
Meeting (5:30 PM) 

Tuesday, April 9, 2013 City Council Special Meeting – Work Session (5:30 PM) 
Monday, April 15, 2013 City Council Regular Meeting - CANCELLED 
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If you have any technical questions related to the agenda items, please contact the appropriate 
department as follows: 
 

 
DEPARTMENTAL GENERAL TELEPHONE NUMBERS 

 
Building and Safety Division (916) 851-8760 
City Attorney’s Office (916) 556-1531 
City Clerk’s Department (916) 851-8720 
City Manager’s Office (916) 851-8800 
Communications Department (916) 851-8791 
Economic Development Department (916) 851-8780 
Finance Department (916) 851-8730 
Housing Department (916) 851-8784 
Human Resources Department (916) 851-8740 
IT Department (916) 851-8700 
Neighborhood Services – Animal Services (916) 851-8770 
Parks & Recreation (Cordova Recreation & Park District) (916) 362-1841 
Planning Department (916) 851-8750 
Public Works Department (916) 851-8710 
Rancho Cordova Police Department (916) 875-9600 
Redevelopment Department (916) 851-8780 
Sac Metro Fire District (916) 859-4300 

 

 
The Rancho Cordova City Council/Successor Agency to the CRA/RCFC will be videotaped in its 
entirety and will be cablecast without interruption on Metro Cable 14, the Government Affairs 
Channel on the Comcast and SureWest Cable Systems. Closed Captioning will be available on 
the playback cablecast. Tune to Metro Cable Channel 14, for playback times. A VHS copy is 
available for check out from any library branch, a DVD copy is available from the City Clerk’s 
Department, and a webcast of this meeting will be available for viewing via video streaming from 
the City’s website within 48 hours of adjournment of this meeting. The City does not control 
scheduling of this telecast and persons interested in watching the televised meeting should 
confirm this schedule with Metro Cable TV, Channel 14. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need a disability-related 
modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in this meeting, 
please contact the City Clerk’s Office at (916) 851-8720 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting. 
 

CERTIFICATION OF POSTING OF AGENDA 
 
I, Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk for the City of Rancho Cordova, declare that the foregoing 
agenda for the Tuesday, January 22, 2013 Regular Meeting of the Rancho Cordova City 
Council/Successor Agency to the CRA/RCFC was posted and available for review on Friday, 
January 18, 2013 at City Hall of the City of Rancho Cordova, 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho 
Cordova, California, 95670. The agenda is also available on the city website at 
www.cityofranchocordova.org. 
 
Signed Friday, January 18, 2013 at Rancho Cordova, California. 

 
 



 



 

 

 

 
 

CONCURRENT MEETING 
CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT 

AGENCY (CRA)/RANCHO CORDOVA FINANCING CORPORATION (RCFC) 
 

City Hall 
2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova 

 
Monday, December 17, 2012 

 
5:30 PM – Regular Meeting 

David B. Roberts Council Chambers 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 
1. CLOSED SESSION - CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 
2. CLOSED SESSION 
 
2.1 Conference with legal counsel, anticipated litigation (Government Code Section 

54956.9 (b)), one (1) potential case. 
 
Council did not meet in closed session. 

 
3. ADJOURNMENT 
 
4. REGULAR MEETING - CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Sander called the regular meeting to order in the David B. Roberts Council 
Chambers at 5:32 PM. 

 
Council Members Present: Budge, McGarvey, Sander, Skoglund, Terry.  

Council Members Absent: None. 
 

Staff Members Present: Gaebler, Lindgren, Cuppy, Downton, Sparks, Haven,  
Chinn, Snipes, Runner, Ulm, Gassaway, Sparkman, 
Abhar, Junker, Blair, Holt, Hayes, Davis, Richael, 
Simpson, Hadley, Garcia, Mingay, Silva. 
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5. METRO CABLE TV TELEVISION ANNOUNCEMENT 
 

The City Clerk read the meetings recordings and playback schedules. 
 
6. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
6.1 Flag Ceremony and Pledge of Allegiance performed by Boys Scout Webelos Den Pack 

305. 
 
7. INVOCATION 
 
 Mark Shetler, First Covenant Church gave the invocation. 
 
8. OPEN SESSION - REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION 
 

City Attorney Adam Lindgren reported that a Closed Session was not held.  
 
9. SPECIAL CERMONIES 
 
9.1 Vice Mayor Dan Skoglund was sworn in by his son John Skoglund. 
 
9.2  Mayor Linda Budge was sworn in by her mother Norma Niblett. 
 
9.3 Mayor Budge presented plaque to Outgoing Mayor David Sander. 
 
9.4 Scottie Moore made presentation honoring Outgoing Mayor Sander. 
 
10. CELEBRATORY BREAK 
 

AT THIS POINT (6:02 PM) Council took a celebratory break. The full council resumed 
at 6:30 PM. 

 
11. PRESENTATIONS 
 
11.1 Council Member Skoglund Presented a Proclamation to Seneca Wallace for 

Contributions to the Community. 
 
11.2 Cordova Community Council 2012 Year End Review by Executive Director Shelly 

Blanchard. 
 
11.3 Update on Results from Business Walk by Micah Runner, Economic Development 

Manager, Diann Rogers, Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce Executive Director, 
and Matt Yancey, Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce Director of Business & 
Economic Development. 

 
11.4 Update on Entertainment Center by Micah Runner, Economic Development Manager. 
 
11.5 Introduction of New City Employee Scott Sparks by Neighborhood Services Manager, 

Kerry Simpson. 
 

2

AGENDA ITEM 8.1



Rancho Cordova City Council/Successor Agency to the CRA/RCFC – DRAFT MINUTES 
Regular Meeting of Monday, December 17, 2012 

Page 3 of 7   

12. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Mayor Budge opened the public comment period. The following individuals addressed 
the Council:  
 

• Zak Ford regarding looking forward to working closer with the City as Vice 
President of the Folsom Cordova Unified School District Board.  

• Chief Richael, Assistant Chief Davis, and Kerry Simpson regarding Christmas in 
Cordova. 
 

Mayor Budge closed the public comment period. 
 
13. COUNCIL REPORTS 
 

Council reported on events since the last meeting. 
 
14. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS - ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
ACTION: Motion to approve by Skoglund, second by Terry; 

Carried by a 5:0 roll call vote. 
 
14.1 Subject: Meeting Minutes of December 3, 2012 Regular Meeting. 

Recommendation: Adopt Minutes. 
 
14.2 Ordinance Granting a Water Franchise to the Golden State Water Company. 

Recommendation: Waive second reading and adopt Ordinance No. 20-2012 
Result of Recommended Action: Passage of this ordinance will grant water franchise 
to the Golden State Water Company for the purpose of operating and maintaining 
water pipelines within the City's rights-of-way. 
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director. 
Advances Goals:5 

 
14.3 Ordinance Amending Sections of Chapter 16.20, “Housing Code,” of the Rancho 

Cordova Municipal Code Relating to Rental Housing Inspection Violation Fees. 
Recommendation: Waive second reading and adopt Ordinance No. 19-2010. (Roll 
Call Vote). 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of Ordinance No 19-2012 will amend 
portions of the Housing Code to allow rental property owners to pay lower fees if they 
quickly correct minor code violations discovered during an inspection; and amend the 
Municipal Code to allow fees to be set by resolution.  Adoption of this Ordinance also 
amends the code to reflect recent court decisions regarding consent to enter a rental 
property and the authority to charge inspection fees. 
Staff Report: Kerry Simpson, Neighborhood Services Manager. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, and 3. 
GROWING STRONG NEIGHBORHOODS 

 
14.4 A Resolution Authorizing Approval of Contract 103-2012, Which Allows the City 

Manager to Enter into a Professional Services Agreement with Willdan Engineering for 
the Provision of Loan Management services needed for the CalHOME Owner-
Occupied Residential Rehabilitation Program. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No 117-2012.  
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of Resolution No. 117-2012 will approve 

3

AGENDA ITEM 8.1



Rancho Cordova City Council/Successor Agency to the CRA/RCFC – DRAFT MINUTES 
Regular Meeting of Monday, December 17, 2012 

Page 4 of 7   

contract 103-2012 with Willdan Engineering, who will provide various loan management 
services for the Owner-Occupied Residential Rehabilitation Program under the 
CalHOME grant funded by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. 
Staff Report: Reed Flory, Jessica Hayes and Dana Grossi, Housing Services Division. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, and 3. 
GROWING STRONG NEIGHBORHOODS 

 
14.5 Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to apply for 1% Loan Financing From the 

California Energy Commission to Conduct Citywide Street Light Retrofits. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 118-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Council adoption of Resolution 118-2012 will result 
in approval of five actions: 1.) City Manager authorized to submit application for 1% 
loan financing for street light retrofits; and 2.) City Council finds that the street light 
retrofit project is categorically exempt under California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) regulations; and 3.) Upon loan approval from the California Energy 
Commission (“CEC”), City Manager is authorized to accept loan financing in an amount 
up to two million ($2,000,000) dollars to conduct street light retrofits; and 4.) Authorizes 
the payback of loan financing, plus interest, from energy and maintenance cost 
savings; and 5.) Authorizes City Manager to execute all documents necessary in order 
to carry out the street light retrofit project with CEC 1% loan financing.  
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director, and David Gassaway, Management 
Analyst. 
Advances Goals:1,2,5,6 

 
14.6 Resolution of Intention to Establish a Community Facilities District and Future 

Annexation Area No. 2013-1 (Storm and Flood Protection Services). 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 121-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Action on this item will declare the Council’s 
intention to establish the Community Facilities District and Future Annexation Area No. 
2013-1 (Storm and Flood Protection Services) and a future annexation area, designate 
the name of the district, state the Council’s intention to levy a special tax to pay for 
storm and flood protection services, and set 5:30 p.m. on January 22, 2013 as the time 
and date for a public hearing on the matter. 
Staff Report: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Department. 
Advances Goal: 5. 

 
14.7 Resolution Temporarily Suspending the Annual Program Fee Inflationary Adjustment 

for Community Facilities Impact Fees (CFF). 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 114-2012 temporarily suspending the automatic 
annual program fee inflationary adjustment for a period of one year for the community 
facilities impact fees. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of the Resolution will suspend, for the 
third consecutive year, the automatic annual Engineering News Record (ENR) 
inflationary adjustment for the community facilities impact fees beginning January 1, 
2013.  This suspension will be for a period of one year.  
Staff Report: Donna Silva, Finance Department 
Advances Goal: 5. 

 
14.8 Resolution of Intention to Establish Police Services Community Facilities District No. 

2013-2. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 122-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of the Resolution will declare Council’s 
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intention to establish the Community Facilities District, designate the name of the 
district, undertake proceeding to provide for future annexation of territory to the 
proposed district and set a public hearing on this matter for January 21, 2013. 
Staff Report: Donna Silva, Finance Department. 
Advances Goal: 5. 

 
15. CONSENT PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS - ROLL CALL VOTE 
 

Mayor Budge opened the public comment period. There were no speakers. Mayor 
Budge closed the public comment period.  

 
15.1 Subject: Ordinance Amending Rancho Cordova Municipal Code Chapters 6.20 and 

6.21 on Solid Waste and Recycling; Resolution Granting the Public Works Director the 
Authority to Negotiate and Execute non-exclusive commercial solid waste and 
Recycling Collection Agreements. 
Recommendation: Waive first reading and introduce Ordinance No. 22-2012. (Roll 
Call Vote); Adopt Resolution 119-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this Ordinance will repeal unnecessary 
Sacramento County Code provisions on solid waste from the City’s Code, which were 
previously incorporated by reference, and will amend Rancho Cordova Municipal Code 
chapters 6.20 and 6.21 on solid waste and recycling to resolve conflicts between the 
Code and commercial franchise agreements for solid waste collection and reflect 
changes in State law concerning recycling.  Adoption of this Resolution will give the 
Public Works Director the authority to negotiate and execute non-exclusive commercial 
solid waste and recycling collection agreements, and to grant the franchises. 
Staff Report: Kathy Garcia, Public Works Department. 
Advances Goals: 1,2, and 5. 

 
ACTION: Motion to waive first reading and introduce Ordinance No. 22-2012 by 

Sander, second by McGarvey; 
Carried by a 5:0 roll call vote. 

 
ACTION: Motion to approve Resolution No. 119-2012 by McGarvey, second by Skoglund; 

Carried by a 5:0 vote. 
 
16. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
 

Mayor Budge opened the public comment period. There were no speakers. Mayor 
Budge closed the public comment period.  

 
16.1 Subject: City-Sponsored Zoning Code Amendment – Digital Freeway Signs – Applies 

Citywide. 
Recommendation: Introduce and waive first reading of Ordinance No. 23-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Approving this Zoning Code Amendment removes 
the requirement for an Operating Agreement for Applicant’s pursuing entitlements for a 
Digital Freeway Sign. The amendment also establishes community messaging, an 
operation and maintenance plan, and an increased standard for removal of traditional 
billboards within the City when a Conditional Use Permit is considered, as standard 
requirements for installation of a Digital Freeway Sign. The Amendment would allow 
the City Council to consider a deviation from these standards in the form of an optional 
Operating Agreement when an Applicant desires to provide an equivalent community 
benefit in an alternative manner. 
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Staff Report: Jessica Jordan, Planning Department. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, and 6. 

 
ACTION: Motion to approve by Sander, second by McGarvey; 

Carried by a 5:0 roll call vote. 
 

Mayor Budge opened the public comment period. The following individual addressed 
the Council:  
 

• Barbara Price.  
 
Mayor Budge closed the public comment period.  

 
16.2 Safeway Fueling Center #1746 Conditional Use Permit and Minor Design Review; 

Project No. DD7653 – Located at 10605 Folsom Boulevard. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 120-2012. 
Result of Recommended Action: Adoption of this resolution will allow construction of 
a new fueling station and convenience store to be operated by Safeway. The new 
development will remove an old vacant building off the Boulevard and upgrade the 
appearance of that portion of the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan.   
Staff Report: William Campbell, Planning Department. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2 and 6. 

 
ACTION: Motion to approve by McGarvey, second by Sander; 

Carried by a 5:0 roll call vote. 
 
17. REGULAR CALENDAR ITEMS 
 
ACTION: Motion to table this item by Sander second by McGarvey; 

Carried by a 5:0 vote. 
 
17.1 Subject: Resolution Electing to Withdraw from the Human Rights and Fair Housing 

Commission and Authorizing Staff to Fulfill any Current Financial Obligations to the 
Commission and Discussion of Draft Fair Housing and Tenant Landlord Mediation 
Program. 
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 116-2012 electing to withdraw from the 
Human Rights and Fair Housing Commission and authorizing staff to fulfill any current 
financial obligations to the Commission. 
Result of Recommended Action: The City will withdraw from the Human Rights and 
Fair Housing Commission consistent with the process described in the JPA Agreement. 
Staff will continue to develop a program to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing as 
required to participate in the Federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
program. 
Staff Report: Reed Flory and Jessica Hayes, Housing Services Division and Phil 
Nichols, Neighborhood Services Division. 
Advances Goals: 1, 2, and 5. 

 
18. COUNCIL REQUESTS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 
19. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
 
20. ADJOURNMENT 
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Mayor Budge adjourned the regular meeting at 9:21 PM in memory of the lives lost in 
Connecticut, Senator Daniel Inouye of Hawaii and Judy Wagell.  
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Mindy  Cuppy, CMC, City  Clerk 
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CONCURRENT MEETING 
CITY COUNCIL/COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (CRA)/ 

RANCHO CORDOVA FINANCING CORPORATION (RCFC) 
 

Special Meeting 
8:00 AM - Tuesday, January 8, 2013 and Wednesday, January 9, 2013 

 
Kilgore Center / Larry Canfield Community Room 

2897 Kilgore Road, Rancho Cordova, CA 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 
1. WORK SESSION - CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Budge called the special meeting to order on January 8, 2013 at 8:42 AM. 
 
Council Members Present: McGarvey, Sander, Skoglund, Terry and Mayor Budge. 
 
Council Members Absent: None. 
 
Staff Present: Gaebler, Lindgren, Stricker, Haven, Abhar, Silva, Hadley, Chinn, 

Simpson, Runner, Cuppy, Junker, Peterson, Leitner, Snyder, Holt, 
Davis, Richael, Gassaway, Hall, Ulm, Behrends, Flory, 
Samuelson.  

 
Mayor Budge called the special meeting to order on January 9, 2013 at 8:40 AM. 
 
Council Members Present: McGarvey, Sander, Skoglund, Terry and Mayor Budge. 
 
Council Members Absent: Skoglund. 
 
Staff Present: Gaebler, Lindgren, Stricker, Haven, Abhar, Silva, Hadley, Chinn, 

Simpson, Runner, Cuppy, Junker, Peterson, Leitner, Snyder, Holt, 
Davis, Richael, Gassaway, Hall, Ulm, Behrends, Flory, 
Samuelson.  
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2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

At a special meeting, citizens wishing to address the Council for any matter on the 
agenda may do so at the time the matter is discussed.  Note, under the provisions of 
the California Government Code, the City Council is prohibited from discussing or 
taking action on any item not on the agenda. 

 
3. SPECIAL MEETING ITEMS 
 
3.1 City Council and Staff Learning Retreat 
  
ACTION: Discussion item only; no action taken. 
 
4. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mayor Budge adjourned the special meeting on January 8, 2013 at 9:50 PM. 
 
Mayor Budge adjourned the special meeting on January 31, 2013 at 3:15 PM. 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City  Clerk 

9

AGENDA ITEM 8.1



 

10

AGENDA ITEM 8.1



Ordinance 22-2012 Page 1 of 27 

ORDINANCE NO. 22-2012 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
REPEALING SACRAMENTO COUNTY CODE CHAPTER 6.20 ON SOLID WASTE, 

PREVIOUSLY INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE, AND AMENDING CHAPTERS 6.20 AND 
6.21 OF THE RANCHO CORDOVA MUNICIPAL CODE ON SOLID WASTE AND RECYCLING 
 

WHEREAS, California Public Resources Code section 40059 gives cities broad authority over 
matters pertaining to the collection of solid waste and recyclables within their jurisdictions, including 
the authority to determine whether such collection shall be handled by exclusive or non-exclusive 
franchise agreements; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova has determined that the public 
health, safety, and welfare require that the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code (“Municipal Code”) 
include clear provisions regarding the collection of solid waste and recyclables within the City; and 
 

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2003, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 20-2003 and 
Ordinance No. 21-2003, which incorporated by reference numerous Sacramento County Code 
provisions, including Sacramento County Code Chapter 6.20 pertaining to solid waste; and 
 

WHEREAS, on November 7, 2005, the City Council adopted Ordinance 22-2005 on 
commercial solid waste collection; and then subsequently repealed Ordinance 22-2005 by passing 
Ordinance No. 23-2009 on December 7, 2009, which restated and amended the City’s regulations 
pertaining to commercial solid waste collection and establishing non-exclusive franchises for the 
collection of commercial solid waste; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend numerous provisions of Municipal Code 
Chapters 6.20 and 6.21 pertaining to the collection of commercial and residential solid waste and 
recyclables to resolve conflicts between the Municipal Code and franchise agreements and to reflect 
changes to State law regulations set forth by CalRecycle; and 
 

WHEREAS, Sacramento County Code Chapter 6.20 on solid waste, previously incorporated 
by reference into the Municipal Code, is no longer a necessary part of the City’s Municipal Code; and 
 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA DOES ORDAIN AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. The former incorporation by reference of Sacramento County Code Chapter 6.20 on 
solid waste is hereby repealed from the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code. 
  
SECTION 2.  Chapter 6.20, “Solid Waste Management,” of the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code is 
hereby repealed and replaced to read as follows: 
 
“Chapter 6.20”  -  Solid Waste Management 
 
6.20.010 Purpose and declarations. 
6.20.020 Definitions. 
6.20.030 Collection or transportation prohibited. 
6.20.035 Mandatory service 
6.20.040 Public agency exemption 
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6.20.045 Administrator’s exemption 
6.20.050 Franchise requirement 
6.20.055 Exempt collection or transportation. 
6.20.060 City Council authority to grant franchise 
6.20.070 Franchise terms and conditions. 
6.20.080 Application for franchise. 
6.20.090 Commercial franchise application review process 
6.20.095 Residential franchise application review process 
6.20.100 Appeal upon denial of award 
6.20.110 Awarding of franchise. 
6.20.120 Requirements for franchise effectiveness. 
6.20.130 Franchise fees. 
6.20.140 Recycling facility reporting requirements. 
6.20.150 Restrictions on franchisees. 
6.20.160 Medical waste. 
6.20.170 Enforcement. 
6.20.180 Abatement proceedings. 
6.20.190 Notices. 
6.20.200 On-site storage. 
6.20.210 Solid waste disposal restrictions. 
6.20.220 Use of containers. 
6.20.230 Rules and regulations. 
6.20.240 Vehicle Inspection 
6.20.250 Vehicle requirements. 
6.20.260 Covered load requirement. 
6.20.270 Rights reserved to city. 
6.20.280 Other franchise provisions 
6.20.290 Criminal penalties for violations. 
6.20.300 Civil penalties for violations. 
6.20.310 Settlement process. 
6.20.320 Hearing officer. 
6.20.330 Appeals. 
6.20.340 Appeal hearing. 

Section 6.20.010 Purpose and declarations. 
 
A. It is hereby declared and determined that the business of collecting and subsequently 
transporting, transferring, disposing and/or recycling of residential and commercial solid waste 
generated, kept or accumulated within the incorporated limits of the city of Rancho Cordova affects 
the health, safety, public welfare and quality of life of the inhabitants of the city. The city further 
declares that the business of collecting and disposing of residential and commercial solid waste is a 
public service and should be regulated by the city to ensure reliability and adequacy of service. The 
use of any public street or public property in connection with such business is of great concern to 
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the city and should be regulated by the city. Therefore, it is the purpose of this chapter to provide 
such regulation. 

The city further declares that residential collection service will be most efficient, and at a lower cost, 
when collection routes provide door-to-door service uninterrupted by competition in the same area; 
and that exclusive residential collection services allow for energy conservation in fuel consumed by 
collection equipment, for the reduction of traffic congestion on roads and streets, and for fewer 
adverse effects on public streets and rights-of-way due to less truck traffic. 

B. It is the further purpose of this chapter to regulate such business in order to ensure its 
orderly operation and to minimize the adverse effects it may have on the local environment. It is 
also the purpose of this chapter, aside and apart from regulation, to require compensation for the 
value of the franchise issued by the city. 

C. It is the further purpose of this chapter to provide for the uniform regulation of residential and 
commercial solid waste collection, removal and transportation within the geographical area of the 
city. 

D. The city hereby elects to have the grant of franchises governed by this chapter, and any 
ordinances amendatory thereof, and these provisions shall constitute the exclusive procedure 
applicable to the granting of franchises for the conduct of the business of collecting, transporting or 
disposing of residential and commercial solid waste.  

Section 6.20.020 Definitions. 
 
Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions set forth in this section shall govern the 
interpretation of this chapter. 

A. “Administrator” means the administrator of the city’s solid waste program. The city council 
shall designate by resolution the administrator. 

B. “City” means the city of Rancho Cordova. 

C. “City council” means the city council of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

D. “City clerk” means the city clerk of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

E. “City engineer” means the engineer of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

F. “City limits” means the territorial jurisdiction of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

G. “Collection” means the act of picking-up and removing solid waste or recyclable material at 
the place of waste generation. 

H. “Commercial hauler” or  means any person who loads, collects, hauls, or transports 
commercial solid waste for a fee by use of any means, including, but not limited to, a dumpster 
truck, roll-off truck; a side-load, front-load, or rear-load garbage truck; or a trailer. 
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I. “Commercial solid waste” means all solid waste, as defined in this chapter, that is generated 
by and at commercial and industrial sources, multifamily residential property, and construction and 
demolition activities that is collected by a commercial hauler. 

J. “Franchise” or “Commercial franchise” means a commercial solid waste and recyclables 
collection franchise issued under the provisions of this chapter to a commercial hauler within the 
city. 

K. “Franchisee” means a person or entity holding a franchise issued pursuant to this chapter. 

L. “Materials recovery facility” or “MRF” means any facility designed, operated, and legally 
permitted for the purpose of receiving, sorting, processing, storing, or preparing recyclable materials 
for sale and which has obtained, and maintains valid permit(s) to accept, process or store 
recyclable materials.This definition shall apply only within the framework of materials recovery 
facility services and reporting of this chapter. 

M. “Multifamily residential property” means five or more individual living  units located on a 
single parcel of land and any mobile home park located within the city. 

N. “Person” means an individual, firm, limited liability company, association, partnership, 
industry, public or private corporation, or any other entity whatsoever. 

O. “Police chief” means the chief of police of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

P. “Recycling” means the process of collecting, sorting, cleansing, treating and reconstituting 
materials that would otherwise become solid waste and returning them for use or reuse in the form 
of raw materials for new, used or reconstituted products which meet the quality standard necessary 
to be used in the marketplace. “Recycling” does not include transformation as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 40201. 

Q. “Recycling facilities” means those facilities or operations that receive, process, and transfer 
to market recyclable materials that have been source separated from the solid waste stream. 

R. “Recyclable material” or “recyclables” means materials that have been separated from the 
solid waste stream prior to disposal for the purpose of returning them for use or reuse in the form of 
raw materials for new, used or reconstituted products which meet the quality standard necessary to 
be used in the marketplace, and that are not landfilled. 

S. “Removal” means the act of taking solid wastes or recyclable materials from the place of 
generation. 

T. “Residential dwelling unit” means an individual living unit in a single family dwelling, 
condominium, townhouse, mobile home, duplex (two units), triplex (three units), fourplex (four units) 
or building of four or less total individual living units intended for, or capable of being utilized for, 
residential living other than a hotel or motel. 

U. “Residential hauler” means any person who loads, collects, hauls, or transports residential 
solid waste for a fee by use of any means, including, but not limited to, a dumpster truck; roll-off 
truck; a side-load, front-load, or rear-load garbage truck; or a trailer. 
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V. “Residential solid waste” means all solid waste, as defined in this chapter, that is generated 
by and at a residential dwelling unit. 

W. “Residential franchise” means a residential solid waste collection franchise issued under the 
provisions of this chapter to a residential hauler within the city. 

X. “Rubbish” means nonputrescible solid wastes such as ashes, paper, cardboard, tin cans, 
yard waste, wood, glass, bedding, crockery, plastics, rubber by-products and litter. 

Y. “Solid waste” means all putrescible and non-putrescible solid, semisolid, and liquid wastes, 
including garbage, trash, refuse, paper, rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes, construction and 
demolition debris, discarded home and industrial appliances, dewatered, treated or chemically fixed 
sewage sludge which is not hazardous waste, manure, vegetable or animal solid and semi-solid 
wastes, and other discarded solid and semi-solid wastes. Solid waste does not include hazardous 
waste or low-level radioactive waste regulated under Chapter 7.6 (commencing with Section 25800) 
of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code, or medical waste. Solid waste does not include 
recyclable materials set out for separate collection for the purposes of recycling, and that are not 
landfilled. 

Z. “Source separate” or “source separated” means the process of removing recyclable 
materials from solid waste for the purpose of recycling. 

AA. “Treated medical waste” means medical waste as defined in subsection (a) of Health and 
Safety Code Section 25023.5.  

BB. “Construction and Demolition Debris” means used or discarded materials resulting from 
construction, renovation, remodeling, repair or demolition operations on any pavement, house, 
commercial building, or other structure and such other materials as may be removed during the 
normal cleanup process of such construction, renovation, remodeling, repair, or demolition 
operations. This includes mixed construction and demolition debris and source separated recyclable 
construction and demolition material. 

Section 6.20.030 Collection or transportation prohibited. 
 
Except as authorized by RCMC 6.20.040 and 6.20.050, it shall be unlawful for any person to 
engage in the business of collecting, removing or transporting residential or commercial solid waste, 
or otherwise organizing, directing, sponsoring, brokering or causing the collection, removal or 
transportation of commercial residential or solid waste within the city without possessing a valid 
franchise or valid residential franchise granted by the city.  

Section 6.20.035 Mandatory Service. 
 
Except as otherwise expressly provided by this Chapter, the owner, tenant, or occupant of every 
improved parcel (parcel with one or more business and/or residential buildings approved for 
occupancy) located within the city shall subscribe to a solid waste and recyclables collection service 
from a residential or commercial franchisee operating pursuant to this Chapter. Each business 
(DBA) and/or residential building with a separate address and each separate business unit and 
each separate residential unit (under separate rental agreement) with a common address located 
on such parcel shall subscribe to such service.  The owner, tenant or occupant of a parcel with a 
residential dwelling unit shall subscribe to a collection service from a residential franchisee 
operating according to this chapter.  The owner, tenant, or occupant of a parcel with a commercial 

15

AGENDA ITEM 8.2



Ordinance 22-2012 Page 6 of 27 

or multifamily property shall subscribe to a collection service from a commercial franchisee 
operating according to this chapter. 
 
Any  owner of an improved five-acre or larger parcel may submit a written request for an exemption 
from mandatory service to the administrator, who will consider such requests on a case by case 
basis.  The administrator will submit a written response within 30 days of receipt of a written request 
either approving or denying the exemption from mandatory service. 
 
Section 6.20.040 Public Agency Exemption. 
The provisions of Section 6.20.035 shall not be applicable to the United States, the State of 
California, the County, a city, a special district or any other local public agency with respect to the 
accumulation, collection or transportation of refuse resulting from operations of such agency.  
 
Section 6.20.045 Administrator Exemption.  
The administrator shall, upon application, grant a written exemption from the mandatory collection 
service requirements established by Section 6.20.035 for any property utilized for commercial 
purposes which does not generate solid waste, and may grant such an exemption for any 
residential dwelling unit (but not multi-family residential properties ) if it determines that the 
occupant has made adequate and appropriate arrangements for the disposal of solid waste and 
required subscription to collection service would constitute an unreasonable hardship or impractical 
burden.  

Section 6.20.050 Franchise requirement. 
 
It is unlawful for any person to engage in the business of collecting, transporting or disposing of 
residential or commercial solid waste kept, accumulated or generated in the city, or to engage in the 
business of soliciting accounts or invoicing customers for residential or commercial solid waste 
service in the city unless: 

A. A franchise or residential franchise therefor has first been granted pursuant to the provisions 
of this chapter and such franchise is in full force and effect and a written franchise agreement 
therefor has been executed between such person and the city and such agreement is in full force 
and effect; or 

Section 6.20.055 Exempt collection or transportation. 
 
The following persons shall be authorized to organize, direct or sponsor the collection, removal or 
transportation of residential or commercial solid waste within the city, or collect, remove or transport 
such solid waste, without a franchise or a residential franchise: 

A The United States, the state of California, a city, a special district or other local public 
agency, or any employee or member of the Armed Forces thereof, or any individual or employee of 
such individual who has entered into a contract for solid waste collection with a federal or state 
agency, when collecting or transporting solid waste produced by operation of the public entity under 
a system of solid waste collection and transportation operated and maintained by the public agency; 

B. The owner, operator or occupant or employee of a farm or ranch consisting of five acres or 
more, when transporting for off-site disposal solid waste accumulated as a result of operation of the 
farm or ranch; 
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C. An owner or occupant of a residential or multifamily  residential property, when collecting or 
transporting rubbish, not containing garbage, from his or her residential premises to a lawful point of 
disposal; 

D. A residential construction contractor, commercial or residential gardener and those engaged 
in the business of cleaning residential and commercial properties and employees thereof, when 
collecting or transporting rubbish consisting of by-products of the services provided to a lawful 
disposal location; 

E. A person or employee thereof, when collecting or transporting dead animals, bones, meat 
scraps or food waste resulting from food processing plants for tallow or fertilizer, or other waste 
material to be used as raw material in manufacturing, or solid waste that is collected without 
charging a fee to the customer for purposes of salvage; provided, that such persons shall reuse or 
recycle or cause to be reused or recycled all materials collected, and shall not transport or arrange 
for the transport of any collected materials to a disposal site; 

F. An operator or employee thereof of one or more industrial plants which are under single 
ownership, when collecting or transporting wastes which cannot be handled by standard solid waste 
collection equipment or which involve significant health, operating or handling hazards, including but 
not limited to rice hulls, tomato pulp, chemical residues, explosives, and other toxic, noxious or 
hazardous substances; provided, that all such wastes shall be deposited at an appropriate disposal 
area permitted pursuant to California State Solid or Hazardous Waste Management Standards. 

Any transportation of solid waste, refuse or rubbish authorized by this section shall be conducted in 
strict compliance with any and all requirements of this chapter relating to transportation and any 
regulations issued hereunder 

G. Any person collecting or transporting hazardous waste, medical waste and designated 
waste, as defined in law, regardless of its source; 

H. Any person collecting or transporting by-products of sewage treatment, including sludge, 
sludge ash, grit, and screenings; 

I. Any person collecting or transporting residue or non-processable waste from a solid waste 
management facility, including material recovery, composting, and transformation facilities; and 

J. Municipal corporations and other governmental agencies using their own vehicles engaged 
in the collection, transportation, or disposal of solid waste within the city.  

Section 6.20.060 City council authority to grant franchise. 
 
A. The city council may and is hereby empowered to grant to a qualified applicant a 
nonexclusive franchise to engage in the business of collecting, transporting or disposing of 
commercial solid waste and designated recyclable materials kept, accumulated or generated in the 
city, or to delegate the authority, by resolution, to the administrator to grant the franchise. 

B. The city council may and is hereby empowered to grant to a qualified applicant an exclusive 
residential franchise to engage in the business of collecting, transporting or disposing of residential 
solid waste and recyclable materials kept, accumulated or generated in the city, or to delegate the 
authority, by resolution, to the administrator to grant the franchise, according to the procedures set 
forth in Sections 6.20.080 and 6.20.095 of this chapter. 
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C. The city council may grant a commercial franchise or a residential franchise to an applicant 
based on compliance with this chapter. Any grant of a commercial franchise or a residential 
franchise by the city council may be subject to such terms, conditions, rules, regulations, 
restrictions, and limitations as the city council deems necessary to protect the public health, safety, 
or welfare. 

D. The city council hereby empowers and grants to the administrator the authority to administer 
and negotiate nonsubstantive changes to the commercial franchise and residential franchise 
agreements. The city council may delegate authority by resolution to the administrator to administer, 
negotiate and execute franchise agreements.  

Section 6.20.070 Franchise terms and conditions. 

A. All franchises and residential franchises shall be subject to the terms and conditions 
specified in this chapter, in the franchise agreement and in all other applicable federal, state and 
local laws and regulations. 

B. In granting any franchise or residential franchise, the city council may prescribe such other 
additional terms and conditions, not in conflict with this chapter, as in the judgment of the city 
council are in the public interest. 

C. Each franchisee shall provide residential or commercial solid waste collection, removal, 
recycling, and transportation services consistent with the provisions of this chapter, the terms and 
conditions of the franchise issued to the franchisee, and any applicable federal, state, or local 
statute, ordinance, rule or regulation. 

D. Each franchisee shall provide services without undue interruptions caused by mechanical 
failures or other inadequacies of equipment and shall utilize equipment in quantities and of an age 
and quality adequate for the provisions of reliable service and to provide preventive and repair 
maintenance of such equipment sufficient to ensure reliability.  

Section 6.20.080 Application for commercial or residential franchise. 
 
A. All applications for commercial or residential franchises pursuant to this chapter shall be in 
writing and shall be filed with the administrator. 

B. Each application for a commercial or residential franchise from a company that has never 
held a commercial or residential franchise in the city shall be submitted by the applicant on a form 
provided by the administrator. The application shall include all attachments required by the 
administrator. At a minimum, the application shall contain the following information: 

 1. Identification. 

  a. The name and address of the applicant. 

   b. Business address and telephone number of the applicant. 

  c. Address where all vehicles and operating equipment used within the city will 
be kept. 
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  d. If the applicant is a partnership, the applicant shall include the name and 
address of each partner, general, limited or otherwise, owning more than 10 percent ownership in 
the partnership and their percentage of ownership. 

  e. If the applicant is a corporation, the application shall state the names and 
addresses of the corporation’s directors, date and place of incorporation, main offices, major 
stockholders and associates, and the names and addresses of the parent and subsidiary 
companies. 

  f. If the applicant is an affiliate or a franchised operation of another corporation 
(not to be confused in this instance with a solid waste franchisee of the city), the applicant shall list 
the names and addresses of the parent or subsidiary companies, together with a description of their 
business interests and/or ownership. 

  g. If the applicant is a joint venture or other combination of persons and 
corporations, identify separately the names and addresses of each member of the joint venture or 
combined effort, together with their percentage interest. 

 2. Business Operations. The names of the executive, operational and financial 
managers to be used in connection with the solid waste collection services, together with 
documentation that such persons and the applicant have sufficient experience in solid waste 
handling to perform solid waste collection services in the city. 

  a. Attestation that books and accounts of all revenue and income arising out of 
its operations will be kept in a manner that conforms to generally accepted accounting principles. 

  b. A statement that the applicant shall obtain insurance prior to commencing 
business subject to the franchise agreement. 

  c. A statement that the applicant shall maintain and report on a timely basis all 
operational information and data elements reasonably required by the city to comply with its 
reporting requirements such as those established under AB 939, and as defined in the franchise 
agreement. 

  d. A complete listing and explanation of any civil or criminal rulings or judgments 
in excess of $5,000, or convictions against applicant, any of applicant’s partners, major 
stockholders, corporate directors or parent or subsidiary companies, occurring within the last five 
years. Applicants that are subject to the periodic reporting requirements of Section 13(a) of the 
Securities Exchange Act may, in lieu of the information required by this subsection, submit the 
information reported pursuant to 17 CFR 229.103 (Legal proceedings) and 229.403 (Security 
ownership of certain beneficial owners and management) on the most recent form 10-K filed by the 
applicant with the Securities and Exchange Commission. 

 3. Facilities and Equipment. 

  a. A description of all vehicles and equipment that the applicant owns, has 
control of, or intends to acquire for the collection, transportation, or disposal of commercial waste in 
the city and which are subject to the provisions of the franchise agreement. A statement as to 
whether said vehicles and equipment are self-unloading and equipped with audible automatic back-
up warning devices. The minimum vehicle description for existing vehicles shall include Vehicle 
Identification Number (VIN) and license plate number. 
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  b. Evidence demonstrating that the applicant owns or will have access to 
suitable facilities for keeping vehicles and equipment clean and in good repair, and that the 
applicant owns or will have access to reasonable office and billing facilities. 

  c. Evidence demonstrating that the applicant owns or will have the legally 
enforceable right to use at least two collection vehicles, the bodies of which are closed, leak-
resistant, and constructed for the purpose of solid waste collection, transportation, and disposal. In 
the alternative, for the purposes of this provision, an applicant may demonstrate by the evidence 
that they service and transport open-top roll-off boxes for the collection, transportation, and disposal 
of nonputrescible waste and/or roll-off compaction boxes which are closed, leak-resistant, and are 
constructed for the purpose of solid waste collection, transportation, and disposal. 

 4. Financial Resources. Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory to the administrator 
that the applicant has adequate financial resources to conduct commercial solid waste collection 
services. 

 5. Diversion Plans. Each franchisee shall submit a diversion plan with their franchise 
application. The diversion plan shall provide a detailed description of how the franchisee intends to 
divert recyclable materials from commercial solid waste in order to assist the city in meeting the 
city’s AB 939 reporting requirements. 

 6. Application for Police Chief Review. 

  a. The city may request that the police chief review each franchise application 
prior to the city issuing a franchise. The administrator may refer all franchise applications or 
renewals pursuant to this chapter to the police chief who, in conjunction with city staff, shall make 
such investigation of the applicant as the police chief deems necessary in order to determine 
whether the applicant’s character or the business responsibility of the firm the applicant represents 
is satisfactory. The requirements of this section apply to all pending or future applications or 
proposals for issuance or renewal of such franchise pursuant to this chapter. The police chief’s 
investigation may include, but is not limited to, obtaining the fingerprints and a photograph of the 
applicant, or any other person connected with the firm which the applicant represents, and the 
obtaining of reports from the state and federal law enforcement agencies and reports from any other 
appropriate sources. 

  b. If requested to review an application, the police chief shall evaluate each 
franchise application or proposal to determine whether the operation of the business which the 
applicant or party submitting the proposal represents would involve an unreasonable risk to the 
health, safety or general welfare of the public. In making such a determination, the police chief shall 
consider the character of the applicant or party submitting the proposal and each director, officer, 
manager and other person who exercises policy control over the operations of the applicant or 
proponent, the business responsibility of the firm which the applicant or party submitting the 
proposal represents, and the manner in which the firm intends to conduct its business. 

  c. The police chief shall notify the administrator of the results of the investigation 
conducted pursuant to this section. If the police chief recommends disapproval of the application or 
proposal, the reasons for disapproval shall be specified in writing. The police chief shall forward a 
copy of the statement of reasons to the administrator and shall provide a copy to the applicant or 
party submitting the application. 

 7. Other. 

20

AGENDA ITEM 8.2



Ordinance 22-2012 Page 11 of 27 

  a. Any other evidence that demonstrates that the applicant is able to render 
collection and subsequent transportation, and/or disposal services in accordance with applicable 
federal, state and local statutes. 

  b. Such additional information as may be reasonably requested by the 
administrator. 

  c. During the application or proposal period and during the full term of any 
franchise, all information contained in the franchise application shall be kept up to date by the 
applicant who shall file a new verified statement within 48 hours of any change indicating in detail 
the nature of any change in the information. 

C. Each application for a commercial or residential franchise from a company holding a valid, 
current commercial or residential franchise which is set to expire shall be submitted by the applicant 
on a form provided by the administrator. The application shall include all attachments required by 
the administrator.  

D. The application shall be signed by the person applying for the commercial or residential solid 
waste and recyclables collection franchise or, in the case of a partnership or corporation, by a 
person authorized to bind the partnership or corporation. [Ord. 23-2009 § B(8)]. 

Section 6.20.090 Commercial franchise application review process. 
 
A. The city council may award franchises for the collection of commercial solid waste within the 
city to applicants meeting all of the qualifications of this chapter. 

B. Applicants may submit their completed application for a commercial franchise, as provided 
in RCMC 6.20.080, to the administrator for review and consideration at any time. The administrator 
shall review such submittals and either make a recommendation to the city council to award such 
franchise or notify applicant of denial within 60 days of receiving a completed application. 

C. The administrator shall take into consideration all components of the completed application, 
including but not limited to: 

 1. The ability of the applicant to meet all terms of the agreement; 

 2. Any history of civil or criminal convictions that may compromise the public’s interests; 
and 

 3. The completeness, accuracy, and validity of the application. 

The administrator shall also have the authority to verify independently any and all statements made 
and implied in the application. The administrator may also request clarification from applicant of any 
or all elements of the submitted application. 

D. After the 60-day review period, the administrator shall either: 

 1. Deny an award and notify the applicant in writing of the reasons why the award was 
denied; or 
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 2. Recommend to the city council that a franchise be awarded. 

E. Upon concurrence with a positive recommendation, the city council will award the franchise 
or will delegate authority to the administrator to award the franchise within a reasonable period of 
time. The administrator will notify applicant in writing of an award. [Ord. 23-2009 § B(9)]. 

Section 6.20.095 Residential franchise application review process. 

A. The city council may award an exclusive franchise for the collection of residential solid waste 
and recyclables within the city to an applicant meeting all of the qualifications of this chapter. 

B. Applicants may submit their completed application for a residential franchise, as provided in 
RCMC 6.20.080, to the administrator for review and consideration when the CITY has noticed its 
desire to receive such applications and according to the deadlines set forth by such notice. The 
administrator shall review applications and either make a recommendation to the city council to 
award such franchise or notify applicant of denial within 60 days of receiving a completed 
application. 

C. The administrator shall take into consideration all components of the completed application, 
including but not limited to: 

 1. The ability of the applicant to meet all terms of the agreement; 

 2. Any history of civil or criminal convictions that may compromise the public’s interests; 
and 

 3. The completeness, accuracy, and validity of the application. 

 4. The applicant’s ability to provide the most efficient and cost effective collection 
service to CITY residents while minimizing the adverse effects of such service on the residents, 
CITY streets and rights-of-way, and the environment. 

The administrator shall also have the authority to verify independently any and all statements made 
and implied in the application. The administrator may also request clarification from applicant of any 
or all elements of the submitted application. 

D. After the 60-day review period, the administrator shall either: 

 1. Deny an award and notify the applicant in writing of the reasons why the award was 
denied; or 

 2. Recommend to the city council that a franchise be awarded to a particular applicant; 
or 

 3. Recommend to the city council a group of finalists from which the city council may 
select an applicant to award an exclusive franchise to. 

E. Upon concurrence with a positive recommendation, the city council will award the franchise 
or will delegate authority to the administrator to award the franchise within a reasonable period of 
time. The administrator will notify applicant in writing of an award.  
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Section 6.20.100 Appeal upon denial of award. 
 
A. Within 30 days of written notification of award denial or within 60 days of the administrator’s 
failure to act on the commercial or residential franchise application, the applicant has the right to 
meet with the administrator to review the items cited in the written notice and provide any additional 
evidence to support an award. Within 15 days of such meeting, the administrator will make a final, 
written determination of the application, based on the reviews of additional evidence, together with 
the original application. Administrator will send a copy of all final, written determinations, including 
reasons for denial, if any, to both applicant and the city council. 

B. Applicant may, within 10 days after receiving the administrator’s final denial, request a public 
hearing before the city council by submitting to the city clerk a written petition for an appeal hearing. 
If a public hearing is requested, the city clerk shall set the matter for hearing at the next regularly 
scheduled city council meeting or any later date as agreed upon by the applicant and clerk of the 
city council. At such hearing, applicant may present evidence in writing and through testimony of its 
employees and others relevant to the application. During such hearing, the city council may demand 
from the applicant such additional information as the city council may deem relevant and necessary. 
Standard rules of evidence are not in effect at such public hearing, and the applicant shall have the 
burden of proof to show facts demonstrating that the applicant does in fact meet the requirements of 
this chapter. Any hearing may be continued or adjourned to a stated time and place without the 
giving of further notice. The city council will provide applicant with a written explanation of its 
determination on the application within 30 days of such hearing. The city council’s decision is final. 

C. If the term of an applicant’s existing franchise expires while the application is under city 
review, the city council or the administrator may administratively extend the term for such period of 
time as is required to complete the appeal process.  

Section 6.20.110 Awarding of franchise. 

A. A commercial or residential franchise shall become effective only once the applicant and the 
city have signed a written agreement, and upon applicant’s satisfying all of the requirements and 
conditions set forth in both this chapter and the franchise agreement. 
 
B. The franchisee must provide to the city copies of all required certificates of insurance, and 
bonds as may be enumerated in the franchise agreement and this chapter. Should franchisee fail to 
maintain all such insurance and bonding requirements, uninterrupted for the term of the agreement, 
the city will immediately suspend or terminate the commercial or residential franchise. 

C. If the franchisee’s description of vehicles and equipment, as required under 
RCMC 6.20.080, has changed between the application date and the effective date of the franchise 
agreement, franchisee must submit to administrator an amended description, including all 
identification elements required under RCMC 6.20.080, prior to commencing services authorized in 
the agreement.  

Section 6.20.120 Requirements for franchise effectiveness. 
A franchise granted pursuant to this chapter shall not become effective unless and until all of the 
following requirements have been satisfied: 

A. The ordinance granting the residential or commercial franchise, or the resolution granting 
the administrator the authority to grant the franchise, is effective. 
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B. The applicant and the city have executed a franchise agreement. 

C. Within 20 days from the date of adoption of the ordinance granting the commercial or 
residential franchise, or within 20 days of the date of adoption of the resolution delegating authority 
to the administrator to grant the franchise, the applicant to whom a franchise has been granted has 
filed with the city clerk evidence of compliance with the insurance requirements specified in the 
franchise agreement.  

Section 6.20.130 Franchise fees.  
 
A. Each person engaging in the business of collecting, transporting or disposing of commercial 
or residential solid waste and recyclables kept, accumulated or generated in CITY shall pay a 
franchise fee to CITY. The city council shall set the franchise fee by resolution, or shall delegate the 
authority to set the franchise fee to the City Manager by  

B. The payment of franchise fees to the city pursuant to this section shall be in addition to any 
license fee or business tax prescribed by any local jurisdictions for the same period. 

C. Commercial and residential solid waste franchise fees shall be payable on all gross 
collection revenues by a franchisee from its commercial or residential solid waste collection 
customers located within CITY. The franchise fee shall be calculated based on gross collection 
revenues prior to franchisee imposing the franchise fee on its customers. Non-exclusive franchisees 
shall also pay franchise fees on revenues received from federal and state government entities 
within CITY. 

D. Franchise fees shall be payable by any person providing commercial or residential solid 
waste services within the city after the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter, even 
where no franchise has been granted.  

Section 6.20.140 Recycling facility reporting requirements. 
 
A. All recycling facilities within the city shall provide semi-annual written reports to the 
administrator, due 45 days after the close of the six-month reporting period, and including the 
following information for the previous six months: 

 1. The total aggregate tonnage of recyclable material received from generators located 
within the city; 

 2. The aggregate tonnage of recyclable material received from waste management and 
recycling operations in the city; 

 3. The aggregate tonnage of recyclable material received from franchises operating 
within the city; and 

 4. The total aggregate amount of residuals generated at the facility and disposed of at a 
permitted solid waste disposal facility, expressed as a percentage of total tonnage received. 

B. To the extent permitted by the California Public Records Act, any report or other information 
required by this chapter shall be deemed confidential and shall not be subject to public disclosure 
except for aggregate totals for all facilities. 
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C. Recycling facilities receiving only scrap metals, agricultural waste, inert materials, and/or 
discarded, whitecoated, major appliances that are not normally disposed of and thus cannot be 
counted towards the state’s diversion requirements are exempt from the reporting requirements of 
this chapter.  

Section 6.20.150 Restrictions on franchisees. 
 
The following restrictions shall be applicable to franchisees: 

A. Except to meet the two-truck requirement of RCMC 6.20.080(B)(3)(c), no franchisee shall, 
by contract, subcontract, or otherwise, share with another franchisee any office space associated 
with operations under a franchise. 

B. No franchisee, by contract, express understanding or indirectly, shall, in cooperation with 
another franchisee, divide, segregate or apportion any territory within the city for the purpose of 
restricting competition within a particular territory. 

C. No franchisee shall, directly or indirectly, enter into any contract, express understanding or 
other transaction with another franchisee for the purpose of fixing customer rates or charges or 
otherwise maintaining rates or charges at a particular level. 

D. No franchisee or any director, officer, partner, joint venturer, sole proprietor or corporate 
owner thereof, shall be a controlling shareholder of, be a partner, joint venturer or sole proprietor, 
owner, have any other interest in or be employed by another franchisee. No franchisee which is 
owned in whole or in part by a corporation shall be effectively controlled by a person or entity by 
virtue of that person or entity’s ownership of shares in the corporation, if the same person or entity 
otherwise controls another franchisee. The sole remedy for violation of the provisions of this 
subsection shall be revocation or refusal to renew a franchise. 

E. Each franchisee shall provide to the administrator such information as the administrator 
determines is reasonably necessary to facilitate effective administration of the franchise under the 
provisions of this chapter. Diversion information may be provided consistent with the framework for 
materials recovery facility (MRF) services and reporting of RCMC 6.20.170. 

F. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter, it shall be allowable for a franchisee 
having an interest in a materials recovery facility (MRF) to provide a reporting service, a solid waste 
processing service, and/or a recyclables processing service to another franchisee consistent with 
the framework for MRF services and reporting of RCMC 6.20.170.  

Section 6.20.160 Medical waste.  
 
A. Commercial franchisees shall not be required to divert treated medical waste. 
 
B. No treated medical waste from commercial or residential solid waste generators shall be 
delivered by a permittee to a materials recovery facility for the purpose of recycling.  

Section 6.20.170 Enforcement. 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, the provisions of this chapter shall be administered and 
enforced within the city by the administrator or other staff and enforcement officials designated by 
the administrator.  
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Section 6.20.180 Abatement proceedings. 
Any operation or activity contrary to the provisions of this chapter or a franchise agreement, 
including the terms and conditions of any franchise, is unlawful and shall constitute a public 
nuisance. The administrator is authorized to commence in the name of the city actions or 
proceedings to abate and enjoin any such operation or activity.  

Section 6.20.190 Notices. 
 
A. Whenever a provision of this chapter authorizes or requires a public hearing to be conducted 
by the city council, notice of the time, date, place and purpose of the hearing shall be published at 
least once not later than 10 calendar days in advance of the date of such hearing in a newspaper of 
general circulation which is published within the city, and shall be served upon each franchisee who 
is affected by such hearing. 

B. Any written notice or other communication to a franchisee which is authorized or required by 
this chapter shall be deemed served and effective for all purposes when deposited in the United 
States mail, postage prepaid, and addressed to the latest address of the franchisee shown in the 
city records pertaining to the franchise.  

Section 6.20.200 On-site storage. 
Every owner, tenant or occupant  of a residential dwelling unit or multi-family residential property 
and every owner, operator or keeper of any business with a fixed location in the city which 
generates solid waste and/or recyclable materials shall provide and at all times keep within an 
enclosure, or conveniently located near an enclosure or building, water-tight containers for solid 
waste and suitable containers for recyclable materials, and shall cause to be deposited in such 
containers, and not elsewhere, all solid waste and/or recyclable materials which accumulate on the 
premises. The containers shall have tightly fitted covers and shall not leak or permit the escape of 
odors. Notwithstanding the requirements of this section, generators shall not be required to set out 
or store recyclable materials together with solid waste and generators shall be allowed to 
appropriately store recyclable materials for collection separate from solid waste. It shall be unlawful 
for any person to fail to comply with the requirements of this section. Containers shall be clearly 
identified with the name of the franchisee.  

6.20.210 Solid waste disposal restrictions. 
 
A. It shall be unlawful for any franchisee to do any of the following: 

 1. To operate or have an interest in a solid waste disposal site, other than a transfer, 
receiving and/or processing station, within the city; 
 2. To operate a solid waste disposal area in the city; or 

 3. To dump any solid waste upon, or permit the same to fall upon, any property, road or 
highway other than the areas designated by this chapter for the disposal or dumping of solid waste.  

B. It shall be unlawful for any person to dump, deposit, or release any solid waste, rubbish, 
debris, garbage, trash, or recyclable materials in or on any public or private property, including 
streets, sidewalks, gutters, highways, or easements, except when acting in accordance with the 
solid waste collection regulations set forth in this chapter. 
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Section 6.20.220 Use of containers. 
No person other than a customer who has contracted for service with a franchisee, or a person with 
such customer’s consent, shall deposit solid waste into a solid waste bin, drop box or compactor 
placed in the city by a franchisee for the purpose of receiving solid waste. 

Section 6.20.230 Rules and regulations. 
 
A. The collection and subsequent transportation and disposal of commercial solid waste and  
recyclable materials within the city is under the supervision of the administrator who shall have the 
power to promulgate rules and regulations regulating such collection and subsequent transportation 
and disposal, including but not limited to: 

 1. Commercial solid waste generation, storage, recycling, recovery, accumulation, 
collection, removal, transportation and disposal; 

 2. The manner in which commercial solid waste collection and recycling services are 
provided; 

 3. Types of commercial solid waste and recycling containers and vehicles used 
therefor; 

 4. The operation and maintenance of sanitary methods of commercial solid waste 
disposal; 

 5. Reporting requirements for recycling facilities. 

B. A copy of said rules and regulations and all amendments thereto shall be sent by registered 
or certified mail, postage prepaid, to all affected franchisees addressed to their last place of 
business. To the extent not otherwise provided by law, it shall be unlawful for a franchisee to collect 
and subsequently transport or dispose of commercial solid waste contrary to any regulation, order, 
permit or requirement promulgated by the administrator. 

C. All such rules and regulations shall be consistent with the provisions of this chapter and shall 
be effective on the thirtieth day following the filing of any such rules and regulations with the city 
clerk. 

D. Any person who asserts that he or she is aggrieved by the terms or application of a 
regulation issued pursuant to this section may appeal the issuance of such regulation by filing a 
written notice of appeal with the city clerk. The notice of appeal shall specifically identify the 
regulation or regulations from which the appeal is taken and the reasons for the appeal. Upon 
receipt of such notice, the city clerk shall schedule the appeal for a public hearing by the city 
council, notice of which shall be given in the manner prescribed by RCMC6.20.240. At the 
conclusion of the public hearing, the city council shall be vested with jurisdiction to deny the appeal 
or to rescind or modify the regulation. The city council’s determination in this regard shall be final. 

E. Any regulation from which an appeal is filed prior to its effective date shall not become 
effective until the date of a determination by the city council of the appeal. Any regulation from 
which an appeal is filed on or subsequent to the effective date thereof shall remain in full force and 
effect during the pendency of the appeal, and any decision that rescinds or modifies the regulation 
shall apply prospectively. 
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F. It shall be unlawful and constitute a violation of this chapter for any person to violate or 
otherwise fail to comply with any rule or regulation issued pursuant to this section. 

Section 6.20.240 Vehicle inspection.  
 
A. All trucks and containers used in the collection, removal, transportation or storage of 
commercial solid waste in the city shall be subject to inspection by the city engineer for the purpose 
of determining whether or not the trucks and containers comply with California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, Sections 17341 through 17345.  

Section 6.20.250 Vehicle requirements.  

A. The bodies of vehicles used in the collection, removal or transportation of commercial solid 
waste in the city shall have beds of metal or other impervious material which can be cleaned, and 
shall otherwise be of a type approved by the city engineer’s department adopted pursuant to the 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 17341.B. The city engineer shall be authorized to 
issue administrative regulations pertaining to specifications for vehicles and containers, the 
cleansing and disinfecting thereof, and other sanitary measures in connection therewith.  

Section 6.20.260 Covered load requirement. 
 
A. All franchisee vehicles and all privately owned or operated vehicles using solid waste 
disposal facilities in the city shall have their vehicle loads covered, with a tarp or equivalent cover, to 
ensure protection from littering during transportation from the origin of the trip to any waste disposal 
facility located in the city. 

B. All vehicles hauling materials with the load originating in the city to a waste disposal facility 
located outside of the city shall have their loads covered while in transit within the city. 

C. Every permitted or nonpermitted waste disposal facility located within the city shall post 
signs notifying the public that it is illegal to haul uncovered loads to the facility. These facilities shall 
cooperate with the city enforcement staff by providing covered load education and promotion 
information to their customers to help assure the effectiveness of this chapter.  

Section 6.20.270 Rights reserved to city. 
In addition to all other rights reserved to the city under this chapter, the following shall apply: 

A. There is hereby reserved to the city every right and power, and the exercise thereof, which 
is reserved or authorized by any provision of any lawful ordinance or resolution of the city, whether 
enacted before or after the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter. 

B. Neither the granting of any franchise nor any provision of any franchise shall constitute a 
waiver of or a bar to the exercise of any governmental right or power of the city. 

C. The franchisee shall have no recourse whatsoever against the city, its officers, employees or 
agents or any of the city member entities, their officers, employees, or agents for any loss, cost, 
expense or damage arising out of any provision or requirement of this chapter or of any franchise 
issued under this chapter or because of the enforcement of this chapter. 

D. There is hereby expressly reserved to the city the power and authority to amend any section 
of this chapter so as to require additional or greater standards on the part of the franchisee and the 
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power and authority to increase the franchise fees to be paid by the franchisee pursuant to 
RCMC 6.20.150. 

Section 6.20.280 Other franchise provisions.  
 
A. The city council may expand or contract the scope of franchise agreements over time due to 
changes in law or interpretations of law. 

Section 6.20.290 Criminal penalties for violations. 
The following criminal penalties apply to violations of this chapter: 

A. Violation as Misdemeanor. Unless otherwise specified by this chapter, violations of the 
provisions of this chapter or failure to comply with any of its requirements, including violations of 
terms and conditions established in connection with franchisees issued pursuant to this chapter, 
shall constitute a misdemeanor. 

B. Penalty for Misdemeanor. Unless otherwise specified in this chapter, any person, whether 
as principal, agent, employee or otherwise, who violates this chapter or fails to comply with any of 
its requirements shall upon conviction thereof be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not 
more than six months in the county jail, or by both such fine and imprisonment. Each day such 
violation continues shall be considered a separate offense. Such penalties shall be in addition to 
any late fees, civil penalties, administrative civil penalties, or other charges payable to the city by a 
franchisee for the same period of time or for the same violations. 

C. Violation as Infraction. Unless otherwise specified by this chapter or the franchise 
agreement, the following violations by a franchisee are infractions: 

 1. Delinquent Payment of Franchise Fee. A delinquent payment of a franchise fee that 
is not received by the city before the first day of the month following the due date established under 
RCMC 6.20.150(B) is a violation and a separate violation for every month the payment remains 
delinquent thereafter. 

 2. Delinquent Payment of Franchise Fee Late Charge. A delinquent payment of a late 
payment charge and/or interest charges for a late franchise fee payment (under RCMC 6.20.150(F)) 
that is not received by the city before the first day of the month following the due date is a violation 
and a separate violation for every month the payment remains delinquent thereafter. 

 3. Delinquent Payment of Late Report Charge. A delinquent payment of a late charge 
for a delinquent quarterly report of diversion (under RCMC 6.20.170(F)) that is not received before 
the first day of the month following the due date is a violation and a separate violation for every 
month the payment remains delinquent thereafter. 

 4. Delinquent Payment of Audit Fee. A delinquent payment of an audit fee (under 
RCMC 6.20.210(B)) that is not received by the city before the first day of the month following the 
due date is a violation and a separate violation for every month the payment remains delinquent 
thereafter. 

 5. Delinquent Diversion Report. A delinquent quarterly report of diversion (under RCMC 
6.20.170) that is not received by the city before the first day of the third month following the end of 
the quarter reporting is a violation and a separate violation for every month the report remains 
delinquent thereafter. 
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 6. Incomplete Diversion Report. If a quarterly report of diversion (under RCMC 
6.20.170) that is received by the city is incomplete, the inadequacy must be remedied or corrected 
by the franchisee before the first day of the third month following the end of the quarter or it is a 
violation and a separate violation for every month the report remains incomplete thereafter. A 
complete quarterly report of diversion includes all information as may be required by the 
administrator. Partial quarterly reports of diversion will be considered incomplete. 

D. Penalty for Infraction. Unless otherwise specified by this chapter or in the franchise 
agreement, an infraction is punishable by a fine not exceeding $200.00 for a first violation of any 
offense under subsection (C) of this section within the preceding 12-month period; a fine of $500.00 
for a second violation of the same offense under subsection (C) of this section within the preceding 
12-month period; and a fine of $1,000 for each additional violation of the same offense under 
subsection (C) of this section within the preceding 12-month period. The administrator or the city 
attorney shall also have the discretion to elevate any infraction under subsection (C) of this section 
to a misdemeanor, punishable under subsection (B) of this section. Such penalties shall be in 
addition to any late fees, civil penalties, administrative civil penalties, or other charges payable to 
the city by a franchisee for the same period of time or for the same violation. 

E. Separate Remedies. Each civil, criminal, or administrative civil penalty imposed pursuant to 
this chapter for any separate violation shall be separate from, and in addition to, any other provision 
of law and does not supersede or limit any and all other legal remedies and penalties, civil, 
administrative or criminal which may be applicable under other laws.  

Section 6.20.300 Civil penalties for violations. 
The following administrative civil penalties apply to violations of this chapter: 

A. Administrative Civil Penalties. In addition to any other remedies provided by this chapter, 
any person who violates any provision of this chapter shall be liable for an administrative civil 
penalty to be imposed by the administrator. The amount of the penalty shall not be more than 
$1,000 for each day of violation. Any person who knowingly violates any provision of this chapter, 
after reasonable notice of the violation, is liable for an administrative civil penalty of not more than 
$1,000 for each day of violation. In determining the civil, criminal, and administrative civil penalties 
imposed pursuant to this chapter, all relevant circumstances shall be considered, including but not 
limited to the extent of harm or potential harm caused by the violation, the nature of the violation 
and the period of time over which it occurred, the frequency of past violations, and the corrective 
action, if any, taken by the violator. 

B. Administrative Civil Penalty Procedure. 

 1. Notice of Violation. The administrator shall notify the violator in writing of the time 
within an alleged violation must be remedied or corrected. The notice shall provide that an 
administrative civil penalty will be imposed if the continuing violation is not remedied or corrected 
within the time stated. 

 2. Notice of Penalty and Opportunity for Hearing. Notice of any administrative civil 
penalty shall set forth the alleged acts or failures to act that constitute a basis for liability and the 
amount of the proposed administrative civil penalty. The notice of administrative civil penalty shall 
be served by personal service or certified mail and shall inform the person so served that the 
administrative civil penalty imposed may be administratively reviewed by a city-designated hearing 
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officer before it is enforced if a request for hearing is timely filed. The notice shall also specify the 
procedure for requesting a hearing before the hearing officer. 

 3. Administrative Review. If a person desires administrative review of the administrative 
civil penalty imposed by the administrator, it shall request a hearing by timely filing a written request 
pursuant to the provisions of RCMC 6.20.430. The written request for an appeal must be 
accompanied by an administrative hearing fee, as established by the city council. Any such appeal 
shall be in writing, shall state the specific reasons therefor and grounds asserted for relief, and shall 
be filed with the administrator not later than 15 calendar days after the date of service of any such 
decision. A hearing shall be conducted by the hearing officer pursuant to RCMC 6.20.440 unless 
the person has waived the right to a hearing or has entered into a settlement agreement with the 
administrator. A person waives the right to a hearing by so stating in writing or by failure to file with 
the administrator a written request for hearing within 15 days after service of the notice of 
opportunity for hearing. 

 4. Effective Date. Where the person has waived the right to a hearing or where the 
person has entered into a settlement agreement, the administrative civil penalty shall not be subject 
to review by any court, the hearing authority, or any other agency and shall be effective 15 days 
after notice of the penalty is served. Where a hearing has been held, the penalty shall be effective 
20 days after the decision of the hearing authority becomes final. 

 5. Judicial Review. The manner of contesting the final order of the hearing officer 
concerning any administrative civil penalty is governed by Government Code Section 53069.4, or 
any successor provision thereto. Service of the notice of appeal authorized by Government Code 
Section 53069.4 upon the city shall be by service upon the city clerk. 

 6. Payment of Costs of Enforcement/Collection. In addition to any penalty, sanction, 
fine or imprisonment, each person who violates this chapter shall be required to pay any and all 
expenses of enforcement including costs necessary to bring the person into compliance with this 
chapter. In addition to all remedies contained herein, the city may pursue all reasonable and legal 
means in collecting those sums authorized and due. 

 7. Collection. Payment of the penalty shall be made within 30 days from when the 
penalty became effective. In addition to all remedies herein contained, the city may pursue all 
reasonable and legal means in collecting administrative civil penalties.  

Section 6.20.310 Settlement process. 
The administrator may adopt a written settlement agreement process for the settlement of violations 
of this chapter, which shall take into consideration the penalty factors set forth in RCMC 6.20.400.  

Section 6.20.320 Hearing officer. 
Whenever the term “hearing officer” is utilized in this chapter, it shall be deemed to refer to one or 
more qualified persons assigned the responsibility of conducting a hearing by the city manager.  

Section 6.20.330 Appeals. 
Any decision of the administrator may be appealed to a hearing officer appointed by the city 
manager. Any such appeal shall be in writing, shall state the specific reasons therefor and grounds 
asserted for relief, and shall be filed with the administrator not later than 15 days after the date of 
service of any such decision. If an appeal is not filed within the time or in the manner prescribed 
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above, the right to review of the action against which complaint is made shall be deemed to have 
been waived.  

Section 6.20.340 Appeal hearing. 
 
A. Not later than 30 days following the date of filing an appeal within the time and in the 
manner prescribed by RCMC 6.20.430, the hearing officer shall conduct a hearing for the purpose 
of determining whether the appeal should be granted. Written notice of the time, date and place of 
the hearing shall be mailed to the appellant not later than 10 days preceding the date of the hearing. 

B. The provisions of the California Administrative Procedure Act (commencing at Section 
11500 of the Government Code) shall not be applicable to such hearings; nor shall formal rules of 
evidence in civil or criminal judicial proceedings be so applicable. Testimony shall be given under 
oath, and the parties to the hearing shall have the right to cross-examine witnesses. Any relevant 
evidence shall be admitted if it is the type of evidence upon which responsible persons are 
accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs, regardless of the existence of any common law 
or statutory rules which make improper the admission of such evidence over objection in civil 
actions in courts of competent jurisdiction in this state. Hearsay evidence may be admitted for the 
purpose of supplementing or explaining any direct evidence but shall not be sufficient in itself to 
support a finding unless it would be admissible over objection in civil actions. The rules of privilege 
shall be effective to the same extent that they are now or hereafter may be recognized in civil 
actions. Irrelevant and unduly repetitious evidence shall be excluded. 

 1. Record. A record of the entire hearing proceedings shall be made by either a 
certified court reporter or tape recorder operated by the hearing officer. A transcript of the 
proceedings shall be made available to all parties upon request and upon payment of the fee 
prescribed therefor. Such fees may be established and revised from time to time by the city council. 

 2. Scope. Only those matters or issues specifically raised by the appellant(s) in the 
written appeal shall be considered in the hearing on appeal. 

 3. Oaths and Certification. The hearing officer has the power to administer oaths and 
affirmations and to certify official acts. 

 4. Oral Evidence. Oral evidence shall only be taken on oath or affirmation. 

 5. Rights of Parties. Each party shall have the right to call and examine witnesses, to 
introduce exhibits, to cross-examine opposing witnesses on any matter relevant to the issues of the 
hearing even though the matter was not raised in the direct examination, to impeach any witness 
regardless of which party first called him or her to testify, to present rebuttal evidence and to 
represent himself or herself or to be represented by anyone of his or her choice who is lawfully 
permitted to do so. No appellant shall be required to testify without his or her consent. 

 6. At the conclusion of the hearing, the hearing authority shall prepare a written 
decision that either grants or conditionally grants or denies the appeal, and contains findings of fact 
and conclusions. Notice of the written decision, including a copy thereof, shall be filed with the 
administrator and served not later than 30 days following the date on which the hearing is closed on 
the appellant and on other persons who appeared at the hearing and requested a copy. Service 
shall be by personal delivery or certified mail. 

C. City and appellant shall jointly pay for the costs of the hearing.  
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SECTION 3. Section 6.21.010, “Purpose and declarations,” of the Rancho Cordova Municipal 
Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
Section 6.21.010 Purpose and declarations. 
 
A. It is the intent and purpose of this chapter to promote recycling by: 
 
 1. Requiring covered generators in the city of Rancho Cordova to keep recyclable 
materials separate from all other solid waste for recycling; 
 
 2. Requiring covered generators to provide signs and labeled containers for the storage 
and collection of recyclable materials; and 
 
 3. Requiring covered generators to either self-haul or enter into a written service 
agreement for the collection and subsequent delivery of recyclable materials to a recycling facility. 
 
B. It is further the purpose of this chapter to provide a mechanism to require the 
implementation of recycling programs for covered generators within the city to thereby enable the 
city to meet and maintain the 50 percent waste diversion requirements set forth in the Public 
Resources Code Section 41780(a)(2).  
 
SECTION 4.  Section 6.21.020, “Definitions,” of the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
Section 6.21.020 Definitions. 
 
A. “Authorization” means the process of approving a recycler for collection and removal of 
recyclable materials from businesses and multifamily residential properties by the public works 
director, and/or his or her designee. 
 
B. “Authorized recycler” means any person or business entity who lawfully collects, accepts, 
transports or otherwise processes recyclable materials from businesses and multifamily properties 
for financial gain or profit, and has been certified and approved by the public works director, and/or 
his or her designee. 
 
C. “Business” means: 
 
 1. A commercial entity, proprietorship, firm, partnership, person in representative or 
fiduciary capacity, association, venture, trust, or corporation that is organized for financial gain or 
profit, including but not limited to, offices, retail stores, markets, manufacturing facilities, warehouse 
and distribution facilities, restaurants, motels and hotels, theaters, medical offices, and gas stations 
and automotive facilities; and 
 
 2. Not-for-profit organizations, including but not limited to, churches, hospitals, and 
social service organizations. 
 
D. “Certificate of operation” means the license that an authorized recycler must obtain from the 
city before it may collect recyclable materials within city boundaries. 
 
E. “City” means the city of Rancho Cordova, California. 
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F. “Collection” means the act of picking-up and removing solid waste or recyclable materials at 
the place of generation. 
 
G. “Commercial hauler” or “hauler” means any person who collects, hauls, or transports 
commercial solid waste for a fee by use of any means, including but not limited to, a dumpster truck, 
roll-off truck, a side-load, front-load, or rear-load garbage truck, or a trailer. 
 
H. “Commercial solid waste” means all solid waste as defined in subsection (CC) of this section 
that is generated by and at commercial and industrial sources, multifamily residential properties, 
and construction and demolition activities that is collected by a commercial hauler. 
 
I. “Covered generator” means all businesses and multifamily residential properties that are 
subject to the requirements of this chapter. The public works director and/or his or her designee 
shall specify the minimum weekly solid waste collection service threshold that defines covered 
generators for the purposes of this chapter and shall include such designation in the commercial 
franchise agreement. A covered generator may include a business or multifamily residential 
property owner or generator and is dependent on whoever executes a contract(s) for solid waste 
removal and recycling collection services. 
 
J. “Customer” means a business or multifamily residential property owner or generator who 
contracts for solid waste removal services and enters into a service agreement with a franchised 
waste hauler or authorized recycler for recycling services. Where several businesses or multifamily 
properties share garbage containers and service, “customer” refers only to the party who enters into 
a contract for solid waste collection services. 
 
K. “Designated recyclable materials” means materials, as designated in the franchise 
agreement, that are required to be separated by covered generators from solid waste prior to 
disposal and returned for use or reuse in the form of raw materials for new, used or reconstituted 
products. 
 
L. “Franchise” or “Commercial franchise” means a commercial solid waste and recyclables 
collection franchise issued to a commercial hauler by the city of Rancho Cordova. 
 
M. “Franchisee or Franchised waste hauler” means a person or entity holding a commercial or 
residential franchise issued by the city pursuant to Chapter 6.20 RCMC.  
N. “Generator” means each business or multifamily property that generates one or more 
designated recyclable materials as a result of its business activities or multifamily property activities. 
 
O. “Multifamily residential property” means five or more individual living units located on a 
single parcel of land and any mobile home park located within the city. 
 
P. “National contracts” means contracts between waste management companies and multi-
sited waste generating companies that operate currently throughout the United States, in more than 
one state. 
 
Q. “Owner” means the person who owns a business or multifamily residential property. An 
owner may also be a generator. 
 
R. “Person” means an individual, firm, limited liability company, association, partnership, 
industry, public or private corporation, or any other entity whatsoever. 
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S. “Public works director” means the public works director of the city of Rancho Cordova, 
California. 
 
T. “Recycling” means the process of collecting, sorting, cleansing, treating and reconstituting 
materials that would otherwise become solid waste and returning them for use or reuse in the form 
of raw materials for new, used or reconstituted products which meet the quality standard necessary 
to be used in the marketplace. Recycling does not include transformation as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 40201. 
 
U. “Recycling facility” means those facilities or operations that receive, process, and transfer to 
market recyclable materials that have been source separated from the solid waste stream. 
 
V. Recyclable materials container” means any box, tub, cart, or other container placed inside 
each individual multifamily residential unit and in maintenance or work areas on the premises of 
covered generators that is made of metal, hard plastic or other similar material and is suitable for 
the collection of designated recyclable materials pursuant to this chapter. Recycling materials 
containers must be approved by the city. 
 
W. “Recycling plan” means the plan to be presented to all covered generators by their 
franchised waste hauler to document understanding of the requirements of this chapter and record 
the selected compliance option for each designated recyclable material. 
 
X. “Removal” means the act of taking solid wastes or recyclable materials from the place of 
generation. 
 
Y. “Self-haul,” when used in reference to designated generators by a covered generator, 
means a covered generator, or employee designated by the covered generator, who collects, 
transports and hauls recyclable materials from the business or multifamily residential property in a 
vehicle owned by either an employee or the entity to a recycling facility rather than hiring a 
franchised waste hauler or an authorized recycler to perform this function. 
 
Z. “Self-hauling form” means the form provided by the public works director, and/or his or her 
designee, on which a business or multifamily residential property, owner or generator certifies that 
all self-hauling activities will be completed in accordance with the provisions of this chapter or any 
other applicable law or regulation. 
 
AA. “Service agreement” means a written agreement between a franchised waste hauler or 
authorized recycler and a covered generator concerning the collection of designated recyclable 
materials. 
 
BB. “Solid waste” means all putrescible and nonputrescible solid, semisolid, and liquid wastes, 
including garbage, trash, refuse, paper, rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes, demolition and 
construction wastes, discarded home and industrial appliances, dewatered, treated or chemically 
fixed sewage sludge which is not hazardous waste, manure, vegetable or animal solid and semi-
solid wastes, and other discarded solid and semi-solid wastes. Solid waste does not include 
hazardous waste or low-level radioactive waste regulated under Chapter 7.6 (commencing with 
Section 25800) of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code or medical waste. Solid waste does 
not include recyclable materials set out for separate collection for the purposes of recycling and that 
are not land filled. 
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CC. “Source separate” or “source separated” means the process of removing recyclable 
materials from solid waste for the purpose of recycling. 
 
DD. “Subcontract” is a contract assigning some of the obligations of a contract to a third party.  
 
SECTION 5.   Subdivision (A) of Section 6.21.030, “Requirements for covered generators,”  of the 
Rancho Cordova Municipal Code, is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
A.  Each covered generator shall be responsible for ensuring and demonstrating its compliance 
with the following requirements: 
 
 1. Source separate designated recyclable materials from solid waste; 
 
 2. Provide a basic level of recycling service that includes, at a minimum, the collection of 
designated recyclable materials; and 
 
 3. Enter into a written service agreement with a franchised waste hauler or authorized 
recycler for the collection of designated recyclable materials; or 
 
 4. Complete and retain on-site a self-hauling form certifying that all self-hauling activities 
will be completed in accordance with the provisions of this chapter or any other applicable law or 
regulation. A copy of such form shall be made available to the public works director and/or his or her 
designee upon request; and 
 
 5. Complete a recycling plan and provide a signed copy to the franchised waste hauler 
providing solid waste collection services. 
 
SECTION 6.  Section 6.21.140, “Reporting,” of the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
Section 6.21.140 Reporting.  
 
A. Franchised waste haulers’ failure to file the reports required by this chapter or by the franchise 
agreement shall constitute cause for termination or suspension of its franchise pursuant to Chapter 
6.20 RCMC. 
 
B. Unless otherwise required by the franchise agreement, self-haulers shall prepare quarterly 
reports to be kept on site identifying, at a minimum, the following: 
 
 1. The recyclable materials tonnage collected and removed within the city region during 
the previous quarter. 
 
 2. The location of the recycling facility(ies) to which the recyclable materials were taken 
during the previous quarter. 
 
C. The public works director, and/or his or her designee, shall provide and establish guidelines, 
forms and other appropriate material to assist franchised waste haulers, authorized recyclers and self-
haulers in preparing the reports required by this chapter.  
 
SECTION 7.  Subdivision (A) of Section 6.21.150, “Exemptions from recycling standards,” is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
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A. Notwithstanding any other provision herein, a business property owner or generator, shall be 
exempt from the requirements of this chapter if the owner or generator subscribes to less than four 
cubic yards of solid waste collection service per week. 
 
SECTION 8. Severability.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word of this 
Chapter is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a decision of any court of 
competent jurisdiction or preempted state legislation, such decision or legislation shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of this Chapter. The City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova 
hereby declares that it would have passed this Chapter and each and every section, subsection, 
sentence, clause or phrase not declared invalid or unconstitutional without regard to any such 
decision or preemptive legislation. 
 
SECTION 9. CEQA.  The City Council finds that this Chapter is not subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to Sections 15060 (c)(2) (the activity will not result in 
direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment) and 15060 (c)(3) (the 
activity is not a project as defined in Section 15378) of the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, Chapter 3 of 
the California Code of Regulations) because it has no potential for resulting in physical change to 
the environment, either directly or indirectly. 
 
SECTION 10. Effective Date.  Within fifteen (15) days after adoption, a summary of this Ordinance 
shall be published once in the Grapevine Independent or the Sacramento Bee, a newspaper of 
general circulation printed and published in Sacramento County and circulated in the City of Rancho 
Cordova, in accordance with Government Code section 36933. This Ordinance shall take effect and 
be enforced thirty (30) days after its adoption. 
 
Passed and adopted by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova this ___ day of 
________________, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
        __________________________ 
        Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________ 
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 23-2012 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
AMENDING SECTION 23.743.150(2)(C) OF THE RANCHO CORDOVA ZONING CODE 

 
 
WHEREAS, the City’s Zoning Code currently allows Digital Freeway Signs and 

discourages new Billboards in certain specified circumstances; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Zoning Code should be amended to strengthen the minimum standards 

that any proposed Digital Freeway Sign would be required to comply with; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City desires to increase the number of traditional Billboards that must be 

removed prior to the operation of any future proposed Digital Freeway Sign to ensure the 
community is provided with the highest benefit; and 

 
WHEREAS, the removal of traditional Billboards within the City limits would provide a 

community benefit; and 
 
WHEREAS, any future proposals for Digital Freeway Signs will be subject to a 

Conditional Use Permit issued by the City Council as well as future environmental review; and 
 

WHEREAS, the certified Environmental Impact Report prepared for the previously 
adopted General Plan was found to adequately address all environmental impacts associated 
with the adoption of the proposed Zoning Code amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, this amendment was analyzed and determined to be within the scope of the 
General Plan EIR and requires no further environmental review under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162; and 

 
WHEREAS, on December 17, 2012, the City Council held a properly noticed public 

hearing at which it received a report from City staff, oral and written testimony from the public, 
and deliberated on the item. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.   Recitals. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and made a part of this 
Ordinance. 
 
Section 2.  Findings. The City Council hereby finds that: 
 

A. CEQA Compliance.  The Rancho Cordova General Plan FEIR (SCH 
#2005022137) was certified in June 2006 by the Rancho Cordova City Council.  The General 
Plan EIR is a Program EIR. (CEQA Guidelines section 15168.)  The Digital Freeway Signs 
Zoning Code Amendment is an activity within the scope of the General Plan EIR and requires 
no further environmental review.  Further environmental review is not required because the 
proposed amendments do not meet the criteria for preparing a subsequent EIR or Negative 
Declaration under State CEQA Guidelines section 15162.  Furthermore, this is a procedural 
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change in the Zoning Code that will not result in a direct, or reasonably foreseeable indirect, 
physical change in the environment.  Therefore, adoption of the Ordinance is not subject to 
CEQA pursuant to Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2).  All applications for Conditional Use Permits 
under this provision will be required to comply with the requirements of CEQA prior to the 
approval of the permit. 
 

B. Consistency with the General Plan.  The attached Zoning Code Amendment 
("Amendment" or "proposed Amendment") is consistent with the General Plan as required by 
Government Code Section 65454.  The Amendment is consistent with and implements the 
following provisions of the City’s adopted General Plan: 

 
General Plan Goals, Policies, and Actions: 
 
§ Urban Design Action.3.1.2 – Require projects to include features and attributes that 
positively contribute to the image of the City.  
 
Finding:  The proposed Zoning Code Amendment would further the positive image of the 
City by requiring any future digital freeway signs to remove at minimum, four existing 
traditional format billboards within the City limits.  Removal of said signage would 
provide a community benefit by removing visual clutter from neighborhoods, contributing 
to a positive image of the City.  
 

Section 3. Amendments. The City Council hereby adopts the amended Section 
23.743.150(2)(C) of the Zoning Code attached in Exhibit A.  
 
Section 4. Severability. If any provision of this Ordinance or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of the Ordinance, including the 
application of such part or provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby and shall continue in full force and effect.  To this end, provisions of this Ordinance are 
severable.  The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed each section, 
subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase hereof irrespective of the fact 
that any one or more sections, subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, or 
phrases be held unconstitutional, invalid or unenforceable. 
 
Section 5.  Effective Date.  Within fifteen (15) days after adoption, a Summary of this 
Ordinance shall be published once in the Grapevine Independent or the Sacramento Bee, a 
newspaper of general circulation printed and published in Sacramento County and circulated in 
the City of Rancho Cordova, in accordance with Government Code Section 36933.  This 
Ordinance shall take effect and be enforced thirty (30) days after its inception. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova this ___ 
day of ______________ 2012, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:    
 
NOES:    
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTAIN:   
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       ____________________________ 

            Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST:       
 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
Exhibit A:  Amended Section 23.743.150(2)(C) of the Zoning Code with changes tracked 
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 MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  January 22, 2013 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Council Members  
 
FROM: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director 
 
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO 

APPROVE A CHANGE ORDER FOR ADDITIONAL PAVING IN 
THE AMOUNT OF $18,000 WITH DOUGLAS VEERKAMP 
GENERAL ENGINEERING INCREASING THE FOLSOM 
BOULEVARD PHASE 3 TOTAL CONTRACT VALUE TO 
$4,954,984 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

Adopt Resolution 9-2013. 

 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Adoption of this resolution will authorize the City Manager to execute a contract change 
order (CCO) associated with the Folsom Boulevard Phase 3 project (construction 
Contract No. 87-2011) in the amount of $18,000 increasing the maximum total contract 
value to $4,954,984. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The work performed under this construction contract includes the furnishing of all labor, 
materials and equipment for construction of Folsom Boulevard Phase 3.  Portions of 
Folsom Boulevard lie within both City and County of Sacramento (County) jurisdiction 
between Rod Beaudry Drive and Bradshaw Road.  In order to provide a complete project 
for the public, Staff coordinated with the County to obtain funds to resurface the County 
portions of the road along with the City’s resurfacing work within those limits.  During the 
course of the project, the County requested that a portion of Folsom Boulevard just east 
of Paseo Rio Way be widened at County cost to provide improved access to the parcel.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The County will pay the additional sum of $18,000 to accommodate the requested 
change.  Council authorization of this CCO allows for modification of the City 
construction contract and payment will be entirely by the County. 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
Resolution 9-2013 including Exhibit A – CCO No. 7 
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Resolution No. 9-2013   

CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 9-2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO APPROVE A CHANGE ORDER FOR ADDITIONAL 

PAVING IN THE AMOUNT OF $18,000 WITH DOUGLAS VEERKAMP GENERAL 
ENGINEERING INCREASING THE FOLSOM BOULEVARD PHASE 3 TOTAL CONTRACT 

VALUE TO $4,954,984 
 

 WHEREAS, the City awarded the Folsom Boulevard Phase 3 Project to Douglas 
Veerkamp General Engineering in the amount of $4,262,774 (Contract 87-2011); and 
 

WHEREAS, unforeseen conditions were encountered during construction and it became 
necessary to modify the plans and specifications with change orders to complete construction of 
the project; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council previously granted authority to the City Manager to execute 

contract change orders increasing the amount of the contract to $4,936,984; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City recommends that the City Council grant the City Manager the 
authority to approve an additional Contract Change Order up to a maximum of $18,000 for 
additional paving on Folsom Boulevard. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
RANCHO CORDOVA that the City Council authorizes the City Manager or his designee to 
approve CCO No. 7 in the amount of $18,000, increasing the contract value to $4,954,984. 

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the ___ 

day of _______ 2013 by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:   
 
        ___________________________ 
        Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST:       
 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, City Clerk, CMC 
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 MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE:  January 22, 2013 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director 
 
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION AWARDING CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT TO TIM PAXIN’S 

PACIFIC EXCAVATION, INC. FOR THE BICYCLE TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
DETECTION PROJECT IN AN AMOUNT OF $149,876 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adopt Resolution 8-2013. 
 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Adoption of this resolution will authorize the City Manger to award a construction contract to 
Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc., the lowest responsive bidder, who would perform work 
on the Bicycle Traffic Signal Detection Project.   
 
Work performed under this construction contract includes installation of bike detections and 
bike lane striping work at seven intersections throughout the City.  The installation of bike 
detections will allow bikes to be detected when they approach the intersection.  Currently, 
bicyclists would have to wait for a vehicle to approach the intersection or push the pedestrian 
push button.  This project helps the City improve its status of being a bicycle friendly 
community. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The award of the contract is based on the lowest base bid.  The base bid includes bike 
detections and bike lane striping work to be done at the following four intersections: Mather 
Field Road at Rockingham Drive, Sunrise Boulevard at Trade Center Drive, Old Placerville 
Road at Rockingham Drive, and Mather Field Road at Peter A. McCuen Boulevard.  
 
Staff included two bid alternates in the bid documents to have bike detections and bike lane 
striping work done at three additional intersections.  Bid alternate 1 includes installation of 
bike detections at the intersections on Zinfandel Drive at Olson Drive and at White Rock 
Road.  Bid alternate 2 includes installation of bike detections at the intersection of Folsom 
Boulevard and Mercantile Drive. 
 
A total of two bids were received and staff examined both proposals and determined the Tim 
Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc. to be the lowest responsible bidder.  The bid summary sheet 
is provided as Attachment 1.   
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City Council Staff Report 2 of 2 Award of Construction Contract 
January 22, 2012  with Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, inc. 

The lowest responsive base bid came in at $63,626.  Staff is recommending acceptance of 
bid alternate 1 for $52,080 and bid alternate 2 for $34,170.  The total contract amount to be 
awarded is $149,876. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
Funding for this project consists of City Transportation Funds currently budgeted and there is 
no impact to the City’s General Fund.  This project has been awarded a Federal Grant in the 
amount of $148,000.  In an effort to streamline federal grant administration process, the City 
has worked cooperatively with SACOG to consolidate a number of small grants into several 
large grants and use local transportation funds for the smaller project including this one.  This 
allows the City and SACOG to better utilize staff resources on small projects. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Bid Summary Sheet 
2. Resolution 8-2013 including Exhibit 1A – Contract No. 1-2013 
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Resolution No. 8-2013 Page 1 of 2
 
  

CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 8-2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO 
EXECUTE A CONTRACT WITH TIM PAXIN’S PACIFIC EXCAVATION, INC. FOR THE 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE BICYCLE TRAFFIC SIGNAL DETECTION PROJECT  
 

WHEREAS, the project was advertised in The Grapevine Independent on November 
16 and 23, 2012; and 

 
WHEREAS, the bids were publicly opened on December 6, 2012 at 2729 Prospect 

Park Dr., Rancho Cordova 95670; and 
 
 WHEREAS, two (2) bid alternates were provided in the bid documents to include 
construction and installation of bicycle detections at three (3) additional intersections within 
the City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, bid alternate 1 includes construction and installation of bicycle detections 
at the intersections of Olson Drive and Zinfandel Drive, and at the intersections of Zinfandel 
Drive and White Rock Road; and 
 

WHEREAS, bid alternate 2 includes construction and installation of bicycle detections 
at the intersection of Folsom Blvd and Mercantile Drive; and 
 

WHEREAS, Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc. submitted the lowest base bid, in the 
amount of $63,626; and 
 
 WHEREAS, staff recommends accepting both bid alternates 1 and 2 for a total of 
$86,250; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City recommends award the Bicycle Traffic Signal Detection Project 
to the lowest responsive bidder, Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc., in the amount of 
$149,876; and 

 
WHEREAS, those services will exceed the maximum amount the City Manager has 

authorization to approve. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF RANCHO CORDOVA authorizes the City Manager, or his/her designee, to execute a 
construction contract with Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc. (Exhibit 1A), in a form 
approved by the City Attorney.  

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the 

_____ day of ________, 2013 by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
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ABSTAIN:   
 
 

___________________________ 
           Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST:       
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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CONSTRUCTION SERVICES AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA  
AND TIM PAXIN’S PACIFIC EXCAVATION, INC.  

FOR THE BICYCLE TRAFFIC SIGNAL DETECTION PROJECT 
 
 THIS AGREEMENT made and entered between the City of Rancho Cordova (“City”) and Tim 
Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc. (“Contractor”) as of January 23, 2013. 
 

W I T N E S S E T H: 
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council for the City heretofore caused plans and specifications for the work 
hereinafter mentioned to be prepared, and therefore did approve and adopt said plans and specifications; 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council for the City did cause to be published for the time and in the manner 
required by law, a Notice inviting sealed bids for the performance of said work; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Contractor, in response to such Notice, submitted to the City Council for the City 
within the time specified in said Notice, and in the manner provided for therein, a sealed bid for the 
performance of the work specified in said plans and specifications, which said bid and proposal, and other 
bids and proposals submitted in response to said Notice, the City Council of public opened and canvassed 
in the manner provided by law; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Contractor was the lowest responsible bidder for the performance of said work, 
and said City Council for the City as a result of the canvass of said bids, did determine and declare 
Contractor to be the lowest responsible bidder for said work and award to a contract therefore.  
  
 NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises herein, it is mutually agreed between the 
parties hereto as follows: 
 
Section 1. CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.  The following documents are by this reference incorporated 
in and made a part of this Agreement:  The County of Sacramento, Standard Construction Specifications 
dated January 2008.; the Special Provisions; the contract drawings, all addenda; the Notice to Contractors; 
the Proposal; all required bonds; and all supplemental Agreements covering alterations, amendments, or 
extensions to the contract.  The documents which describe the work to be performed are sometimes 
collectively referred to herein as the Plans and Specifications. 
 
Section 2. SCOPE OF WORK.  That the Contractor will furnish all labor, materials, services,  
transportation, appliances, and mechanical workmanship required for Contract No. 1-2013, as provided for 
and set forth in said plans and specifications, or in either of them, which said plans and specifications are 
hereby referred and by such reference incorporated herein and made a part of this Agreement.  All of the 
said work done under this Agreement shall be under the supervision of and performed to the satisfaction of 
the Public Works Director of the City of Rancho Cordova who shall have the right to reject any and all 
materials and supplies furnished by the Contractor which do not comply with said plans and specifications, 
together with the right to require the Contractor to replace any and all work furnished by the Contractor 
which shall not either in workmanship or material be in strict accordance with said plans and specifications. 
 
Section 3. COMPLETION.  Said work shall be completed and ready for acceptance. 

EXHIBIT 1A
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Section 4. PAYMENT.  Attached hereto as Exhibit A and by reference made a part hereof, is the bid 
and proposal of Contractor.  Said bid and proposal will contain, as required by the terms of said 
specifications, the full and complete schedule of the different items with the lump sums or unit prices as so 
specified.  The City agrees in consideration of the work to be performed herein and subject to the terms 
and conditions thereof, to pay Contractor all sums of money which may become due to Contractor in 
accordance with the terms of the aforesaid bid and proposal, and this Agreement, to wit: one hundred 
forty-nine thousand eight hundred seventy-six dollars ($149,876).  Said sum shall be paid in 
accordance with Section 8 of the Standard Specifications.  With respect to that portion of the above sum as 
is based upon the estimated quantities specified for the general scope of the work to be performed herein, 
actual payment will be based upon the quantities as measured upon completion.  No payment made under 
this Agreement shall be construed to be an acceptance of defective work or improper materials. 
 
Section 5. RETENTION.  Pursuant to the provisions of Public Contract Code Section 7201, Section 
5.1 Retention to Ensure Performance has been modified.  For additional provisions are set forth in Section 
8-7 of the Standard Specifications. 

 
5.1   Retention to Ensure Performance.  Five percent (5%) of each progress payment will be 

retained until the work has been completed and accepted by the Public Works Director of 
the City of Rancho Cordova.  After fifty percent (50%) of the work has been completed, 
including approved change orders, the Contractor may request that remaining progress 
payments be made in full and not subject to further withholding of retention.  The City will 
review the progress to date and the remaining work.  If it appears that the work will be 
successfully completed and is progressing on schedule, the City will process subsequent 
progress payments in full.  However, the City reserves the right to withhold 5% retention on 
any subsequent progress payment if in the opinion of the City the work is no longer 
progressing on schedule. 

 
Section 6. PREVAILING WAGES.  Pursuant to the provisions of Articles 1 and 2 of Chapter 1, Part 7, 
Division II, of the Labor Code of the State of California, not less than the general prevailing rate of per diem 
wages, and not less than the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for holidays and overtime work, for 
each craft, classification or type of worker needed to execute the work contemplated under this Agreement 
shall be paid to all workers, laborers and mechanics employed n the execution of said work by Contractor, 
or by any subcontractor doing or contracting to do any part of said work.  The appropriate determination of 
the Director of the California Department of Industrial Relations is filed with, and available for inspection at 
2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670, the office of the Clerk of the City.  Contractor shall 
post, at each job site, a copy of such prevailing rate of per diem wages as determined by the Director for 
the California Department of Industrial Relations. 
 
Section 7. INSURANCE.  The Contractor shall carry and maintain during the life of this Agreement, 
such public liability, property damage and contractual liability, auto, worker’s compensation and builders’ 
risk insurance as required by the Standard Specifications Section 3. 
 
Section 8. WORKERS’ COMPENSATION CERTIFICATION.  By execution of this Agreement, the 
Contractor certifies as follows:   

“I am aware of the provisions of Section 3700 of the Labor Code which require every 
employer to be insured against liability for workers’ compensation or to undertake self-insurance in 

EXHIBIT 1A
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accordance with the provisions of that code, and I will comply with such provisions before 
commencing the performance of the work of this contract.” 

 
Section 9. PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT BONDS.  The Contractor shall, before beginning said 
work, file two bonds with the City, each made payable to the City.  These bonds shall be issued by a surety 
company authorized to do business in the State of California, and shall be maintained during the entire life 
of the Agreement at the expense of the Contractor.  One bond shall be in the amount of one hundred 
percent (100%) of the Agreement and shall guarantee the faithful performance of the Agreement.  The 
second bond shall be the payment bond required by California Civil Code Division 3, Part 4, Title 15, 
Chapter 7, and shall be in the amount of one hundred percent (100%) of the Agreement.  Any alterations 
made in the specifications which are a part of this Agreement or in any provision of this Agreement shall not 
operate to release any surety from liability on any bond required hereunder and the consent to make such 
alterations is hereby given, and any surety on said bonds hereby waives the provisions of California Civil 
Code Sections 2819 and 2845. 
 
Section 10. INDEMNIFICATION.  The Contractor shall defend, indemnify the City and save harmless 
the (including their officers, agents, members, employees, affiliates, and representatives) as set forth in 
Section 6-2 of the Standard Specifications. 
 
Section 11. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.   
 

11.1 This Agreement shall bind and inure to the heirs, devisees, assignees, and successors in 
interest of Contractor and to the successors in interest of in the same manner as if such 
parties had been expressly named herein.  All times states herein or in the contract 
documents are of the essence hereof.  As used in this instrument the singular includes the 
plural, and the masculine includes the feminine and the neuter.  This Agreement may 
create a possessory interest subject to property taxation, and Contractor may be subject to 
the payment of property taxes levied on such interest. 

 
11.2 Contract Administration.  This Agreement shall be administered by Ben Chan ("Contract 

Administrator").  All correspondence shall be directed to or through the Contract 
Administrator or his or her designee. 

11.3 Notices.  Any written notice to Consultant shall be sent to:   

Jim Paxin 
Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc.  
9796 Kent Street 
Elk Grove, CA  95624 

 
Any written notice to City shall be sent to: 

Ben Chan 
City of Rancho Cordova 
2729 Prospect Park Drive 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

EXHIBIT 1A
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11.4 IRS Form W-9.  Contractor shall complete and submit Internal Revenue Service Form W-9 
to the City before execution of this Agreement.  The City’s Finance Director shall have 
authority to waive this requirement.  

 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City Council and Contractor have caused this Agreement to be 
executed as of the day and year first above written. 
 
CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA:    CONTRACTOR: 
 
 
              
Ted A. Gaebler, City Manager    Jim Paxin, Vice President 
 
             
Date       Date 
 
        
Attest: 
 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, City Clerk 
 
      
Date 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
      
Adam U. Lindgren, City Attorney 
 
      
Date 
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City Council Staff Report 1 of 1 Council Appointments 
January 22, 2013  to Regional Boards 

 
 

 MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE:  January 22, 2013 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MEMBER APPOINTMENTS TO REGIONAL 

BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES FOR 2013 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council confirms their 2013 commitments to serve on other agency boards, commissions, 
and committees. 
 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
The City Clerk will confirm appointments with the members of the Council responsible for 
representing the agency boards, commissions, and committees they serve, and will ensure that 
any necessary Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC) filings are completed. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Council Members serve on various advisory boards in the community to ensure the city has 
representation within the region; additionally, Council Members serve on national and state 
committees. By confirming their appointments annually the member of the Council are 
committing their time to serve in these important roles at the national, state and local level.  
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
2013 Proposed - City of Rancho Cordova Council Member Appointments to Regional Boards, 
Commissions, and Committees.  
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Agency 2012 Appointment Proposed 2013 Appointment

Capital Southeast Connector
(Originally called: Elk Grove/Folsom/RC/ El Dorado Connector JPA)

Sander
Alt: Budge

Sander
Alt: Budge

City Selection Committee of Sacramento County Mayor if needed Mayor if needed

Folsom Lake College Foundation
Meets 2/14, 4/11, 6/13, 2013 from 11:30-1:00

McGarvey
(Termed out July 1, 2012)

VOLUNTEER NEEDED

Mather Community Campus Community Advisory Committee McGarvey McGarvey

Mayors & Board Chair Forum Sander, Budge and 
Gaebler

Budge, Skoglund and Gaebler

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)/Capitol Valley 
Regional SAFE

Sander
Alt: Budge

Sander
Alt: Budge

Sacramento Regional Sanitation District (Meets with Sacramento Area 
Sewer District)

Skoglund
Alt: McGarvey

Skoglund (Chair 2013)
Alt: McGarvey

Sacramento Area Sewer District (Meets with Regional Sanitation District) Skoglund
Alt: McGarvey

Skoglund (Chair 2013)
Alt: McGarvey

Sacramento County Human Rights/Fair Housing Commission Governing 
Board

Skoglund
Alt: McGarvey

Discontinue 2013

Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) No Seat 2012 No Seat 2013

Sacramento Metro Cable Television Commission 
(Ex Officio Member)

McGarvey
Alt: Skoglund

Terry
Alt: Skoglund

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) McGarvey
Alt: Skoglund

Terry

Sacramento Placerville Transportation Corridor Joint Powers Authority Sander
Alt: Budge

Sander
Alt: Budge

Sacramento Public Library Authority Governing Board Budge
Alt: Sander

Budge
Alt: Sander

Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) District Board of Directors Budge
Alt: Sander

Budge
Alt: Sander

Paratransit, Inc. (Secondary Appointment, RT appoints to this 
board)

Sander Sander

Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA) Cooley
Alt: McGarvey

McGarvey
Alt: Terry

Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito & Vector Control District Board McGarvey
Alt: Sander

McGarvey
Alt: Sander

South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) Elected Advisory 
Board

Budge
Alt: Skoglund

Budge
Alt: Skoglund

2013 Proposed - City of Rancho Cordova
Council Member Appointments to Other Agency Boards, Commissions and Committees

Local Appointments

Revised 1/18/13
Page 1 of 2
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Agency 2012 Appointment Proposed 2013 Appointment

League of California Cities Sacramento Valley Division Sander, 2nd Vice President Sander

League of California Cities Administrative Policy Committee (as 
Sacramento Valley Division Representative)

McGarvey McGarvey

National Civic League Board of Directors Sander Sander

National League of Cities CityFutures Panel on Community and Regional 
Development

Budge Budge

National League of Cities Transportation and Infrastructure (TIS) 
Steering Committee

Sander, Past Chair Sander

National League of Cities First Tier Suburbs Steering Committee and 
General Committee

Sander, Vice Chair and 
McGarvey

Sander, Vice Chair  
McGarvey

Building Industry Association (BIA) Subcommittee Sander, Cooley Sander, Terry

Kilgore Cemetery Council Subcommittee Budge, McGarvey Budge, McGarvey

Strong Neighborhoods Council Subcommittee Sander, McGarvey Sander, McGarvey

Folsom Cordova Unified School District 2x2 Sander, Budge  Sander, Terry  

Sacramento County 2x2 Sander, Budge  Budge, Skoglund (M/VM)

Cordova Recreation and Park District 2x2 Sander, Skoglund Sander, Skoglund

Sac Metro Fire 2x2 McGarvey, Budge McGarvey, Budge

SMUD 2x2 McGarvey, Budge Budge, Skoglund (M/VM)

Elk Grove Unified School District 2x2 McGarvey, Cooley McGarvey, Terry

Golden State Water 2x2 Sander, Budge Budge, Skoglund (M/VM)

Sacramento City Unified School District 2x2 Sander, McGarvey Sander, Terry

Council Subcommittees

2 x 2 Meetings

State Appointments

National Appointments

Revised 1/18/13
Page 2 of 2
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City Council Staff Report 1 of 5 Safeway Fueling Center #1746 
January 22, 2013  Conditional Use Permit and Design Review 

 
 

 MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: January 22, 2013 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: William Campbell, Principal Planner 
 
SUBJECT: SAFEWAY FUELING CENTER #1746 CONDTIONAL USE PERMIT AND 

DESIGN REVIEW; PROJECT NO. DD7653 – LOCATED AT 10605 FOLSOM 
BOULEVARD- AMENDED. 

 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: 
Trestle Cordova II, LLC 
Mr. John McNellis 
419 Waverly Street 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 

APPLICANT/DEVELOPER: 
LHB and Associates 
Mr. Robert (J.R.) Beard 
867 Pacific Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

 
PROJECT: Safeway Market is requesting eight (8) multi-product fueling dispensers under 

a 6,615 square foot canopy, along with a 700 square foot convenience store 
on the site of the former BBQ restaurant.  The fueling station requires a Use 
Permit per the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan and the project requires 
Design Review by the City Council.  No alcoholic beverages will be sold from 
the convenience store. 

FILE: DD7653 
LOCATION: 10605 Folsom Boulevard 
APN: 057-0240-030 
PLANNER: William Campbell 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adopt Resolution 120-2012.  
 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Adoption of this resolution will allow construction of a new fueling station and convenience store 
to be operated by Safeway. The new development will remove an aging vacant building from 
the Boulevard and upgrade the appearance of that portion of Folsom Boulevard.   
 
ADVANCES GOALS: 1, 2 and 6 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Safeway Markets proposes to install a fueling center, with support convenience shop, within the 
Commercial Mixed Use zone of the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan (FBSP).  The subject 
property is outside of any Regulating Plan area or “Pulse Point” of the FBSP, and therefore new 
development is subject to the normal development standards found within the Zoning Code and 
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not the “Form Based” provisions.  The new fueling station will require a Use Permit for the drive 
through fueling station and design review for the new canopy and cashier/convenience store.  
No alcoholic beverages will be sold from the convenience store.   

 
The existing vacant building (formerly the BBQ Pit) will be razed and the new fueling center 
installed.  The project consists of 8 multi product dispensers under a 6,615 square foot canopy, 
along with a 700 square foot convenience shop that will house the cashier and convenience 
items. No alcohol will be sold from the convenience store.  The new fueling station will be linked 
to the larger Safeway Market parking lot and will have direct access to Folsom Boulevard, along 
with access to Barbera Way.   
 

 
VACINITY MAP/ PROJECT LOCATION 

 
 
 
The proposed project is bounded by a bank to the east and a tire shop to the west.  As 
symbolized with the “star”, the three residential properties to the north are currently used for 
large family home care by a local care provider.  These properties are zoned Residential, as 
such, the Zoning Code would require the construction of a solid masonry wall to separate the 
fueling station from the most adjacent residential use.  Currently, a wood fence separates the 

Safeway Store 
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subject property and the commercial center from the residential neighborhood (see Figure 1 and 
2 below).  
 

  
FIGURE 1- LOOKING NORTHWEST FIGURE 2 - LOOKING NORTHEAST 

 
Use Permit 
 
In accordance with Zoning Code Section 23.134, the new fueling station must obtain a 
Conditional Use Permit and would be subject to the development standards listed in Section 
23.913.030 E of the Zoning Code.  The development package has been reviewed using the 
listed development standards in subsection (E) and has been determined to be in conformance 
with the requirements for street frontage, island spacing, driveway access, landscaping, sign 
program, and structure height.   
  
The Zoning Code requires a masonry wall along the property line that would separate the 
residential from the commercial.  Staff is aware of a water main location adjacent to the subject 
property line, which is shared with this project and the residential property (see Exhibit A, page 
C1). Staff cannot unilaterally remove the requirement, but staff does recommend the City 
Council exempt the requirement for a masonry wall as part of the approval package.  If a wall 
was built outside of the easement, within the subject property, a 5 foot no-man’s land strip 
between the new wall and the existing fence would be created. The wall condition has been 
removed and the current wood fence will remain in this case.   
 
Safeway has indicated the proposed hours of operation will be between 5AM and 11PM, 
Monday through Sunday.  The City does not have a standing restriction for 24 hour businesses; 
however, due to the close proximity to residential property directly north of the subject property 
placing a limit on the hours of operation would be prudent.  The store is currently open from 
5AM to Midnight, therefore the fueling station would close down one hour prior to the store.  A 
condition has been added to limit the hours of operation from 5AM to 11PM, within Exhibit B of 
the resolution.    
 
The required findings and the evidence to support the Use Permit are contained in Resolution 
No. 120-2012 (Attachment 1). 
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Convenience Store Island Canopy 
 
Design Review Findings 
 
In accordance with Zoning Code Section 23.140, new commercial projects must obtain Design 
Review approval.  The proposed plans were evaluated for consistency with the Zoning Code 
and the Design Guidelines for new commercial buildings.  Design Review approvals shall be 
granted only when the all of the findings defined in Zoning Code Section 23.140.050 can be 
made.  The required findings and the evidence to support them are contained in Resolution No. 
120-2012 (Attachment 1).  
 
Environmental Review 
 
Staff reviewed the applicant’s assessment questionnaire at the early stages of review and 
raised the only potentially significant issue of traffic generation by the new use and its impacts 
on the existing condition.  Public Works performed a preliminary traffic study and determined 
that no new traffic infrastructure would be required to accommodate the project beyond 
improvements that are supported by their traffic impact fee. Therefore, based on the previous 
EIR for Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan, staff recommends the Council find that the project is 
Categorically Exempt (15332 Infill) from review under CEQA. 
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RECOMMENDED MOTION 
 
Move the City Council determine the project is consistent with the Environmental Impact Report 
prepared for the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan, which adequately addressed the 
environmental impacts for small in-fill projects, and is therefore Categorically Exempt from 
further environmental review subject to Section 15332 of the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and adopt Resolution No. 120-2012 approving the Conditional Use Permit and the Design 
Review to operate a Safeway fueling station, subject to the attached Design Review Package 
(Exhibit A) and Conditions of Approval (Exhibit B). 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Resolution 120-2012 including the Design Package (Exhibit A) and the Conditions of 
Approval (Exhibit B). 

2. 500’ radius map and mailing labels.  
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Resolution No. 120-2012  Page 1 of 3 

CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 120-2012 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVING A  
SAFEWAY FUELING CENTER, 

PROJECT NO. DD7653 
 
  WHEREAS, Safeway Inc. (hereinafter referred to as Applicant) filed an application with 
the City of Rancho Cordova for a Conditional Use Permit and Design Review for a drive up 
fueling center.  The project is located at 10605 Folsom Boulevard.  (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 
057-0240-030); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council is the appropriate authority to hear and take action on this 
project; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova has conducted a properly 
noticed public hearing pursuant to Government Code Section 65090 and has duly considered all 
written and verbal testimony presented during the hearing. 
  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

 
A. Determine that the project site was adequately analyzed according to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and is consistent with the Environmental 
Impact Report prepared for the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan and is Categorically 
Exempt under Section 15332, In-Fill Development, as supported by the following 
Findings and Evidence: 
 
A. Finding: The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and 

all applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation 
and regulations.  Evidence:  The project site is designated Commercial Mixed Use 
(CMU) in both the General Plan and the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan.  The 
proposed building is consistent with the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan and its 
development standards for a fueling station according to Section 23.913.030 E of 
the Zoning Code. 

B. Finding: The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no 
more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.  Evidence:  The 
project site is approximately .86 acres (37,331 square feet) and entirely surrounded 
by urban residential and commercial uses of similar scale and intensity. 

C. Finding: The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species.  Evidence: The current site has been used by multiple uses 
over the years, most recently by a BBQ restaurant that has been vacant for more 
than 5 years. The subject property is totally surrounded by other commercial and 
residential buildings, therefore no special habitat will be removed as a product of 
this development. 

D. Finding: Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to 
traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.  Evidence: The new use will not generate 
new significant levels of traffic or noise impacts to the immediate area.  The new 
project will improve the existing conditions related to on-site drainage and water 
quality by the new improvement measures required by the current codes.   
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E. Finding: The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 
services.  Evidence: The site can be served by all required utilities that are 
currently in the area.    

2. Approve the Conditional Use Permit, subject to the Conditions of Approval (see Exhibit 
B); supported by the following Findings and Evidence, as defined in Zoning Code 
Section 23.134.030;   

 
A. Finding: The site size, dimensions, location, topography, and access are adequate 

for the needs of the proposed use, considering the proposed building mass, 
parking, traffic, noise, vibration, exhaust/emissions, light, glare, erosion, odor, dust, 
visibility, safety, and aesthetic considerations.  Evidence:  The City Council finds 
that the site size, dimensions, location, topography, and access of the site are 
adequate for the proposed use and the new development will not have a negative 
effect on the surrounding area.  This finding has been met. 

B. Finding:  Any negative impacts of the proposed use on adjacent properties and on 
the public can be mitigated through application of other Code standards or other 
reasonable conditions of approval.  Evidence:  The City Council finds that any 
negative impacts of the proposed fueling station have been reduced to a less than 
significant level by the placement of the facility, landscaping to screen views by 
sensitive users and through the application of Code standards and the attached 
Conditions of Approval.  This finding has been met. 

C. Finding:  All required public facilities have adequate capacity to serve the proposal.  
Evidence:  The City Council finds that all required public facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the Project.  Currently, all public facilities are adequately serving 
the existing site.  This finding has been met. 

D. Finding:  The project meets the requirements of the Zoning Code including 
development standards, design guidelines, and special use provisions.  Evidence:  
The City Council finds the project is consistent with all the requirements of the 
Zoning Code Section 23.913.030 E that specifically addresses the development of 
fueling stations. The conditions of approval will provide additional assurance that 
the new use will not negatively impact the area. This finding has been met.  

E. Finding:  If structures and site plans are considered nonconforming, the elements 
of a project that are nonconforming have been brought into compliance with the 
Zoning Code.  Evidence:  Due to the fact the old structures will be totally removed, 
there will be no nonconforming elements of this Project as identified in paragraph D 
above.  This finding has been met.    

3. Approve the Design Review, subject to the Design Package (see Exhibit A) and the 
Conditions of Approval (see Exhibit B); supported by the following Findings and 
Evidence, as defined in Zoning Code Section 23.140.050;  
 

A. Finding: The proposed project is consistent with the objectives of the General Plan, 
complies with applicable zoning regulations, Specific Plan provisions, and Special 
Planning Area provisions, and is consistent with the applicable Rancho Cordova 
Design Guidelines.  Evidence:  The project is consistent with the goals and 
objective of the General Plan and Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan.  This project is 
consistent with the adopted design guidelines of the City and the development 
standards in the Zoning Code Section 23.913.030 E.  
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B. Finding:  The proposed architecture, site design, and landscape are suitable for the 
purposes of the building and the site and will enhance the character of the 
neighborhood and community.  Evidence:  The fueling station is a modest 
improvement to the Folsom Boulevard frontage with a 6,615 square foot canopy to 
cover the dispensing islands and a 700 square foot convenience store.  The site 
plans primary function is fuel vehicles and provide the ease of ingress and egress 
onto the street pattern.  These operations are mostly paved surfaces with very little 
structure improvement to the site and perimeter landscaping to help screen the 
operation from the adjoining uses.  Fueling stations are typically located on corner 
lots, but in this case the property is connected to a major shopping center and has 
two public frontages on Folsom Boulevard and Barbera Way. The convenience 
store is centrally located within the site to allow the teller visual access to the 
fueling stations.  

C. Finding:  The architecture, including the character, scale, and quality of the design, 
relationship with the site and other buildings, building materials, screening of 
exterior appurtenances, exterior lighting and signing, and similar elements 
establishes a clear design concept and is compatible with the character of existing 
or anticipated buildings on adjoining and nearby properties.  Evidence:  The 
proposed convenience store is architecturally compatible with other recent designs 
approved in the Folsom Boulevard area.  The canopy structure is low profile and 
shares some of the architectural detailing of the store.  As there is no adopted 
design scheme for the immediate area, the store and pump island canopy are 
unique to their form and function.  The convenience store Folsom Boulevard 
frontage has been upgraded to include an awning to give the building face a 
more architecturally pleasing appearance and give the exit door some 
weather protection during inclement weather.  

D. Finding:  The proposed project will not create conflicts with vehicular, bicycle, or 
pedestrian transportation modes of circulation.  Evidence:  Site circulation will 
remain generally the same as the new use will not affect the existing ingress or 
egress to the site.  The amount and duration of traffic into and out of the site will 
incrementally increase over the previous use, but below the peak hour thresholds 
establish by the City to warrant the preparation of a traffic study.  The new project 
will not interfere with existing bicycle paths or transit routes along Folsom 
Boulevard. The new site plan does provide for better pedestrian access to the 
property by adhering to the ADA standards.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the 
____ day of ____________, 2013 by the following vote: 

 
AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  
         

____________________________ 
        Linda Budge, Mayor 
ATTEST:       
 
     
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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DD-7653 Safeway Fueling 
Station 

Rancho Cordova City Council
William Campbell, Project Planner
January 22, 2013
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Project Request

n Safeway Market is requesting eight (8) multi-product 
fueling dispensers under a 6,615 square foot canopy, 
along with a 700 square foot convenience store on the 
site of the former BBQ restaurant.  The fueling station 
requires approval of a Use Permit per the Folsom requires approval of a Use Permit per the Folsom 
Boulevard Specific Plan and Design Review by the City 
Council.  No alcoholic beverages will be sold from the 
convenience store.

112

A
G

E
N

D
A

 IT
E

M
 9.1



Location Map

Safeway Store

Project Area

Barbera Way

Folsom Boulevard
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Site Plan
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Building and Canopy Elevations
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Northern Property Fence Line
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Landscape Plan
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Environmental Review

The project is Exempt under Section 15332 (In-Fill
Development Projects) of the California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines, findings are provided in the
Resolution 120-2012.

118

A
G

E
N

D
A

 IT
E

M
 9.1



Recommended Motion 

n Move the City Council determine the project is consistent 
with the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 
Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan, which adequately 
addressed the environmental impacts for small in-fill 
projects, and is therefore Categorically Exempt from 
further environmental review subject to Section 15332 of further environmental review subject to Section 15332 of 
the California Environmental Quality Act; and adopt 
Resolution No. 120- 2012 approving the Conditional Use 
Permit and the Design Review to operate a Safeway 
fueling station, subject to the attached Design Review 
Package (Exhibit A) and Conditions of Approval 
(Exhibit B).
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 MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: January 22, 2013 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: William Campbell, Principal Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RANCHO CORDOVA TRAVEL AND TOURISM MULTI-SPORT FACILITY 

ADMINISTRATIVE USE PERMIT AND VARIANCE; PROJECT NO. DD7735 – 
LOCATED AT 2561 MERCANTILE DRIVE. 

 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: 
Drake Enterprises, Inc. 
Mr.  Glenn Drake 
490 Watt Drive 
Fairfield, CA 94534 

APPLICANT/DEVELOPER: 
Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism 
Mr. Jeffery Stone 
2729 Prospect Park Drive, Suite 117 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

 
PROJECT: Multi Sport Facility- Administrative Use Permit and Variance 
FILE: DD7735 
LOCATION: 2561 Mercantile Drive 
APN: 072-0350-015 
PLANNER: William Campbell 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adopt Resolution 1-2013. 
 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Adoption of this resolution will allow an indoor multi-use sports facility within a 71,628 square 
foot building that will be capable of hosting basketball, volleyball and other indoor oriented 
tournaments.  Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism (RCT&T) will be able to accomplish one of 
its main goals to increase tourism and overnight stays in the City during the weekends.  The 
facility will also cater to the regular weekday training and workout schedules for local area 
teams, club teams and individuals.  See Attachment 2 for the Executive Summary of the 
intended use.  
 
ADVANCES GOALS:   1, 2, and 6 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The RCT&T came to the City about a year ago and asked for assistance with developing a 
multi-use sports facility in the City of Rancho Cordova.  The City had been approached by other 
sports groups, but due to the lack of funds, many of the groups could not afford the 
improvement cost associated with converting large industrial buildings into high occupancy 
assembly buildings.  This change in occupancy would trigger the high cost of retro-fitting 
bathrooms, providing additional accessibility requirements and not having sufficient parking to 
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support the large number of people using these facilities during tournament play.  RCT&T has 
been fortunate to find a building that will meet their program needs and allow them to convert 
the large space in an economical way. 
 
 

 
Figure 1 Aerial Vicinity Map 

    
Table 1 – Land Use Relationships with Adjacent Properties 

 

 
General Plan 
Land Use 

Designation 
Zoning  Existing Land Use 

Subject Property Light Industrial SBSPA M-1 Light Industrial warehouse 
North  Light Industrial SBSPA M-1 Light Industrial Warehouse/industrial 
East Light Industrial SBSPA M-1 Light Industrial Folsom South Canal 
South  Light Industrial SBSPA M-1 Light Industrial Warehouse/industrial  

West Light Industrial SBSPA M-1 Light Industrial Warehouse/industrial 
services 

General Plan Abbreviations: SBSPA= Sunrise Boulevard South Planning Area Figure LU-31   
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The project will need approval of an Administrative Use Permit for the indoor recreation facility. 
A variance is required for the reduction of on-site parking caused by the tournament schedule 
and an exception to the parking lot shading (tree planting) requirement.  Each approval request 
will be discussed in greater detail in the following sections.     
 
Administrative Use Permit (AUP) 
 
This permit would normally be processed by staff, however due to the need of City Council 
approval for the parking and site development Variance, the whole package should be heard by 
the City Council.  The sports complex is a conditionally allowed use the light industrial zone and 
the AUP gives the City an opportunity to impose reasonable conditions to control the activity. 
This use will be exclusively indoors, with no exterior modifications to the building or activity to be 
conducted outside; therefore, the conditions for this project are mainly code related. The project 
has been reviewed according to all findings outlined in Section 23.125.030 of the Zoning Code.  
The required findings and the evidence to support them are included in Resolution No. 1-2013 
(Attachment 1). 
 
Variance 
 
According to the project description, the tournament play will exceed the on-site parking 
capacity and the sports complex will need to provide off-site facilities.  The parking lot 
leaseholds will need to be secured by RCT&T prior to any tournament play to accommodate the 
excess parking need.  Unfortunately, the available parking facilities that RCT&T could secure 
are greater than 1000 feet from the complex, as specified in Section 23.719.100 A.  The 
applicant plans to provide shuttle service to and from the lots and to and from the hotels they 
plan to use to house the visiting teams.  The on-site parking capacity is sufficient to support the 
parking needs of the facility during weekday activities.  Staff believes the applicant has provided 
a satisfactory solution to the parking issue and recommends support of their request, subject to 
the condition of approval that requires written proof of the off-site parking agreements.  
 
Another aspect of the Variance request by the applicant is to defer the code requirement for 
parking lot shading (tree planting), as specified in Section 23.716.070 C (4).  Increasing the 
parking lot shading would reduce the total amount of on-site parking that can be provided.  
RCT&T is leasing this facility and they are not modifying the exterior of the building.  Staff 
recommends the deferment of the parking lot shading requirement as part of the Variance 
request, which would expire when the sports complex no longer occupies the building.  A 
condition of approval has been added to permit the deferment of the parking lot shading 
requirement, as long as RCT&T occupies the building.    
 
The project has been reviewed according to all findings outlined defined in Zoning Code Section 
1.15.040.  The required findings and the evidence to support them are included in Resolution 
No. 1-2013 (Attachment 1). 
 
ATTACHMENT(S) 
 

1. Resolution 1-2013, including the Site Plan (Exhibit A) and Conditions of Approval 
(Exhibit B). 

2. Project Summary   
3. 500’ radius map and labels 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

Resolution No. 1-2013  Page 1 of 3 

CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 1-2013 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVING A ADMINISTRATIVE USE PERMIT 
FOR A MULTI-SPORT FACILITIY AND A VARIANCE TO SECTIONS 23.716.070 C (4) 
MINIMUM PARKING LOT SHADING AND SECTION 23.719.100 (A) EXCEEDING THE 

MAXIMUM ALLOWED DISTANCE FOR OFF-SITE PARKING, 
PROJECT NO. DD7735 

 
  WHEREAS, Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism (hereinafter referred to as Applicant) 
filed an application with the City of Rancho Cordova for an Administrative Use Permit for the 
indoor multi-sport facility in the Light Industrial Zone and a Variance to exceed the maximum 
distance for off-site parking and deferring the parking lot shade tree planting requirement, as 
established in the Rancho Cordova Zoning Code.  The project is located at 2561 Mercantile 
Drive (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 072-0350-015); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Director would have been the appropriate authority to hear 
and take action on the Administrative Use Permit; however, due to the co-application of a 
variance to certain development standards the project will be combined, and   
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council is the appropriate authority to hear and take action on the 
combined project; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova has conducted a properly 
noticed public hearing pursuant to Government Code Section 65090 and has duly considered all 
written and verbal testimony presented during the hearing. 
  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

 
A. Determine that the project site was adequately analyzed according to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and is consistent with the Environmental 
Impact Report prepared for the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan and is Categorically 
Exempt under Section 15332, In-Fill Development, as supported by the following 
Findings and Evidence: 
 
A. Finding: The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and 

all applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation 
and regulations.  Evidence:  The project site is designated Light Industrial (LI) in 
both the General Plan and the adopted Zoning Map of the City.  The proposed use 
is an allowed use in the Light Industrial Zone 

B. Finding: The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no 
more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.  Evidence:  The 
project site is approximately 3.80 acres, with a 71,628 square foot building and 
entirely surrounded by urban commercial and industrial uses of similar scale and 
intensity. 

C. Finding: The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species.  Evidence: The current site is fully developed with a 71,628 
square foot structure and support parking.  The total site has been disturbed and 
therefore no habitat or endangered species will be impacted by the proposed use. 
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Resolution No. 1-2013  Page 2 of 3 

D. Finding: Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to 
traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.  Evidence: The new use will not generate 
new significant levels of traffic or noise impacts to the immediate area, due to the 
off-site parking facilities that will support the project. The new project will improve 
the existing conditions related to on-site drainage and water quality by the new 
improvement measures required by the current codes.   

E. Finding: The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 
services.  Evidence: The site can be served by all required utilities that are 
currently in the area, which currently serves the existing building on site.     

2. Approve the Administrative Use Permit (AUP), subject to the Site Plan (Exhibit A) and 
Conditions of Approval (Exhibit B); supported by the following Findings and Evidence, 
as defined in Zoning Code Section 23.125.030;   

 
A. Finding: The Proposed use is allowed within the applicable zoning district and 

complies with all other applicable provisions of this Zoning Code, Municipal Code, 
General Plan and any applicable Specific Plans or City regulations/standards.  
Evidence: The proposed use is allowed subject to the approval of an AUP.  The 
AUP process was crafted to allow property owners the ability to increase their 
marketability by attracting other uses not customarily located in industrial zones.  
The AUP gives the city the opportunity to impose reasonable conditions on the use 
to ensure the peace, safety and welfare of the community.  A set of conditions has 
been developed to ensure the operation will not impact neighboring properties.  

B. Finding: The site is physically suited for the type, density, and intensity of the 
proposed use including access, utilities, and the absence of physical constraints 
and can be conditioned to meet all related performance criteria and development 
standards.  Evidence:   The multi-sport facility property is sufficiently large enough 
to accommodate the normal weekday use for individual conditioning, team 
coaching and informal team scrimmage, and will be supported by sufficient off-site 
parking facilities to accommodate tournaments that will draw larger groups.  
Adequate transportation facilities will be provided in the form of shuttle buses to 
and from the parking lots and hotel sites supporting the tournament teams.   

C. Finding: Granting the permit would not be detrimental to the public interested, 
health, safety, convenience, or welfare, or materially injurious to persons, property, 
or improvements in the vicinity in which the project is located.  Evidence:   
Typically, indoor recreation facilities are not customary in industrial park settings; 
however, due to the size of the buildings and ceiling clearance height, the large 
industrial buildings lend themselves to these types of indoor facilities.  Commercial 
gymnasiums located in commercial based zones are very expensive for these 
multi-sport complexes and the building sizes needed are best found in industrial 
areas.  The major use of the facility will not impact the neighboring businesses due 
to the sports complex hours that are after normal 8AM to 5PM business hours and 
weekends when most area businesses are closed.  
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Resolution No. 1-2013  Page 3 of 3 

 
 
 
 
3. Approve the Variance, subject to the Conditions of Approval (see Exhibit B); supported 

by the following Findings and Evidence, as defined in Zoning Code Section 23.143.030;  
 

A. Finding: The Variance will be an incentive to, and a benefit for, the non-residential 
development.   Evidence:  The secured off-site parking lots will support both the 
multi-sport complex and the existing hotels, which are in close proximity to the lots.  
The tournaments will bring in local and traveling teams that will reserve hotel 
rooms over the weekend, when the vacancy rates in the area hotels are much 
higher than the work week vacancy rates.  The off-site parking facilities will also 
allow the tournament organizers better control over their site for team buses, sports 
venders and exhibits to support the tournaments. Additionally, deferring the 
required amount of on-site tree planting to shade the lot will maintain the greatest 
amount of on-site parking spaces.  Within the industrial zone, the area used for 
loading and unloading of trucks is not shaded per the Code, and when the sport 
complex leaves the site, the added parking lot shading would need to be removed 
to accommodate the truck traffic and turning motions.  

B. Finding:  The Variance will facilitate access to the non-residential development by 
patrons of public transit facilities. Evidence:  The off-site parking facilities are the 
parking lots for the light rail system, which will be used during the off peak times of 
commuter traffic. The light rail stations are in close proximity to the hotels along 
Folsom Boulevard that will be supporting the tournament accommodations.  Shuttle 
bus service will be provided to and from the parking lots to the tournament center, 
thereby reducing the demand for on-site parking and on-street parking congestion. 
The reduced landscape request would not facilitate public transit use; however it 
would preserve the greatest amount of on-site parking and relieve the burden of 
over flow parking on the street.      

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the ___ 
day of ______________, 2013 by the following vote: 

 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
        ____________________________ 
        Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
ATTEST:       
 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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The HUB at Rancho Cordova 
 
The HUB at Rancho Cordova is a planned multi use sports facility located at 2561 Mercantile Dr. in 
Rancho Cordova.  The building is a 71,000 square foot warehouse space that is being updated to 
accommodate indoor sports and recreation activities.  The space allows for 8 basketball courts, or up to 
11 volleyball courts.  The indoor surface will include hardwood and composite flooring to accommodate 
indoor activities and sports including; basketball, volleyball, futsal, wrestling, karate, tae kwon do, judo, 
badminton, table tennis, and other events.   

The project was initiated by Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism with 3 primary goals.  First, generate 
incremental room nights to the hotel properties in the TBID by creating demand on weekend nights 
through sports tourism.  Second, operate a financially responsible facility that can operate at a 
reasonable cost structure and obtain the first objective with a return on investment in line with outlined 
policies of the organization.  Finally, provide a community benefit through the development of sports 
academic programs through a non-profit organization that will assist underserved kids and provide 
access to club level sports, travel competitions, academic assistance, college prep assistance, and 
financial aid for continued education.   

Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism will operate the facility to ensure that the outlined goals are met, 
and we can provide oversight to ensure the success of the HUB.  Many benefits will arise from the 
development and operation of the HUB.  Currently Rancho Cordova offers a limited number of facilities 
and capacity to attract high level tournaments that will generate incremental room nights.  Our existing 
facilities are run by operators that have a different set of goals for operation and are at a capacity which 
does not allow for a significant increase in sports tourism and economic impact.  The HUB will create a 
significant expansion in our facilities available for Sports Tourism.  We have partnered with the largest 
competitive sports organization in the Nation, AAU (Amateur Athletic Union) to assist in the 
development of our tournaments and rapidly expand our marketing capabilities to Teams and 
Tournament operators.  This partnership will allow rapid expansion of incremental room nights and 
revenue through the existing demand and need of AAU, and partnership with Rancho Cordova Travel 
and Tourism.  Additional benefits that will arise through this venture include a positive extension of the 
Rancho Cordova Brand nationally through our marketing efforts, an economic impact estimated at $4.5 
million annually through incremental spending in the region by participants, job creation, and 
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ǇŽƵƚŚ ĂŶĚ ĂĚƵůƚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŽƵƌ ůĞĂŐƵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐůƵď ƐƉŽƌƚƐ 
programs.  The non-profit organization focusing on academics and athletics is intended to improve the 
lives of kids in our area by improving quality of life through team building and assisting in the 
improvement of education to our underserved, but it will also differentiate the facility and strengthen 
our brand, highlighting Rancho Cordova as a place that takes education and support for our children 
seriously.   

Our financial plan consists of using RCTTC assessment revenue to pay for tenant improvements and 
equipment cost to open the facility.  We will need assistance due to the high cost of renovation and 
equipment from the City of Rancho Cordova in the form of a line of credit.  This line of credit will be 
secured by ongoing assessment revenue.  Once the building is open and operational our financial plan 
shows a sustainable forecast of revenue to maintain operations, re-pay the line of credit and have 
reserves to re-invest in the operation.  The line of credit will be applied to obtain the necessary 
equipment to open the facility: 
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The HUB at Rancho Cordova 
 
LINE OF CREDIT APPLICATION: 

City Permits and Fees including traffic impact fee 

 $5100 ʹ AUP and variance fee 

 $95,628 ʹ Permit and Traffic Impact Fee 

Sports Equipment 

 $135,000 ʹ Wood and Composite floor  

 $25,000 ʹ Volleyball equipment 

 $32,000 ʹ Pads, Chairs, Curtains for court separation. 

 $10,000 ʹ Facilities equipment, lift, cleaning equipment, racks, fence, storage equipment 

  

  

Bleachers 

  

 

Quick Facts: 

Location 

 2561 Mercantile Drive 
 61,000 Square feet of playing area 
 10,000 square feet of office space 
 
Primary Focus 
 Basketball  
 Volleyball 
 Year Round Demand 
 
Secondary Opportunities 
 Wrestling 
 Jujitsu 
 Tae Kwon Do 
 Badminton 
 Futsal 
 Table Tennis 
Other Uses 
 Exposition Space 
 Events 
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The HUB at Rancho Cordova 
 
  
Goals 
 Incremental weekend room nights for Rancho Cordova Hotels 
  14,000 annual incremental off peak room nights 
 Financial stability 
  Break even revenue or better 
 Community Benefit 
  Athletics and Academic assistance to Rancho Cordova Kids 
 Most competitive facility in the region 
  Attract travel teams and competitors 
   
Partnerships 
 AAU ʹ Amateur Athletic Union Basketball 
  Secondarily Volleyball 
  Wrestling 
  NCVA ʹ Northern California Volleyball Association (in discussion) 
Risks: 
 Parking 
 FŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů CŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ;TI͛ƐͿ 
 Permits 
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DD-7735 Rancho Cordova 
Tourism and Travel Multi 
Sport Complex

Rancho Cordova City Council
William Campbell, Project Planner 
January 22, 2013

Sport Complex
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Project Request

n Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism filed an 
application for an Administrative Use Permit for 
the indoor multi-sport facility in the Light 
Industrial Zone and a Variance to exceed the 
maximum distance for off-site parking and maximum distance for off-site parking and 
deferring the parking lot shade tree planting 
requirement, as established in the Rancho 
Cordova Zoning Code. 
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Site Location 
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Administrative Use Permit

n The sports complex is a conditionally allowed use the 
light industrial zone. 

n This permit would normally be processed by staff, 
however due to the need of City Council approval for the 
parking and site development Variance, the whole parking and site development Variance, the whole 
package should be heard by the City Council. 

n This use will be exclusively indoors, with no exterior 
modifications to the building or activity to be conducted 
outside; therefore, the conditions for this project are 
mainly code related. 
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Variances
n Tournament play will exceed the on-site parking capacity and 

the sports complex will need to provide off-site facilities.  
n Unfortunately, the available parking facilities that RCT&T 

could secure were greater than 1000 feet from the complex, 
as specified in Section 23.719.100 A.

n Parking lot leaseholds will need to be secured by RCT&T prior n Parking lot leaseholds will need to be secured by RCT&T prior 
to any tournament play to accommodate the excess parking 
need.

n Increasing the parking lot shading would reduce the total 
amount of on-site parking that can be provided, landscape 
should be differed. 

n Staff recommends approval of the two variance requests.  
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Recommended Motion 

n Adopt Resolution 1-2013, including the site plan (Exhibit 
A), and subject to the Conditions of Approval (Exhibit 
B). 
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City Council Staff Report 1 of 3 Transportation Fee Update 
January 22, 2013   

 
 

 MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  January 22, 2013 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director 
 
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION APPROVING AN UPDATE TO THE TRANSPORTATION 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAM AND NEXUS ANALYSIS  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. Adopt Resolution No. 7-2013. 
2. Waive the first reading and introduce Ordinance No. 3-2013 

 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Adoption of Resolution No. 7-2013 approves the update to the Transportation Development 
Impact Fee Program and Nexus Study and adopts reduced transportation development 
impact fees in the new development area.  Adoption of Ordinance No. 3-2013 makes minor 
amendments to Chapter 16.84 of the Municipal Code to be consistent with the provisions of 
the Nexus Study. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On November 7, 2005, the Council approved a nexus study establishing a Citywide 
Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Program.  In considering variations on the 
approach to establishing fees, the Council selected a fee schedule that implemented a set of 
transportation development impact fee rates for both the new developing area and lower 
rates for the infill area.   
 
City Staff have been working with the Building Industry Association (BIA) representatives on 
a revised Transportation Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and transportation impact fee 
update.  On November 19, 2012, a joint recommendation was presented to the Council 
during a transportation fee workshop and direction was provided to staff to implement an 
interim transportation impact fee of $15,500 which reflects a 20% reduction from the current 
fee. The intent was that the fee would remain in effect while the group continued 
collaboratively working towards an update of the fee program that would shorten the 
timeframe, reduce the projected development, and revise the transportation improvements to 
match projected development.   
 
Staff had intended to implement the Council directive by adopting an updated Fee Resolution 
at the December 17, 2012 Council meeting.  However, it was later determined that an 
updated Nexus Study is needed to satisfy the requirements of the Measure A Transportation 
Fee Program. 
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City Council Staff Report 2 of 3 Transportation Fee Update 
January 22, 2013   

DISCUSSION 
 
The revisions to the Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Program and Nexus 
Study (Attachment 1) reflect the Council direction to reduce the fee for the single family 
dwelling unit by 20%.  Staff interpreted the Council directive to also apply to commercial and 
industrial development in the new growth area, and therefore the same percentage reduction 
is reflected in the proposed Fee Schedule for non-residential development.  The revised 
Nexus Study also satisfies the requirements of the Measure A Fee Program. 
 
The infill fees were originally adopted by the City Council at lower rates.  Consistent with the 
Council’s adopted policy, the fee schedule for the infill area, which has lower transportation 
impact fees than the proposed revised fees in the new growth area, remains unchanged with 
the exception of industrial rates. Since the current industrial rate for the infill area is the same 
as the new growth area, the 20% rate reduction will be applied to both areas. 
 
The Fee Schedule shown on Exhibit A of the attached Resolution (Attachment 2) will be 
applied to all new development.  The following table provides a summary of the revisions to 
the fee schedule. 
 

Proposed Transportation Development Impact Fees 
Effective January 1, 2013 

 New Growth Area 
 Existing Fee Revised Fee 
Single Family Detached > 1,200 SF  per Unit $ 19,519  $ 15,499  
Single Family Detached ≤ 1,200 SF  Per Unit $ 19,519 $ 13,639 
Single Family Attached per Unit N/A $ 13,639 
Multi-Family per Unit $ 13,288 $ 10,849 
Commercial per SF $  14.32 $  11.37 
Office per SF $  10.99 $    8.73 
Industrial/Manufacturing (entire City) per SF $    5.60 $    4.45 
 
 
To respond to the diversity of residential home product types being built in the region, the 
Updated Nexus Study incorporates additional categories of residential land use types than 
were previously adopted.  There is an implied relationship between the size of a house, the 
number of people living in it, and the number of trips generated. The application of the 
refined land use categories results in a lower fee for smaller residential unit types of 1,200 sf 
or less.  
 
Modifications are required to the Municipal Code through the ordinance amendment to reflect 
the additional land use categories and other minor refinements for consistency with the 
Nexus Study. 
 
Implementation of the Updated Fee 
 
To take into consideration the original anticipated timeline and the delay because of the 
requirement to do an Updated Nexus Study, staff recommends that the Council consider a 
policy direction to implement the revised fees retroactive to January 1, 2013.  
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City Council Staff Report 3 of 3 Transportation Fee Update 
January 22, 2013   

Ordinance No. 3-2013 (Attachment 3) would amend specific provisions of Chapter 16.84.to 
refine consistency with the TDIF and Nexus Study. Because the minor revisions to the 
Ordinance do not affect the total amount of the proposed fee, the timing of the adoption of 
the ordinance does not restrict the implementation of the reduced fee as recommended.  A 
redline version of the revisions to the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code are attached to the 
staff report for reference as Attachment 4.  
 
REQUESTED MOTIONS 
 

1.  “I move that the City Council adopt Resolution No. 7-2013 approving the update to 
the Transportation Development Impact Fee Program and Nexus Study, and approve 
the Fee Schedule retroactive to January 1, 2013.” 
 

2. “I move that the City Council introduce and waive the first reading of Ordinance No. 3-
2013, amending Chapter 16.84 of the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code to refine 
specific sections for consistency with the TDIF and Nexus Study.” 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Program and Nexus Study  
2. Resolution No. 7-2013 with Exhibit A 
3. Ordinance No. 3-2013 
4. Redline changes to Chapter 16.84 of RCMC 
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City of Rancho Cordova 
Transportation Development  

Impact Fee Program Nexus Study 
 
 

Executive Summary 

PURPOSE OF TDIF PROGRAM NEXUS STUDY 

As new development continues within the City of Ranch Cordova (“City”), new or expanded 
backbone transportation improvements will be required to meet the demands of future 
development.  The proposed Transportation Development Impact Fee (“TDIF”) Program will 
fund roadway improvements, transit improvements, bikeways, and walkways that will be needed 
to mitigate the impacts of new development in the City.  The City is updating its TDIF Program, 
which was adopted in 2005, to incorporate a portion of the updated facilities and costs from the 
City’s Transportation Capital Improvement Program (“CIP”).  The CIP was prepared by DKS 
Associates and is included as Appendix B of this report.  The updated CIP and TDIF will ensure 
compliance with the City’s General Plan, which sets forth a series of focused goals regarding the 
type of transportation system that is needed to serve the City’s residents and employees.   

The City retained Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. to prepare this TDIF Program Nexus Study 
(“Nexus Study”).  The updated TDIF will be established by the Rancho Cordova City Council 
through the adoption of a fee resolution and minor changes to the municipal code through an 
ordinance amendment.  The TDIF Program is compliant with the requirements set forth in the 
Mitigation Fee Act, also known as AB 1600, and ensures that a nexus exists between future 
development in the City and (i) the use and need of the proposed transportation improvements, 
and (ii) the amount of transportation impact fees assigned to future land uses.  This Nexus Study 
demonstrates that a reasonable relationship exists between the development impact fee to be 
levied on each type of land use and the cost of the facilities attributable to that land use. 

RELATIONSHIP AMONG THE GENERAL PLAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM, CIP, & 
TDIF PROGRAM 

The General Plan transportation system (“GP Transportation System”) identifies all 
transportation improvements needed through buildout of the City’s General Plan and identifies 
the gross cost of each improvement.  However, not all of the facilities in the GP Transportation 
System are needed to serve projected development through 2035.  The CIP included as 
Appendix B of this report identifies the facilities that the City and DKS Associates determined 
are needed based on estimated 2035 traffic demands.  
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City of Rancho Cordova 
TDIF Program Nexus Study ii January 14, 2013 

Not all of the facilities in the CIP are needed because of increased demand for transportation 
improvements generated by existing and projected development in the City.  Certain facilities, or 
components of facilities, are included in the CIP but excluded from the TDIF Program because 
the facilities are sized to accommodate regional trips that neither begin nor end within the City 
(“thru trips”).  In addition, other transportation improvements excluded from the TDIF Program 
include “non-capacity” roadway improvements (e.g., streetscape improvements), pavement 
maintenance and pedestrian ADA implementation.  Furthermore, a portion of the cost of certain 
facilities in the TDIF Program will be funded from sources other than the TDIF Program because 
the improvement (i) remedies an existing deficiency, (ii) is expected to be partially funded in 
existing County fee programs, or (iii) is expected to be partially funded by other sources.  The 
gross TDIF Program cost was also reduced by (i) a project cost deduction and (ii) fees collected 
between July 2003 and January 2007 to fund transportation improvements, producing a net cost 
to be applied to future development in the TDIF Program. 

TDIF SUMMARY 

The detailed information presented in this report has been used to determine the TDIF that will 
be collected from new development for transportation improvements that will be needed to 
accommodate increased traffic volumes as growth in the City continues.  Table ES-1 below 
identifies the updated TDIF for the major land use categories identified by the City.  Specialized 
land uses may have unique trip generation rates, and the City will calculate the appropriate fee 
for these land uses based on the estimated trips the land use will generate. 
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TABLE ES-1 
CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 

TDIF PROGRAM 
TDIF BY LAND USE 

 
   

Land Use TDIF1 

   
   

Residential   
Single Family Detached, greater than 1,200 sq. ft. $15,499  per Unit 

Single Family Detached, less than or equal to 1,200 sq. ft. $13,639  per Unit 

Single Family Attached $13,639  per Unit 

Multi-Family $10,849  per Unit 
   

Non-Residential   

Commercial $18.82  per SF 

Office $16.40  per SF 

Industrial $6.96  per SF 

Miscellaneous    
Church $10.15  per SF 

Gasoline/Service Station $20,341  per Position 

Hotel/Motel $9,115  per Room 

Mobile Home Park $8,082  per Unit 
   

1 Includes a 3.75% fee to fund the City’s program management and administration costs related to the 
TDIF Program. 

FEE ADJUSTMENTS 

The TDIF will be adjusted in future years to reflect revised facility standards, receipt of funding 
from alternative sources (e.g., state or federal grants), revised costs, or changes in demographics 
or land use.  In addition to such adjustments, in January of each calendar year, the TDIF for each 
type of development will automatically be adjusted by the average increase, if any, in the 20-city 
Construction Cost Index (CCI) and the San Francisco CCI as reported in the Engineering News 
Record.  Fee credits and reimbursements will be available as part of the TDIF Program for 
eligible facilities that meet City standards.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The City of Rancho Cordova (“City”) is located in the eastern central portion of Sacramento 
County along Highway 50, neighboring the cities of Sacramento and Folsom.  On July 1, 2003, 
Rancho Cordova incorporated and became the seventh city in Sacramento County.  At the time 
of incorporation, the City assumed full responsibility for a variety of municipal facilities and 
services, including long-range and current planning for land uses and development projects as 
well as for facilities required to serve such projects.  In 2005, the City enacted its first citywide 
impact fee program to fund transportation projects that would be needed to serve new 
development within the City.   

On June 26, 2006, the City adopted its first General Plan to serve as the blueprint for future 
growth and development in the City.  The adopted General Plan includes a circulation element 
that identifies all transportation facility needs anticipated in the City.  The General Plan process 
spanned over two years and included over 50 public meetings and workshops to define local 
concerns and the means to address the issues of interest to Rancho Cordova’s residents, 
businesses and decision makers.   

After adoption of the General Plan, the City retained DKS Associates (“DKS”) to prepare a 
General Plan transportation system (“GP Transportation System”) based on the adopted General 
Plan as well as a transportation capital improvement program to identify those improvements 
required to serve development through 2035 (“CIP”).  The resulting study prepared by DKS, 
Transportation CIP and Development Impact Fee Program (“DKS Report”), is attached herein 
as Appendix B.  This updated Transportation Development Impact Fee Program 
(“TDIF Program”) incorporates the analysis and results from the DKS Report. 

PURPOSE OF TDIF PROGRAM NEXUS STUDY 

As growth within the City continues, new or expanded backbone transportation improvements, 
including roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, will be required to meet the demands 
of future development.  The updated CIP and TDIF will ensure compliance with the City’s 
General Plan, which sets forth a series of focused goals regarding the type of transportation 
system necessary to serve the City’s residents and employees.   

The City retained Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. to prepare this TDIF Program Nexus Study 
(“Nexus Study”).  The updated TDIF will be established by the Rancho Cordova City Council 
through the adoption of a fee resolution and minor changes to the municipal code through an 
ordinance amendment.  The TDIF Program is compliant with the requirements set forth in the 
Mitigation Fee Act, also known as AB 1600, and ensures that a nexus exists between future 
development in the City and (i) the use and need of the proposed transportation improvements, 
and (ii) the amount of transportation impact fees assigned to future land uses.  This Nexus Study 
demonstrates that a reasonable relationship exists between the development impact fee to be 
levied on each type of land use and the cost of the facilities attributable to that land use. 
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IMPACT FEE NEXUS REQUIREMENTS (AB 1600) 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1600, which was enacted by the State of California in 1987, created Section 
66000 et. seq. of the Government Code.  AB 1600 requires that all public agencies satisfy the 
following requirements when establishing, increasing, or imposing a fee as a condition of 
approval for a development project: 

1. Identify the purpose of the fee. 

2. Identify the use to which the fee will be put.  

3. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between: 

A.  The fee’s use and the type of development project on which the fee is 
imposed. 

B. The need for the public facility and the type of development project on 
which the fee is imposed. 

C. The amount of the fee and the cost of the public facility or portion of 
the public facility attributable to the development on which the fee is 
imposed. 

The assumptions, methodology, facility needs, costs, and cost allocation factors that were used to 
establish the nexus between the TDIF and the development on which it will be levied are 
summarized in the subsequent sections of this report and in the DKS Report.  A summary of the 
specific nexus findings made in this report is provided in Section VI below. 

ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 

The remainder of this report has been organized into the following sections: 

Section II. Discusses the land use categories to be used in the application of the fees as well 
as other land use assumptions used in the fee calculation.  A summary of the City’s land use 
model is also provided in this section. 

Section III. Discusses the methodology used to determine the facilities included in the 
GP Transportation System, the CIP, and the TDIF Program.  

Section IV. Identifies the cost of facilities in the CIP that are included in the TDIF Program, 
and explains how the costs assigned to new development were determined from the TDIF 
Program costs. 

Section V. Discusses the methodology used to calculate the TDIF for each of the primary 
land uses anticipated to develop in the City.  

Section VI. Presents the nexus findings related to the TDIF Program and a summary of the 
TDIF for each detailed land use. 
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Section VII. Summarizes components of the ongoing administration of the TDIF Program, 
including fee adjustments and exemptions, fee credits and reimbursements, and implementation 
of the program. 
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II. LAND USES 

LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS 

The City’s Planning Department created an i-PLACE3S (Internet-based PLAnning for 
Community Energy, Economic, and Environmental Sustainability) land use model to survey 
existing land uses within the current City limits and the larger General Plan Planning Area.  The 
model also projected future growth through 2035 and at buildout of the General Plan.  The 
resulting land use estimates and projections are incorporated in the DKS Report and used to 
develop the City’s GP Transportation System and CIP.  The land use estimates and projections 
also serve as the basis for determining which improvements are included the TDIF Program and 
which improvements are attributable to new growth.  A summary of the i-PLACE3S model and 
its associated assumptions is provided below.   

i-PLACE3S 

i-PLACE3S is a geographic information system (“GIS”) software tool developed by the State of 
California Energy Commission in partnership with the Oregon Department of Energy and the 
Washington State Energy Office.  The system was originally designed to help jurisdictions 
enhance the sustainability of their communities, but in recent years, as the software has been 
further developed and refined, local and regional agencies have been using it to evaluate growth 
scenarios and the associated impacts.   

i-PLACE3S is unique from other GIS mapping tools (including the City’s existing GIS system) 
in that the data is dynamic.  When land use categories are applied to a parcel, development 
characteristics, including dwelling units per acre and employees per acre, are also applied.  
i-PLACE3S then runs a detailed set of calculations on every parcel in the project to determine the 
total number of dwelling units, jobs per sector, and building square footage by sector.  Because 
i-PLACE3S is geographically based, data can be summarized for sub-areas within a planning 
area.   

Assumptions and Components of the i-PLACE3S Model 

Parcel-based Planning 

The 2007 i-PLACE3S land use model was based on the most recent parcel data for the City and 
the larger General Plan planning area that were available from Sacramento County in January 
2007.  Utilizing this base geometry, City staff modified the parcels to include recently approved 
tentative parcel maps for larger development projects (e.g., Sunridge Park and The Preserve).  
The intent of these changes was to provide a greater level of detail from which to estimate land 
use assumptions based on recent City approvals. 
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Land Use Typologies 

When assumptions are placed on a parcel, it is done by using a development “Place Type”.  
Place Types are created from a detailed set of assumptions that include the following: 

 Percent of development type by sector (i.e., residential, retail/commercial, office, 
industrial, public, and other) 

 Square footage by sector – the average dwelling unit size per Place Type or average 
number of square feet of building area per employee 

 Parking ratios per 1,000 square feet or per dwelling unit 
 Parking distribution (e.g., number of levels and location) 
 Landscaping and setback requirements as a percentage of the site area 
 Square feet per parking space, including drive aisles 
 Residential type 
 Average lot size for single-family detached lots 
 Maximum height in stories 

When i-PLACE3S calculates the resulting development potential (e.g., residential density or 
employment intensity) of a Place Type, it creates a maximum intensity.  As City staff applies the 
Place Types to parcels, development percentages that reduce the maximum intensity of a 
category to a likely level are used. 

For parcels where more than one Place Type could or should be used, a blended Place Type has 
been created.  Blended Place Types are made up of percentages of development Place Types 
(i.e., 10% parks, 60% Low Density Residential, 30% Commercial Mixed Use).  Development 
percentages similar to those used for development Place Types have also been applied.  

Constraints 

The impact of environmental and physical constraints on potential development has also been 
taken into account as projections have been made.  i-PLACE3S includes a constraint function 
that will hold out a given percentage of land from a geographic area.  City staff has estimated 
this percentage based on previous mapping efforts and studies and has applied them based on the 
General Plan planning areas.  Constraints have been applied only within those Planning Areas 
that do not have completed detailed mapping or for which a completed detailed land plan was not 
available at the time the General Plan was under development.   

Traffic Analysis Zones – Role in Traffic Modeling and Creating 2035 Data 

While the land use model is a parcel-based model, data is summarized based on Traffic Analysis 
Zones (“TAZ”).  Once in this format, the data from the land use mode can be imported into the 
regional traffic model.  The TAZs for the City were provided by Fehr and Peers in 2004 as part 
of development of the General Plan.  

The TAZs also provide a basis for adjustment of the buildout model to an earlier benchmark 
year.  Percent reductions, based on land use type (e.g., residential, retail/commercial, office, and 
industrial), are applied to each TAZ to reduce the development potential to the 2035 benchmark 
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year.  The percent reductions are calibrated to the existing conditions model for each TAZ.  
Growth is then extrapolated out from the existing conditions benchmark in five-year increments 
to buildout based on an average of 1,780 dwelling units per year.  Non-residential development 
follows a similar growth curve; however, the start of non-residential growth is delayed a few 
years to allow residential uses an opportunity to form a basis for supporting non-residential uses.   

Because the percent reduction method provides benchmark year “buildout” data by land use type 
summarized by TAZ, development that is identified within TAZs that cross jurisdictional 
boundaries (City/County) must be split between the jurisdictions (i.e., parcel data have been 
summarized to a larger TAZ level and now must be split between the two jurisdictions).  To 
accomplish this, an analysis of the full buildout data is conducted to see what percentage of the 
development occurs within each jurisdiction.  Those percentages are then applied to the 
benchmark year data and used to create a summary by jurisdiction (City/County).   

Residential Product Types 

The i-PLACE3S model generally groups residential development into two categories – detached 
and attached.  These are overarching categories that include a variety of product types from 
typical single family detached homes to attached townhomes and condominiums to apartments to 
residential units in a vertical mixed use project.  Based on the Place Type assumptions, 
residential development within these two categories can be further described below.   

Detached Residential:  Includes all single family detached units that are located within 
conventional single family developments, typically one residential unit per lot. 

Attached Residential:  Includes all single family attached units and multi-family units.  Single 
family attached units comprise single family dwellings that share a common exterior wall and 
typically includes duplexes, condos, and townhomes, but only to a maximum of 18 units per 
acre.  Multi-family units comprise apartments, apartment-style condos, residential development 
that is part of a “town center” or “village center” development, and residential that is part of an 
office development (e.g., condos or penthouses in multi-story office buildings). 

Existing Conditions 

City staff has surveyed the existing conditions of the City and General Plan area as described 
below: 

 April–June 2004:  Review of existing land uses within the City 
 October–November 2004:  Review of existing land uses within the City’s Sphere of 

Influence 
 April 2005:  Review of existing land uses in Rosemont, Larchmont, and Gold River 
 January 2007:  Field survey of new growth areas, review of aerial photography in the 

built areas of the City, and review of building permit data for new home construction. 

In addition, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (“SACOG”) has supplied information 
on existing land uses in portions of the General Plan planning area that have not been surveyed 
in detail by staff (e.g., Jackson Planning Area, Grant Line South Planning Area, East Planning 
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Area).  City staff has reviewed the SACOG data and compared it to the latest aerial photography 
on record to make it as accurate as possible. 

Based on this collected data, an existing conditions model is created in i-PLACE3S.  This is a 
parcel-based model that attributes existing development (e.g., dwelling units and square footage) 
to each parcel within the study area.   

Buildout and 2035 Benchmark Year 

The i-PLACE3S model is based on buildout of the General Plan.  It looks at the full extent of 
urban development across the entire General Plan planning area, including both areas within and 
just outside of the City.  In addition to providing City-wide data on development within the City, 
this practice provides contextual land use information for the surrounding unincorporated area.   

While the 2007 land use model is generally the same as the General Plan model, there were two 
areas of the City where staff made adjustments, consistent with the General Plan, based on recent 
planning efforts.  These are described below in detail. 

Redevelopment Areas 

In redevelopment areas of the City (e.g., Folsom Boulevard, Capital Center Business Park, and 
Sunrise Boulevard), the General Plan model was utilized as a base but was supplemented by 
updated zoning information from the Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan and 2006 General Plan 
Implementation Rezoning (November 2006) which included the creation of several new mixed 
use districts and the rezoning of over 200 parcels within the Folsom Boulevard, Sunrise 
Boulevard, and Zinfandel Drive/Downtown Rancho Cordova areas. 

New Growth Areas 

The land use model that covers new growth areas of the City is based on a combination of 
approved and pending development plans, consistent with the development potential outlined in 
the General Plan.  Because the 2007 i-PLACE3S model utilizes a more detailed parcel data set 
than the General Plan model, several land plans were updated with more detailed information.  
Table II.1 below lists the new growth project areas and the corresponding land plan used for the 
2007 i-PLACE3S land use model: 
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Table II.1 
New Growth Project Areas and Land Use Plans 

 

Project Land Plan Used 
  

  

Westborough December 2004 map provided by Fehr & Peers, as provided 
by GenCorp, consistent with General Plan 

Glenborough Consistent with the adopted General Plan 

Rio del Oro February 2005 draft Specific Plan Land Use Map; 
consistent with the General Plan 

Suncreek Consistent with General Plan 

Sunridge East Approved land plan (February 2006 edition) 

Sunridge Park Approved land plan (June 2006) 

Sunridge (all others) Consistent with the General Plan’s parcel-specific 
designations and updated to reflect approved tentative maps 

The Arboretum Consistent with the General Plan 

  

 

Land Use Summary 

Using the i-PLACE3S land use model, the City’s Planning Department estimates that, as of 
January 1, 2007, there are approximately 24,500 residential units and approximately 19.9 million 
square feet of retail/commercial, office, and industrial uses in the City.  Existing residential 
development is comprised of 14,387 single family detached units, 3,757 single family attached 
units, and 10,069 multifamily units; existing non-residential development is comprised of 3.8 
million square feet of retail/commercial, 9.5 million square feet of office, and 6.6 million square 
feet of industrial uses.   

The Planning Department projects that approximately 49,800 additional residential units and 
14.8 million square feet of retail/commercial, office, and industrial land uses remain to be 
developed in the City through 2035.  Trip generation factors were applied to this projected 
growth to calculate the number of dwelling unit equivalents (DUEs) that would impact and, 
therefore, contribute to the cost of new roadway improvements.  Table 17 in the DKS Report, 
included as Appendix B of this Nexus Study, shows the total DUE calculation. 

In all, total development in the City is expected to grow to approximately 74,300 residential units 
and 34.7 million square feet of non-residential land uses through 2035.  
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TDIF PROGRAM LAND USE CATEGORIES 

The Mitigation Fee Act requires that a reasonable relationship exist between the need for public 
facilities and the type of development on which an impact fee is imposed.  General and detailed 
land use categories have been defined in order to distinguish between the number of trips 
generated by residents and employees associated with various types of land use.  Existing and 
projected land uses generated by the i-PLACE3S model are classified by general land use types 
(e.g., single family detached, single family attached, multi-family, retail/commercial, office, and 
industrial), which are incorporated in the DKS Report and serve as the basis for the cost per 
dwelling unit equivalent calculation included in this Nexus Study.  However, detailed land use 
categories, as defined below, have been established for purposes of implementing the TDIF 
Program.  These categories have been created to differentiate specific impacts from each detailed 
land use on transportation facilities.  For example, residential land use categories are defined 
based on characteristics related to unit type (e.g., detached and attached) and unit size as 
discussed further below.   

Data from the American Housing Survey and SACOG implies an indirect relationship between 
the size of a housing unit and the number of trips generated by a housing unit.  The data indicates 
a negligible difference in trip generation for medium to large single family homes; however, a 
significant reduction in overall trip generation applies to homes that are 1,200 square feet or less.  
Based on these findings, a 1,200 square feet cutoff is used to delineate between residential land 
uses for purposes of this Nexus Study.  Specifically, the American Housing Survey for the 
Sacramento region suggests a proportional relationship between the square footage of a dwelling 
unit and the number of persons residing in that unit – generally, persons per unit increases as the 
size of a residential unit increases.  In addition, data on travel characteristics from SACOG’s 
2000 Household Travel Survey suggests a proportional relationship between the number of 
persons in a home and the number of trips generated by that household, namely that trips per 
household increase as persons per household increase.  Based on combined data from these two 
sources, it can be concluded that the average number of trips generated per day is proportionally 
related to the number of people living in the dwelling unit, which is generally related to the size 
of the dwelling unit.   

A TDIF has been calculated per dwelling unit for residential land uses and per square-foot of 
building space for most non-residential land use categories.  Exceptions in the non-residential 
land use categories include the following: (i) gasoline/service stations for which impacts are 
calculated per vehicle position; (ii) mobile home parks impacts for which impacts are calculated 
per dwelling unit, and (iii) hotels and motels for which impacts are calculated per room.  
Specifically, the following detailed land use categories are identified for purposes of the TDIF 
Program:  

Single Family Detached, 
greater than 1,200 sq. ft.: 

Includes all single family detached residential units with 
more than 1,200 square feet of living area based on the 
square footage reflected on the building permit issued for 
construction of the unit. 
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Single Family Detached, 
1,200 sq. ft. or less: 

Includes all single family detached residential units with 
1,200 square feet or less of living area based on the square 
footage reflected on the building permit issued for 
construction of the unit. 

Single Family Attached: Includes the following: 

 All units within a structure that has 2-4 attached units, 
whether such units are all offered for rent or for sale to 
individual owners. 

 All units within a structure that has 5 or more attached 
units that (i) are available for sale to individual owners, 
and (ii) have a living area greater than 1,200 square 
feet. 

Multi-Family: Includes the following: 

 All units within a structure that has 5 or more units, all 
of which are offered for rent to the general public. 

 All units within a structure that has 5 or more attached 
units that (i) are available for sale to individual owners, 
and (ii) have living areas less than or equal to 1,200 
square feet. 

Retail/Commercial: Includes, but is not limited to, retail stores, clothing stores, 
book stores, video rental stores, drug stores, professional 
services (e.g., barber shops, dry cleaners), restaurants, 
supermarkets, hospitals, movie theaters, appliance and 
electronics stores, home supply stores, tire stores, auto 
parts stores, and other businesses providing auto-related 
products and services. 

Office: Includes, but is not limited to, buildings in which 
professional, banking, insurance, real estate, 
administrative or in-office medical or dental activities are 
conducted. 

Industrial: Includes, but is not limited to, all forms of industrial, 
manufacturing, and warehousing land uses.  Specific 
portions of any building space within this category that are 
used distinctly for retail/commercial sales, office space, or 
other such specific use may be charged the representative 
fees according to use.  Remaining portions of the building 
will be charged fees on the industrial rate. 
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Miscellaneous: Includes churches, gas stations, hotels/motels, and mobile 
home parks. 

City staff will make the final determination as to which land use category a particular 
development type will be assigned.  Staff will determine the land use category that corresponds 
most directly to the development or, alternatively, can determine that none of the land use 
categories in this Nexus Study adequately correspond to the development in question and may 
work in conjunction with other members of City staff to determine the applicable fee amounts 
based on trip DUE factors. 
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III. GP TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AND CIP 

As discussed above, the City’s General Plan sets forth a variety of goals and policies related to 
the City’s transportation network.  The Circulation Element of the General Plan identifies the 
long-range transportation system that is needed to accommodate travel demand at full buildout of 
the City.  Detailed analysis was conducted to identify traffic volumes and patterns in order for 
the engineers to determine the size, configuration, and approximate cost of the needed 
transportation improvements.  The result of this effort is the City’s GP Transportation System, 
which identifies improvements that will be part of the City’s comprehensive circulation system 
at buildout of the City.   

Transportation improvements in the GP Transportation System were subsequently categorized as 
either CIP improvements (i.e., improvements required to serve development through 2035) or 
post-CIP improvements (i.e., improvements required to serve development beyond 2035).  Those 
included in the CIP were further scrutinized to determine which improvement costs, or portion 
thereof, are attributable to existing development and projected future growth in the City by 2035, 
and which costs are not attributable to development in the City.  Non-city costs include 
improvements attributable to demand from regional trips that neither begin nor end within the 
City (“thru trips”). 

Only costs attributable to existing and projected land uses in the City are included in the TDIF 
Program.  These costs are further delineated between costs associated with new growth and costs 
related to existing growth.  Costs associated with new growth are further reduced by 
approximately $196 million to account for outside funding for several roadway projects, as 
discussed in detail in Section IV below.  The resulting net cost is used to calculate the TDIF.  
The City will need to find alternate funding sources to finance those costs related to existing 
deficiencies, non-city costs, and all other costs that are not included in the TDIF calculation. 

GP TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AND RELATED COSTS 

The list of improvements included in the GP Transportation System was compiled using 
information contained in the General Plan Circulation Element, including the Roadway System 
and Sizing Map, Bikeway and Trails Map, and the Transit System Map.  The goal of the GP 
Transportation System is to provide transportation facilities needed in order to support 
development at full buildout of the City.  

Costs for transportation improvements included in the GP Transportation System were primarily 
developed by City staff and its consultants and are included in the DKS Report attached herein as 
Appendix B.   Total transportation improvement costs equal approximately $2.2 billion, which 
include costs related to the construction and/or improvement of roadway segments, intersections, 
freeway interchanges, signal system, pavement maintenance, transit facilities, bikeways and 
walkways, and pedestrian ADA improvements.  
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CIP AND RELATED COSTS 

The list of transportation improvements included in the CIP is based on a 2035 roadway needs 
analysis and findings from the City’s master plan efforts on the transit, bikeways, and pedestrian 
elements of the transportation system.  The resulting CIP includes transportation facilities needed 
to accommodate projected growth within the City through 2035. 

The 2035 roadway needs analysis tested the demand for each of the planned long-range 
improvements under the City’s 2035 development forecasts and was guided by the level of 
service policy in the General Plan.  The General Plan requires level of service (LOS) D 
conditions on all roadways and intersections unless maintaining this standard would, in the 
City’s judgment, be infeasible and/or conflict with the achievement of other goals.  While the 
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio for LOS D conditions on roadways and intersections ranges from 
0.80 to 0.90, the City requires that roadway or intersection improvements be constructed if the 
roadway or intersection has a projected v/c ratio of 0.85 or greater.  The midpoint (0.85) of the 
v/c ratio range for LOS D conditions is used in the roadway analysis for various reasons.  
Primarily, the midpoint was used because of the margin of error associated with long-range 
development and travel forecasts, and to ensure that a roadway or intersection is improved before 
substantial congestion occurs. 

Table III.1 below provides a summary of the general transportation categories and associated 
costs included in the GP Transportation System and CIP, as determined by DKS.  As shown in 
this table, total CIP costs are more than $1.8 billion, and make up more than 82% of the GP 
Transportation System costs. 

Table III.1 
Transportation Improvement Costs 

GP Transportation System, CIP, and Post-CIP Improvements 
 

    

Transportation Improvements 

GP 
Transportation 
System Costs 

CIP 
Costs 

Post-CIP  
Costs 

    
    

Roadway Segments $913,128,500  $821,044,680  $92,083,820  
Intersections $426,188,450  $354,173,450  $72,015,000  
Freeway Interchanges $199,295,500  $199,295,500  $0  
Signal System $53,775,000  $53,775,000  $0  
Pavement Maintenance $80,495,000  $80,495,000  $0  
Transit Facilities $344,996,000  $158,696,000  $186,300,000  
Bikeways and Walkways $86,614,000  $54,114,000  $32,500,000  
Pedestrian ADA Improvements $30,700,000  $30,700,000  $0  
    Subtotal $2,135,192,450  $1,752,293,630  $382,898,820  
Project Contingency (4%) $85,407,698  $70,091,745  $15,315,953  
Total Transportation Costs $2,220,600,148  $1,822,385,375  $398,214,773  
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RELATIONSHIP AMONG THE GP TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM, CIP, & TDIF 
PROGRAM 

The GP Transportation System identifies all transportation improvements needed through 
buildout of the City’s General Plan and identifies the gross cost of each improvement.  However, 
not all of the facilities in the GP Transportation System are needed to serve projected 
development through 2035.  The CIP included as Appendix B of this report identifies the 
facilities that the City and DKS determined are needed based on estimated 2035 traffic demands. 

Not all of the facilities in the CIP are needed because of increased demand for transportation 
improvements generated by existing and projected development in the City.  Certain facilities, or 
components of facilities, are included in the CIP but excluded from the TDIF Program because 
the facilities are sized to accommodate thru trips.  In order to determine which facilities are 
needed because of thru trips, DKS conducted a supplemental roadway segment analysis that 
excluded all thru trips.  If the analysis identified an improvement in the CIP as necessary even 
after thru trips were removed, then the total cost of the improvement was included in the TDIF 
Program.  However, if it was determined that a reduced roadway improvement would operate at 
an acceptable level if it were not for the impact of thru trips, then only the cost of the reduced 
improvement was included in the TDIF Program.   

Other transportation improvements excluded from the TDIF Program include “non-capacity” 
roadway improvements (e.g., streetscape improvements), pavement maintenance and pedestrian 
ADA implementation.  Table III.2 below contains a summary of the general transportation 
categories and associated costs included in the CIP, as well as a breakdown of the CIP costs that 
are included in and excluded from the TDIF Program.  Section IV below provides additional 
details about the specific facility costs that will be funded through the TDIF Program, including 
amounts attributable to existing development and future development. 
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Table III.2 
Transportation Improvement Costs 

CIP, TDIF Program, and Non-TDIF Program 
 

    

Transportation Improvements 
CIP 

Costs 
Total TDIF 

Program Costs 
Non-TDIF 

Program Costs 
    
    

Roadways, Intersections, 
  Interchanges and Signal System $1,428,288,630  $1,286,360,650  $141,927,9801  

Pavement Maintenance $80,495,000 $0 $80,495,000 
Transit Facilities $158,696,000 $158,696,000 $0 
Bikeways and Walkways $54,114,000 $54,114,000 $0 
Pedestrian ADA Improvements $30,700,000 $0 $30,700,000 
    Subtotal $1,752,293,630 $1,499,170,650 $253,122,980 
Project Contingency (4%) $70,091,745 $59,966,826 $10,124,919 
Total Costs $1,822,385,375 $1,559,137,476 $263,247,899 
    

1 Includes $17.8 million for roadway improvements needed to accommodate growth in thru trips and 
$124.2 million for non-capacity roadway improvements.  
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IV. TDIF PROGRAM 

Transportation improvements included in the TDIF Program are differentiated between 
improvements attributable to existing development and improvements required to serve new 
development through 2035.  Improvements attributable to new development were further 
evaluated to determine if outside funding sources might be available to offset their costs.  For 
purposes of calculating the TDIF, the City is assuming that approximately $196 million in 
outside funding may be received to offset costs associated with new development.  In addition, 
the City applied a 10% reduction, totaling approximately $103.9 million, to the total TDIF 
Program cost of approximately $1.04 billion to reflect a level of uncertainty in the scope and 
cost estimates of certain improvement projects.  As a result, the net cost of transportation 
improvements to be funded through the TDIF Program is approximately $934.9 million.  
Table IV.1 below summarizes the total costs included in the TDIF Program, costs related to 
existing deficiencies or anticipated to be funded by other sources, and the net cost included in 
the TDIF Program. 

Table IV.1 
TDIF Program Improvement Costs 

 
    

TDIF Program Improvements 
Total TDIF 

Program Costs 
City 

Obligation 
Net TDIF  

Program Costs 
    

    

Roadways, Intersections, 
  Interchanges and Signal System $1,286,360,650  $413,290,7921  $873,069,858  

Transit Facilities $158,696,000  $64,906,664  $93,789,336  
Bikeways and Walkways $54,114,000  $22,132,626  $31,981,374  
    Subtotal $1,499,170,650  $500,330,082  $998,840,568  
Project Contingency (4%) $59,966,826  $20,013,203  $39,953,623  
Total Costs $1,559,137,476  $520,343,285  $1,038,794,191  
    

Project Cost Deduction (10%)   ($103,879,419) 
    
Net TDIF Program Cost   $934,914,772 

    
1 Includes $196 million for roadway improvements that is attributable to new development but assumed to be 

covered by outside funding sources.  The remaining portion is comprised of $209.1 million for existing roadway 
and intersection deficiencies and $22.0 million for existing signal system deficiencies.  

TDIF FACILITY CATEGORIES 

Following is a summary of each transportation category in the TDIF Program as well as a 
description of the method used to allocate costs between existing and new development.  The 
allocation method ensures that new development is allocated only that portion of the total 
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improvement costs that is associated with demand from new development, less any cost 
anticipated to be funded by an alternate source.  As discussed further below, a portion of the 
facility costs will not be funded by TDIF revenues, because the improvement either remedies an 
existing deficiency or is anticipated to be funded by another source.  The City will need to find 
alternate funding sources for all costs not included in the TDIF Program. 

Roadway, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System Improvements 

Roadway, intersection, interchange, and signal system improvements included in the TDIF 
Program were identified to meet the City’s level of service policy based on 2035 travel demand 
levels after subtracting thru trips, as determined by DKS.  Of those improvements included in 
the TDIF Program, DKS conducted a supplemental analysis to determine which costs are 
attributable to new development in the City through 2035 and which costs are related to an 
existing deficiency.  Almost $1.3 billion of roadway, intersection, interchange, and signal 
improvement costs are included in the TDIF Program, of which approximately $873.1 million is 
allocated to new development in the City through 2035.  As discussed above, this cost is net of 
approximately $196 million that is anticipated to be covered by outside funding sources, as 
identified in the Costs excluded from the Net TDIF Program subsection of this Nexus Study. 

DKS employed two methodologies to determine the roadway, intersection, interchange, and 
signal system improvements that are allocated to existing and new development.  The first 
method is employed to apportion costs for all roadway improvements except those along Sunrise 
Boulevard (“Sunrise Complex”) and Zinfandel Drive (“Zinfandel Complex”); the second method 
is used to apportion costs for the Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes.  A discussion of each 
method is provided below.  

All Improvements Other Than the Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes 

For all improvements except the Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes, DKS employed the 
following criteria to apportion costs:  

(1) For a roadway, intersection, interchange, or signal system improvement that 
currently operates at a level of service (LOS) D or better conditions, but would 
operate at LOS E or F conditions under the 2035 traffic demand without thru trips, 
the entire cost of the improvement is allocated to future development; and  

(2) For a roadway, intersection, interchange, or signal system improvement that 
currently operates at LOS E or F, the portion of the cost allocated to future 
development is equal to the percent of total cost that is needed to return the 
improvement to existing congestion levels.  The percentage allocated to future 
development is based on the formula below, which is equal to the percentage 
change of the total change in volume/capacity (v/c) ratio due to the improvement 
needed to return the v/c ratio to current levels. 

% = 
A - B 

A - C 
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The terms above have the following meanings: 

 % = the portion of the facility cost allocated to future development 
 A = v/c ratio of the facility (without any improvements) under 2035 traffic demand 

without thru trips 
 B = v/c ratio of the facility under current traffic demand 
 C = v/c ratio of the improved facility under 2035 traffic demand without thru trips 

For example, if the v/c ratio of a two-lane roadway currently equals 0.94 (LOS E conditions) and 
its v/c ratio under the 2035 traffic demand without thru trips is estimated at 1.24 (LOS F 
conditions) without any improvements and at 0.62 if the roadway is widened to four lanes, then 
the portion of the total cost allocated to future development would be 48%, as shown below. 

1.24 – 0.94 
= 48% 

1.24 – 0.62 

Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes 

Various improvements along Sunrise Boulevard and Zinfandel Drive are referred to as the 
Sunrise Complex and Zinfandel Complex, respectively.  Improvements along each of these two 
roadways are grouped together and referred to as a “complex” due to the close proximity of 
intersections along each corridor.  The Sunrise Complex comprises a grade-separated 
“thru-traffic bypass” between US 50 and Gold Country Boulevard.  The Zinfandel Complex 
includes at-grade intersection improvements, which comprise additional turning and through 
lanes at White Rock Road and Zinfandel Drive, as well as widening of the US 50 overcrossing 
from six to eight lanes.   

While existing and future v/c ratios could be determined for all remaining roadway 
improvements, v/c ratios could not be determined for the Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes due 
to the magnitude of and uncertainty related to these facilities.  Consequently, DKS developed an 
alternate methodology to allocate costs for the complexes between existing development and 
future development.  For the Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes, the portion of the cost allocated 
to future development is based on the percentage of total 2035 vehicle trips using these roadway 
segments that are from new development in the City, as calculated by DKS.   

Costs Excluded from the Net TDIF Program 

As discussed above, the Net TDIF Program cost excludes approximately $71.1 million for 
roadway improvements attributable to future development but for which alternate funding 
sources are anticipated.  A brief description of these costs is provided below. 

 While new development’s fair share of the Sunrise Complex was estimated at 44.3% 
(approximately $131.5 million), the City has decided to allocate $50 million, which is 
equal to the amount that Sacramento County has included in their fee program.  The City 
will work with Sacramento County and SACOG to fund the remaining costs for this 
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regional facility.  The revised allocation reduces new development’s share of the Sunrise 
Complex improvement costs by approximately $81.5 million. 

 The DKS analysis indicates the need for left-turn grade separations at both the Sunrise 
Boulevard/Douglas Road intersection and the Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive 
intersection, plus a full urban interchange at the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road 
intersection.  However, the City has decided to reduce new development’s share of 
funding for these three intersections to an equivalent cost for at-grade improvements.  
The revised allocation reduces new development’s share of intersection improvements by 
approximately $71.3 million. 

 The General Plan downgraded Folsom Boulevard from 6-lanes to a 4-lane arterial.  To 
minimize the impact and improve levels of service, the General Plan identifies aggressive 
operational improvements on Folsom Boulevard.  The CIP includes light rail transit grade 
separations at four locations along Folsom Boulevard.  These grade separations would 
not benefit light rail trains, since crossing gates allow trains to travel across those 
roadways without delay, but would mitigate traffic congestion along Folsom Boulevard.  
While new development could be allocated almost all of the $87.5 million cost for those 
intersection improvements, the City has decided to reduce new development’s share to 
50% of the total cost, thereby reducing the cost included in the TDIF by about 
$43.7 million. 

Transit Improvements 

Transit improvements included in the TDIF Program comprise bus lanes, bus stations, street cars, 
shuttles, light rail facilities, and maintenance facilities.  Total transit costs included in the TDIF 
Program exceed $158.7 million, of which approximately $93.8 million are attributable to new 
development through 2035 and, therefore, are used to derive the TDIF.  Transit improvement 
costs are allocated using the number of “person trips” associated with existing development 
(2007 person trips) and new development (2007-2035 person trips) as a percent of total person 
trips in 2035.   

DKS estimated travel demand through 2035 using SACOG’s travel demand model.  The model 
estimates trip generation in “person trips” on various transportation modes (e.g., roadway 
facilities, transit services, and bike and pedestrian facilities) based on land use and demographic 
assumptions (e.g., residential units, non-residential square feet, persons per residential unit, and 
square feet per employee).  The resulting percentage distribution of person trips for all 
transportation nodes for existing person trips and new person trips is 40.9% and 59.1%, 
respectively. 

Bikeway and Walkway Improvements 

The TDIF Program includes various bikeways and walkways, including Class I and Class II 
system connections and a Class I system of canal and roadway bike trail crossings.  The total 
cost of bikeway and walkway improvements included in the TDIF Program exceeds 
$54.1 million, of which approximately $32.0 million is attributable to new development through 
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2035 and used in the calculation of the TDIF.  Bikeway and walkway improvement costs are also 
allocated using the number of “person trips” associated with existing development (2007 person 
trips) and new development (2007-2035 person trips) as a percent of total person trips in 2035.   

Similar to the method used to allocate transit improvement costs, DKS used the growth in person 
trips for all transportation nodes to allocate costs for bikeways and walkways between existing 
development and future development.  The resulting percentage distribution of existing person 
trips and new person trips for bikeway and walkway costs is the same as the distribution for 
transit costs, which is 40.9% to existing development and 59.1% to future development 
through 2035. 

OTHER ADJUSTMENTS TO COSTS INCLUDED IN TDIF PROGRAM 

The City considered other obligations that could result in a deficiency in the TDIF Program, 
including costs to administer and update the TDIF Program, and improvement costs that could 
not be anticipated at the early facility planning stages.  In addition, the City determined the 
current balance in the impact fee account that is available to offset facility costs included in the 
CIP.  In total, the City included the following items in the calculation of the TDIF: 

Project Contingency 

A 4% contingency has been added to the net TDIF Program cost to pay for costs associated with 
changes in project scopes, alternative nexus-based projects, unforeseen and unbudgeted 
construction expenses, and other project related expenses.  The 4% contingency will be managed 
at the City’s sole discretion and will be first prioritized for regional projects being delivered by 
the City.  In total, the net cost included in the TDIF Program was increased by $40.0 million to 
mitigate the risk of under-funding improvements in the program.  This upward adjustment results 
in a revised cost of $1.04 billion. 

Project Cost Deduction 

The City applied a 10% reduction to the total TDIF Program cost of approximately $1.04 billion 
to reflect a level of uncertainty in the scope and cost estimates of certain improvement projects.  
The resulting impact to the net cost included in the TDIF Program was a reduction of 
approximately $103.9 million, which reduced the amount funded by the TDIF Program to 
approximately $934.9 million. 

Fund Balances 

The City collected approximately $33.1 million in fees from existing development between 
July 2003 and January 2007, which will be applied to the net TDIF Program costs.  Subtracting 
this amount from the adjusted cost identified above results in the total net cost of $901.8 million 
which has been factored into the TDIF calculation discussed in Section VI below. 
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V. FEE METHODOLOGY 

When impact fees are calculated, an analysis must be presented in enough detail to demonstrate 
that a logical and thorough consideration was applied in the process of determining how the fee 
relates to the impacts from new development.  Various findings pursuant to AB 1600 must be 
made to ensure that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee and the development on 
which that impact fee will be levied.  The following section of the report outlines the 
methodology used in this Nexus Study to calculate the TDIF. 

FEE METHODOLOGY 

The method used to calculate the TDIF ensures that each land use category funds its equitable 
share of transportation improvements based on projected impacts residents and employees will 
have on the improvements.  The transportation improvements included in the TDIF Program are 
designed based on future demand projections through 2035.  The City and its consultants 
analyzed transportation facilities identified in the City’s General Plan and various master plans in 
order to identify future facility needs both at buildout of the General Plan area and through 2035.  
Following is a summary of the steps used to calculate the TDIF: 

Step 1. Determine the cost per dwelling unit equivalent (DUE), which is 
calculated in Table 18 of the DKS Report and summarized in Table V.1 
below.  The following steps summarize how the cost per DUE is derived: 

Step 1a. Determine the transportation improvements needed 
to serve full buildout of the General Plan area 
(i.e., GP Transportation System). 

Step 1b. Identify existing development and estimate future growth 
projections through 2035.   

Step 1c. Determine the transportation improvements needed to serve 
existing and future development anticipated within the City 
through 2035 and estimate the total cost of those 
improvements. 

Step 1d. Determine that portion of the cost for which future growth 
will be responsible. 

Step 1e. Subtract revenues, if any, anticipated from alternative 
funding sources to identify the net facilities cost to be 
allocated to future development. 

Step 1f. Based on projections of residential units and non-
residential square feet through 2035, and applying an 
estimate of vehicle-miles of travel (VMT), calculate a 
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dwelling unit equivalent (DUE) factor for each land use 
category.  For each general land use type, a VMT amount is 
calculated using assumptions of average trip rates, average 
trip lengths, and the percentage of new trips (as opposed to 
pass-by or diverted trips) associated with each land use 
type. 

Step 1g. Estimate the DUEs generated from future development by 
multiplying the number of projected residential units and 
non-residential square feet by the assigned trip DUE 
factors.  

Step 1h. Divide the net facilities cost allocated to future 
development by the total DUEs generated from future 
development to calculate the cost per DUE for future 
development. 

Step 2. Multiply the cost per trip from Step 1 by the DUE factor for each detailed 
land use type to determine the TDIF for each category. 

Step 3. Increase the TDIF by 3.75% for program management and administrative 
costs, as explained further in Section VII below. 

Table V.1 below identifies the figures used in the calculation described above.  Additional details 
regarding the TDIF calculation are included in Section VI of this report. 

Table V.1 
Cost per DUE Calculation 

 
  

Improvement Type 
Cost Allocated to 
New Development 

  
  

Roadway, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System $873,069,858  
Transit Facilities $93,789,336  
Bikeways and Walkways $31,981,374  
Project Contingency (4%) $39,953,623  
Total Transportation Cost Allocated to New Development $1,038,794,191 
  Less: Project Cost Deduction (10%)      ($103,879,419) 
  Less: Fees Collected by the City from July 2003 to January 2007      ($33,143,248) 
  Net Cost Allocated to Future Development $901,771,524 
  
  

Total Growth in DUEs from 2007- 2035 60,364 
Cost per DUE $14,939 
Program Management and Administration (3.75%)      $560 
Total Cost per DUE $15,499 
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TRIP DUE FACTORS 

As discussed in prior sections, new development leads to an increased demand for transportation 
facilities.  For purposes of this TDIF Program, this added demand is measured by the amount of 
vehicle trip miles generated from new development during an average weekday.  By allocating 
costs to each land use category based on its anticipated demand for transportation facilities, this 
Nexus Study ensures that each land use category will fund its fair share of the required facilities.  
Table A-1 in Appendix A provides a breakdown of trip generation information by land use, 
including the number of daily trips per land use, the average length of each trip, and the 
percentage of trips that are considered new trips instead of pass-by trips. 

The trip generation associated with each land use is based on weekday trip rates.  The weekday 
trips are shown per-unit for residential development and per-thousand square feet for non-
residential development, with the exceptions noted above for gasoline/service stations, mobile 
home parks, and hotels/motels.  The trips generated by non-residential land uses are weighted by 
the “Percent New Trips” column in Table A-1 to reflect the fact that some stops made at these 
locations are pass-by trips rather than trip-ends.  For example, a resident may stop at a gas station 
on the way home from work.  The stop at the gas station represents a stop on the way to the 
resident’s final destination (his/her house), and is therefore not counted as an additional trip.  The 
“New Trip” percentages are factored into the trip calculation, along with the average distance of 
the trip, to generate a DUE factor for each land use.   

A DUE is a factor that quantifies different land use types in terms of their equivalence to a 
specific type of dwelling unit – for purposes of this Nexus Study, a single family detached unit 
with more than 1,200 square feet of living area is assigned a DUE factor of 1.0.  The DUE factor 
for each of the other land use categories is determined based on the average weekday vehicle trip 
miles expected for the land use category relative to the trip miles for a single family detached 
unit that is larger than 1,200 square feet.   

For example, a single family detached unit greater than 1,200 square feet is assumed to have 
48.81 weekday vehicle trip miles per unit (9.57 weekday trips per unit multiplied by 5.1 miles 
per trip multiplied by 100% new trips).  Conversely, a single family detached unit that is 1,200 
square feet or less with an average weekday trip rate of 8.45 trips per unit, an average trip length 
of 5.1 miles, and 100% new trips would generate 43.10 trip miles.  By dividing 43.10 by 48.81, a 
DUE factor of 0.88 is calculated for the residential unit that is 1,200 square feet or less.   

As discussed previously, single family detached units are differentiated by size because of the 
implied relationship between the size of a dwelling unit and the number of trips generated.  
Similarly, the square footage of units within the Single Family Attached and Multi-family 
categories are incorporated in the TDIF Program.  Table A-1 in Appendix A shows the 
calculation of DUE factors for each detailed land use type.  The DUE factors are summarized 
below: 

 1.00 per single family detached unit greater than 1,200 square feet 

 0.88 per single family detached unit less than or equal to 1,200 square feet 
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 0.88 per unit within the Single Family Attached category  

 0.70 per unit within the Multi-family category 

 1.21 per thousand square feet for Retail/Commercial land uses 

 1.06 per thousand square feet for Office land uses  

 0.45 per thousand square feet for Industrial land uses 

 0.66 per thousand square feet for Church land uses 

 1.31 per vehicle position for Gasoline/Service Station land uses 

 0.59 per room for Hotel/Motel land uses 

 0.52 per unit for Mobile Home Park land uses 

The City will determine the appropriate trip DUE factors for other land uses that may develop 
within the City that are not shown in Table A-1. 
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VI. TDIF NEXUS FINDINGS AND SUMMARY 

The prior sections of this Nexus Study identify facilities that are included in the City’s GP 
Transportation System, CIP and TDIF Program, summarize the associated facility costs, 
delineate costs that will be incurred to mitigate impacts from new development, quantify 
projected land uses, and identify traffic generation factors for various land use categories.  All of 
this information is used in this section to determine the TDIF that must be collected from new 
development to provide funding for improvements that will be needed to accommodate increased 
traffic volumes as growth in the City continues.   

Future development within the City will increase the demand for transportation improvements 
needed to serve the growing population.  The City analyzed this demand and identified roadway 
and intersection improvements needed to accommodate the increased traffic volumes.  The City 
also identified transit and bikeway and walkway improvements needed to accommodate 
increased demand from projected development through 2035; these facilities along with roadway 
and intersection improvements are identified above in Section IV.  The quantities, size, and costs 
of these facilities were calculated and allocated to future development projected through 2035 
based on a nexus methodology outlined in Section V.  The TDIF calculated in this section is used 
to pay the costs of these facilities and meets the AB 1600 nexus requirement, as outlined below.     

Purpose of Fee 
The purpose of the TDIF is to fund roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities that will be 
needed to mitigate the impacts of new development within the City through 2035. 

Use of Fee  
TDIF revenue will fund a fair-share portion of the costs of improving and constructing roadway, 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities attributable to future development through 2035.  These 
facilities and their costs are summarized in Section IV and identified in Appendix B of 
this report. 

Reasonable Relationship Between the Fee's Use and the Type of Development 
New development in the City will generate residents and employees who will demand additional 
roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  These transportation improvements will 
be funded by TDIF revenue from both residential and non-residential development in the City.  
Consequently, the cost of these facilities is allocated to both residential and non-residential 
development in the City.   

Reasonable Relationship Between the Need for the Facility and the Type of Development  
New residential and non-residential development will generate additional residents and 
employees in the City that will increase the demand for transportation facilities.  Existing 
transportation facilities cannot provide adequate circulation, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities for the increased population, and, therefore, new roadway, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities will be needed.   
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Reasonable Relationship Between the Amount of the Fee and the Cost of the Facility 
The TDIF Program provides funding for transportation improvements needed to serve future 
development in the City through 2035.  These improvements, as described in the DKS Report 
included in Appendix B, have been determined to be attributable to future development in the 
City through 2035.  The relationship between the amount of the fee and the portion of the 
facilities cost attributable to the development type is based on trip DUEs.  All future residents 
and employees benefit from transportation improvements funded through the TDIF Program.  As 
such, a fair-share portion of the cost of these facilities has been allocated to residential and non-
residential development based on an estimate of the number of trip DUEs anticipated in the City 
through 2035.  Facilities to cure existing deficiencies or for which alternate funding sources are 
anticipated are excluded from the TDIF calculation. 

TDIF SUMMARY 

Using the data set forth in prior sections of this report, and applying the steps identified in 
Section V above, the following fees have been determined: 

TABLE VI.1 
CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 

TDIF PROGRAM 
TDIF BY LAND USE 

 
   
Land Use TDIF1 

   
   

Residential   
Single Family Detached, greater than 1,200 sq. ft. $15,499  per Unit 

Single Family Detached, less than or equal to 1,200 sq. ft. $13,639  per Unit 

Single Family Attached $13,639  per Unit 

Multi-Family $10,849  per Unit 

    
Non-Residential   

Commercial $18.82  per SF 

Office $16.40  per SF 

Industrial $6.96  per SF 

Miscellaneous    
Church $10.15  per SF 

Gasoline/Service Station $20,341  per Position 

Hotel/Motel $9,115  per Room 

Mobile Home Park $8,082  per Unit 
   

1 Includes a 3.75% fee to fund the City’s program management and administration costs related to the TDIF 
Program. 
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Fees are identified above for the major land use categories identified by the City.  Specialized 
land uses may have unique trip generation rates, and the City will calculate the appropriate fee 
for these land uses based on the estimated trips the land use will generate.   
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VII. ONGOING ADMINISTRATION OF THE TDIF PROGRAM 

ADMINISTRATION FEE 

To defray the City’s costs associated with administering the TDIF, including program 
management of CIP projects, project scope refinements, updating engineering studies, tracking 
fee credits and reimbursements, updating the Nexus Study, and any other necessary studies in 
support of the TDIF Program, the City will levy and collect an administration charge equal to 
3.75% of the total fees.  The program administration fee must be paid at building permit 
issuance, or as designated by the City, and cannot be credited through a fee credit or 
reimbursement agreement. 

TDIF ADJUSTMENTS 

The TDIF will be adjusted in future years to reflect revised facility standards, receipt of funding 
from alternative sources (e.g., state or federal grants), revised costs, or changes in demographics 
or land use.  In addition to such adjustments, in January of each calendar year, no later than 
January 15, the TDIF for each type of development will automatically be adjusted by the average 
increase, if any, in the 20-city Construction Cost Index (CCI) and the San Francisco CCI as 
reported in the Engineering News Record (ENR) for the twelve-month period ending October of 
the prior year.  For example, the adjustment for January 2014 will be determined by applying the 
following steps.  

Step 1: Determine the "mean" CCI for October 2013 by calculating the average of the 
20–city CCI and the San Francisco CCI by referring to the October 2013 issue 
of the ENR.   

 
Step 2: Determine the "mean" CCI for October 2012 by calculating the average of the 

20–city CCI and the San Francisco CCI by referring to the October 2012 issue 
of the ENR.   

 
Step 3: Compute the adjustment factor by dividing the "mean" CCI determined in 

Step 1 by the "mean" CCI determined in Step 2.   
 
Step 4: The TDIF for January 2014 shall be calculated by multiplying the adjustment 

factor, as calculated in Step 3, by the TDIF in place prior to the annual 
adjustment.  However, the TDIF for January 2014 shall equal the TDIF in place 
prior to the annual adjustment if the adjustment factor determined in Step 3 
equals less than 1.0.   

As discussed in Section V, the fee categories summarized in the prior section may not be 
applicable to specialized development projects in the City.  For example, development of a 
cemetery, golf course, and/or stadium would not fall under one of these categories.  Other 
examples of specialized development projects are projects that increase trip generation rates, but 
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do not include building square footage, such as a parking lot expansion.  For specialized 
development projects, the City staff will review traffic generation rates applicable to the 
specialized development and decide on an applicable fee. 

Certain redevelopment projects may also be eligible for a fee adjustment.  If, for example, a 
project applicant demolishes an existing 10,000 square foot building and rebuilds a 20,000 
square foot building of the same land use, the applicant may be eligible for a waiver of 50% of 
the TDIF. If a redevelopment project results in a change of land use on a particular parcel, City 
staff will determine the appropriate TDIF adjustment to reflect the different trip characteristics of 
the original and new land uses.  The City will review redevelopment requests for fee adjustments 
on a case-by-case basis.  If the previously built structure has been vacant for more than five 
years, the parcel will be treated as if it was undeveloped, and no such adjustment will be applied. 

TDIF CREDITS AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

The City established a set of policies and procedures regarding fee credits and reimbursements.  
These policies are codified in Ordinance No. 33-2005 (“Ordinance”), which was adopted by the 
City Council on December 19, 2005.  The Ordinance added Chapter 16.84 to the Rancho 
Cordova Municipal Code.  Among other things, the Ordinance specifies that the City may 
authorize and issue a credit toward the construction of any transportation facilities in order of 
“priority”.  In other words, developers who construct “priority” facilities will likely receive 
credits or reimbursements ahead of those developers who construct “non-priority” facilities.  For 
purposes of this Nexus Study, “priority” facilities are those facilities as determined by the City 
Engineer to avoid substantial congestion levels on key roadways. 

TDIF EXEMPTIONS 

All determinations regarding the exemptions provided in this section will be made by the City 
Manager or his/her designee.  Generally, the following uses will be exempt from payment of the 
TDIF: 

 Public Agencies 
All federal and state agencies, public school districts, and the City will be exempt from 
the TDIF.  Other non-City public agencies will be subject to payment of the TDIF; 
however, the City may choose to waive some or all of the TDIF in certain cases. 

 Replacement/Reconstruction 
a. Any replacement or reconstruction (no change in use) of any residential unit that is 

damaged or destroyed as a result of fire, flood, explosion, wind, earthquake, riot, or 
other calamity, or act of God shall be exempt from the TDIF.  However, if the 
residential unit(s) replaced or reconstructed exceeds the documented total number of 
units of the damaged/destroyed residential structure, the excess units are subject to 
the TDIF.  
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b. Any replacement or reconstruction (no change in use) of any non-residential structure 
that is damaged or destroyed as a result of fire, flood, explosion, wind, earthquake, 
riot, or other calamity, or act of God shall be exempt from the TDIF.  However, if the 
building replaced or reconstructed exceeds the documented total floor area of the 
damaged/destroyed building, the excess square footage is subject to the TDIF. 

 If a residential and/or non-residential structure is replaced with an alternative land 
use, such as replacing an office building with a retail building, then City staff will 
determine the appropriate TDIF adjustment to reflect the different trip characteristics 
of the original and new land uses. 

Additions/Alterations/Modifications/Temporary Facilities 
a. Additions that increase the living area of a residential unit to more than 1,200 square 

feet. 

b. Additions to single family residential structures provided no change in use occurs and 
a second full kitchen is not added. 

c. Additions to multi-family residential structures that are not part of a mixed use type 
project provided no change in use occurs and no additional units result. 

d. Supporting use square footage in multi-family projects, such as the office and 
recreation areas required to directly serve the multi-family project. The residential 
unit fee will provide the full mitigation required in multi-family projects. 

e. Non-habitable residential structures such as decks, pools, pool cabanas, sheds, 
garages, etc. 

f. Construction of a granny unit that does not have a full kitchen. 

g. Mobile or manufactured homes with no permanent foundation.  

FEE IMPLEMENTATION 

According to the California Government Code, prior to levying a new fee or increasing an 
existing fee, an agency must hold at least one open and public meeting.  At least ten days prior to 
this meeting, the agency must make data on infrastructure costs and funding sources available to 
the public.  Notice of the time and place of the meeting, and a general explanation of the matter, 
are to be published in accordance with Section 6062a of the Government Code, which states that 
publication of notice shall occur for ten days in a newspaper regularly published once a week or 
more.  The City may then adopt the new fees at the second reading. 
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Table A-1
City of Rancho Cordova
Trip DUE Calculation

Trip Percent Vehicle
Length New Mile Trips Trip DUE
(Miles) Trips (VMT) Factors

Residential
Single Family Detached, greater than 1,200 sq. ft.1 9.57 per unit 5.1 100% 48.81 1.00
Single Family Detached, less than or equal to 1,200 sq. ft.2 8.45 per unit 5.1 100% 43.09 0.88
Single Family Attached3 8.45 per unit 5.1 100% 43.09 0.88
Multi-Family4 6.72 per unit 5.1 100% 34.27 0.70

Non-Residential

Commercial 42.94 per KSF 2.3 60% 59.26 1.21
Office 11.01 per KSF 5.1 92% 51.66 1.06
Industrial 4.96 per KSF 4.8 92% 21.90 0.45
Miscellaneous

Church 9.11 per KSF 3.9 90% 31.98 0.66
Gasoline/Service Station 168.56 per position 1.9 20% 64.05 1.31
Hotel/Motel 6.90 per room 6.4 65% 28.70 0.59
Mobile Home Park 4.99 per unit 5.1 100% 25.45 0.52

1 Includes all single family detached residential units with more than 1,200 square feet of living area based on the square footage reflected on 
the building permit issued for construction of the unit.

2 Includes all single family detached residential units with 1,200 square feet or less of living area based on the square footage reflected on 
the building permit issued for construction of the unit.

3 Includes (i) all attached units within a structure comprising 2-4 units, regardless of ownership status, and (ii) all attached units within a
structure comprising 5 or more units that are greater than 1,200 SF and are available for sale.

4 Includes (i) all attached units within a structure comprising 5 or more units that are solely available for rent, and (ii) all attached units 
structure comprising 5 or more units that are 1,200 SF or less and are available for sale.

Source:  City of Rancho Cordova; DKS Associates; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 01/14/2013

Land Use Trip Rate
Weekday
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Table A-2
City of Rancho Cordova
TDIF Calculation

Assumptions:

Cost per new Trip DUE (per DKS Report) $14,939

TDIF Calculation

Cost per Administration
Residential New Trip DUE Component

Single Family Detached, greater than 1,200 sq. ft.1 $14,939 1.00 per unit 3.75% $15,499 per unit

Single Family Detached, less than or equal to 1,200 sq. ft.2 $14,939 0.88 per unit 3.75% $13,639 per unit

Single Family Attached3 $14,939 0.88 per unit 3.75% $13,639 per unit

Multi-Family4 $14,939 0.70 per unit 3.75% $10,849 per unit

Non-Residential New Trip DUE
Commercial $14,939 1.21 per KSF 3.75% $18.82 per sf
Office $14,939 1.06 per KSF 3.75% $16.40 per sf
Industrial $14,939 0.45 per KSF 3.75% $6.96 per sf
Miscellaneous

Church $14,939 0.66 per KSF 3.75% $10.15 per sf

Gasoline/Service Station $14,939 1.31 per position 3.75% $20,341 per position

Hotel/Motel $14,939 0.59 per room 3.75% $9,115 per room
Mobile Home Park $14,939 0.52 per unit 3.75% $8,082 per unit

1 Includes all single family detached residential units with more than 1,200 square feet of living area based on the square footage reflected on 
the building permit issued for construction of the unit.

2 Includes all single family detached residential units with 1,200 square feet or less of living area based on the square footage reflected on 
the building permit issued for construction of the unit.

3 Includes (i) all attached units within a structure comprising 2-4 units, regardless of ownership status, and (ii) all attached units within a
structure comprising 5 or more units that are greater than 1,200 SF and are available for sale.

4 Includes (i) all attached units within a structure comprising 5 or more units that are solely available for rent, and (ii) all attached units 
structure comprising 5 or more units that are 1,200 SF or less and are available for sale.

Source:  City of Rancho Cordova; DKS Associates; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 01/14/2013

Trip DUE Impact Fee

Trip DUE
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Executive Summary 

The City of Rancho Cordova’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) identifies major roadway, 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities that are needed to accommodate projected travel 
demand through 2035. Between 2007 and 2035, housing units and employment in the City are 
expected to grow by 204 percent and 95 percent, respectively. The CIP is intended to identify 
infrastructure projects that will serve existing community needs, and future needs associated 
with development.  

The City has various methods for financing the transportation improvements in the CIP. One 
of the key methods is the Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Program. The 
intent of the fee program is to provide an equitable means of ensuring that future development 
contributes their fair share of transportation improvements so that the City’s quality of life can 
be maintained.   

The TDIF Program does not include funding for post-2035 transportation improvements and 
for some of the improvements in the CIP. The transportation elements and the costs that are 
included and excluded from the TDIF Program are shown in Figure 1 and Table 1, and can be 
summarized as follows: 

 The ultimate transportation improvements needed to accommodate full build out of the 
General Plan is projected to cost about $2.2 billion.  

 The needs analysis determined that about $398 million of roadway, transit and 
bikeway improvements may not be required until after 2035. 

 The CIP analysis determined that about $1.43 billion in roadways, intersections, 
interchanges and signal system improvements would be required to meet the City’s 
level of service policy under 2035 travel demand levels 

 The roadway and intersection improvements included in the TDIF Program were 
identified to meet the City’s level of service policy under 2035 travel demand levels 
after “thru trips” (those with neither trip end within the City) were subtracted from the 
traffic demand. The TDIF Program excluded about $17.8 million in roadway 
improvements that were determined to accommodate the growth in thru trips. 

 The TDIF Program also does not include about $235 million in “non-capacity” 
roadway improvements (such as streetscape improvements), pavement maintenance 
and pedestrian ADA implementation. 

 A four percent program contingency has been applied to the total CIP costs and the 
costs allocated to the TDIF Program.  The program contingency is intended to cover 
project scope changes, alternative nexus-based projects, unforeseen and unbudgeted 
construction expenses, and other project related expenses. 
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New Development 
Share

$1.04 Billion

Figure 1
Project Costs Allocated to

New Development

Ultimate General Plan
Improvements

$2.22 Billion

CIP
Improvements

$1.82 Billion

TDIF Improvements

$1.56 Billion

Not Included in 
Fee Program

$1.18 Billion

December 2012

Post-2035
Improvements

$398 Million

CIP
Improvements Not
included in TDIF

$263 Million

City Share of 
Improvements in TDIF

$520 Million

190

A
G

E
N

D
A

 IT
E

M
 10.2



 4 December 2012 

Table 1 
Summary of Costs in CIP and TDIF Program 
  Costs 
Ultimate General Plan Improvements 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System $1,592,387,000
Transit $344,996,000
Bikeways $86,614,000
Pedestrian Facilities and ADA Implementation $30,700,000
Pavement Maintenance $80,495,000
Project Contingency $85,408,000

Total $2,220,600,000
Post-2035 Improvements 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System $164,098,000 
Transit $186,300,000 
Bikeways $32,500,000 
Project Contingency $15,316,000

Total $398,214,000 
CIP Improvements 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System $1,428,289,000 
Transit $158,696,000 
Bikeways $54,114,000 
Pedestrian Facilities and ADA Implementation $30,700,000 
Pavement Maintenance $80,495,000 
Project Contingency $70,092,000

Total $1,822,386,000 
CIP Improvements not included in TDIF Program 
Roadway Improvements Needed to Accommodate Growth in Thru Trips $17,764,000 
Non-Capacity Roadway Improvements $124,164,000 
Pavement Maintenance  $80,495,000 
Pedestrian Facilities and ADA Implementation $30,700,000 
Project Contingency $10,125,000

Total $263,248,000 
TDIF Program Improvements 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System $1,286,361,000 
Transit $158,696,000 
Bikeways $54,114,000 
Project Contingency $59,967,000

Total $1,559,138,000 
 

Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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The City will need to secure funding for those projects excluded from the TDIF Program as 
well as for its share of existing deficiencies and for “existing development’s” share of transit, 
pedestrian and walkway improvements. The City has also decided to reduce the developer-
funded portion of the following major improvements: 

 While new development’s fair share of improvements to Sunrise Boulevard north of 
US 50 (the “Sunrise Complex” described in Section 3.3) was estimated at 44 percent 
(about $131.5 million), the City has decided to allocate $50 million, which is the 
equivalent amount that Sacramento County has  included in their fee program. The 
City will work with Sacramento County and SACOG to fund the remaining costs for 
this regional facility. The revised allocation reduces new development’s share of the 
Sunrise improvements by about $81.5 million. 

 The analysis indicates the need for left-turn grade separations at both the Sunrise 
Boulevard/Douglas Road intersection and the Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive 
intersection, plus a full urban interchange at the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road 
intersection. The City has decided to reduce new development’s share of funding for 
these three intersections to an equivalent cost of at-grade improvements. The revised 
allocation reduces new development’s share of intersection improvements by about 
$71.3 million. 

 The City General Plan downgraded Folsom Boulevard from 6-lanes to a 4-lane 
arterial. To minimize the impact and improve levels of service, the General Plan 
identifies aggressive operational improvements on Folsom Boulevard. The CIP 
includes light rail transit grade separations at four locations along Folsom Boulevard. 
These grade separations would not benefit light rail trains, since crossing gates allow 
trains to travel across those roadways without delay, but would mitigate traffic 
congestion along Folsom Boulevard. While new development could be charged for 
nearly all of the $87.5 million cost for those intersection improvements, the City has 
decided to reduce new development’s share to 50 percent of the total cost, thereby 
reducing new development’s share of the improvements by about $43.7 million. 

To reduce the developer-funded portion of these key projects, the City needs to secure an 
additional $196 million in outside funding. 

Table 2 shows that of the total $1.56 billion in transportation improvements that are included 
in the TDIF Program, the City’s obligation would be about $520 million while about $1.04 
billion was allocated to new development in TDIF Program. 

Fees are differentiated by the type of development and relative demands on the transportation 
system. In the allocation of costs, each development type is assigned a “dwelling unit 
equivalent” or “DUE” rate.  DUE’s measure how the trip-making characteristics of a land use 
type compares to a single-family residential unit. The “cost per DUE” is the development fee 
for a single family home and fees for other land uses are calculated using DUE ratios. 
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Table 2 
Allocation of Costs of TDIF Program Improvements 

Cost Allocation 

Transportation Element 
City 

Obligation 
New 

Development  Total 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges  
and Signal System $413,290,792 $873,069,858 $1,286,360,650 

Transit $64,906,664 $93,789,336 $158,696,000
Bikeways $22,132,626 $31,981,374 $54,114,000
Project Contingency $20,013,203 $39,953,623  $59,966,826
Total $520,343,285 $1,038,794,191  $1,559,137,476

Source: DKS Associates, 2012  

 
Table 3 summarizes the elements and costs that are funded by the TDIF Program and the 
estimated “cost per DUE”.  
 
Table 3 
Estimated Cost per DUE – TDIF Program Update 

Elements of TDIF Program 
Cost Allocated  to New 

Development in TDIF Program 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System $873,069,858  
Transit $93,789,336  
Bikeways $31,981,374  
Project Contingencies $39,953,623  

Total $1,038,794,191  
Project Cost Deduction (10%) $103,879,419  

Total with Cost Reduction $934,914,772  
Fees Collected by City from July 2003 to January 2007 $33,143,248  

Total Remaining  Costs Funded by TDIF $901,771,524  
Total Growth in DUEs 60,364 

Cost per DUE $14,939  
Administrative Cost (3.75%) per DUE $560  

Total Fee per DUE $15,499  
1 The City has decided to apply a ten (10) percent reduction in the overall total project cost that has been 
allocated to new development, primarily to reflect some uncertainty in the definition and cost estimates of 
some improvement projects 
 
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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The estimated cost per DUE is based on conceptual definitions and preliminary engineering of 
the improvement projects and then planning-level cost estimates. The cost estimates were 
originally prepared in 2004/2005 and have been updated to reflect the most current unit cost 
data available. 

After discussions with representatives of the building industry, the City staff has concluded 
that there is some uncertainty in the definition and cost estimates of some improvement 
projects. Therefore, they have decided to apply a ten (10) percent reduction in the overall total 
improvement cost estimate that has been allocated to new development to reflect that 
uncertainty. 
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1.0 Introduction 

The City of Rancho Cordova’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) includes the 
improvements to the City’s major roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities that are 
needed to accommodate projected 2035 travel demand. The City has various methods for 
financing the transportation improvements in the CIP. One of the key methods is the 
Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Program.  

The TDIF Program collects funds from new development in the City to finance the portion of 
the transportation improvements that result from the travel demand generated by new 
development in the City through 2035.  Fees are differentiated by the type of development in 
relationship to their relative impacts on the transportation system.  The intent of the fee 
program is to provide an equitable means of ensuring that future development contributes 
their fair share of transportation improvements so that the City’s General Plan Circulation 
policies and quality of life can be maintained.   

When the City incorporated in July 2003, the City inherited fee programs established by 
Sacramento County. In 2005, the City established the costs of the roadways in the City’s 
General Plan and prepared a Nexus Study that resulted in implementation of the City’s current 
transportation impact fee program which replaced the outdated County roadway fee. 

The City has determined that an update to the TDIF Program is necessary for the following 
reasons: 

 Since 2005, the City has been preparing Master Plans that identify the transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian infrastructure improvements that are necessary to meet the goals of the 
General Plan and long-range travel demands in the City. The latest projects and costs 
identified in those efforts were used in the updated fee estimates documented in this 
report. 

 In February 2007, the City Planning Department released new long-range (2035) 
development forecasts for the City. Those development forecasts were used by DKS to 
conduct a long-range roadway needs analysis. 

 The City determined that a re-evaluation of the definitions and cost estimates for 
improvement projects should be conducted to ensure a sound basis for the fee 
program. The cost estimates originally prepared in 2004/2005 have been updated to 
reflect the most current unit cost data available.  

 The City determined that some adjustments should be made to the methods used to 
determine how much of the CIP cost should be allocated to new development, 
including the removal of “thru” vehicle trips to identify the capacity need that need 
development would help fund.  

This report documents the methodology and assumptions used to estimate updated cost per 
DUE that will be used for updated traffic impact fee rates. 
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2.0 Development Forecasts 

The transportation needs and fee allocation for this update of the TDIF Program are based on 
2035 development forecasts prepared by the City’s Planning Department and released in 
February 2007. Table 4 shows the estimated housing and jobs in the City for 2007 and 2035 
and the growth over that 28-year period. Between 2007 and 2035, housing units and 
employment in the City are expected to grow by 204 percent and 95 percent, respectfully.  

The definitions of the residential and non-residential uses are provided in the Nexus Study for 
the TDIF Program prepared by Goodwin Consulting Group. 

For non-residential uses, fees are based on the square footage of a building while the travel 
demand model uses jobs to determine the trips generated by non-residential uses. Therefore, 
both the estimated number of jobs and building square footage by type is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Summary of Development Forecasts 

Land use Units 2007 2035 Growth 
2007 to 2035 

Residential 
Singe-Family Detached Dwelling Unit 14,384 36,014 21,630 
Singe-Family Attached Dwelling Unit 3,757 22,516 18,759 
Multi-Family Dwelling Unit 6,308 15,762 9,454 

Total Dwelling Unit 24,449 74,292 49,843 
Non-Residential 

Retail jobs 7,603 12,225 4,622 
Office jobs 34,703 77,321 42,618 
Industrial jobs 7,541 7,904 363 
Total jobs 49,847 97,450 47,603 

 
Retail Square feet 3,801,000 6,112,000 2,311,000 
Office Square feet 9,479,000 21,262,000 11,783,000 
Industrial Square feet 6,636,000 7,351,000 716,000 
Total Square feet 19,916,000 34,725,000 14,810,000 

 
Source: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department 

 
3.0 Transportation Improvements 

The Circulation Element of the General Plan identifies the long-range transportation system 
that is needed to accommodate travel demand at full build out of the City.  The ultimate 
General Plan transportation system is outlined in following exhibits in the Circulation 
Element: 
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 The Roadway System and Sizing Map  
 The Bikeway and Trails Map 
 The Transit System Map  

 
Over the last five years, the City has been evaluating the timing of the transportation 
improvements in the General Plan. That effort has resulted in the following: 

 Core Backbone Improvements – The City has identified a priority set of 
improvements that will be needed in the short-term to avoid substantial congestion 
levels on key roadways. 

 CIP – This report summarizes the transportation analyses that have defined the 
transportation improvements that are needed to accommodate projected growth by 
2035, including a new long-range roadway needs analysis and the findings from the 
City’s Master Plan efforts on the transit, bikeways, and pedestrian elements of the 
transportation system. 

 Post-2035 Improvements – This report also summarizes those portions of the 
ultimate General Plan transportation system that are not likely to be needed until after 
2035. 

Table 5 summarizes the elements and costs that are contained in the City’s ultimate General 
Plan transportation system and the Capital Improvement Program that is described in this 
report. This section describes the transportation analysis that determined the improvement 
projects that would be included in the CIP as well as those that would be funded in the TDIF 
Program. 

3.1 Roadway Segment Capacity Needs 

The roadway needs analysis started with the “Roadway System and Sizing” map in the 
General Plan that identifies the ultimate roadway needs at full build out of the City. The 2035 
travel demand forecasts were prepared using SACOG’s regional travel demand model with 
more detailed traffic analysis zones (TAZs) and roadway and transit networks within the City 
and surrounding areas. An iterative analysis was conducted to test the need for each of the 
planned long-range improvements under the City’s latest 2035 development forecasts. 

The roadway capacity needs analysis was guided by the level of service policy in the 
Circulation Element of the General Plan, which calls for maintaining LOS D conditions on all 
roadways and intersections unless maintaining this standard would, in the City's judgment, be 
infeasible and/or conflict with the achievement of other goals. The level of service analysis 
used in both the General Plan and CIP analyses is based on the volume to capacity (v/c) ratio 
on roadways and intersections.  

Typically, the v/c ratio for LOS D conditions on arterial and collector roadways ranges from 
0.80 to 0.90. Due to the margin of error in travel forecasting and to ensure that a roadway is 
improved before substantial congestion occurs, the City has indicated that a roadway 
widening is required if the roadway segment has a projected v/c ratio of 0.85 or greater.  
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However, the maximum number of lanes on a roadway segment would not exceed the number 
of lanes allowed in the General Plan “Roadway System and Sizing”, which limits the 
maximum number lanes on most arterial roadways to 6 lanes and limits Folsom Boulevard to 
4 lanes. With those limits, the City recognizes that LOS D conditions may not be met on some 
portions of Sunrise Boulevard and Folsom Boulevard.  

Table 5 
Summary of Long-Range Transportation Needs 

 Estimated Costs 

Transportation Element 

Ultimate  
General Plan 

Improvements CIP 

Roadway, Intersection and Interchange Improvements 
  Roadway Segments $913,128,500 $821,044,680

  Intersections $426,188,450 $354,173,450
  Freeway Interchanges $199,295,500 $199,295,500
  Signal System $53,775,000 $53,775,000
 Pavement Maintenance $80,495,000 $80,495,000
  Subtotal $1,672,882,450 $1,508,783,630

Transit, Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities 
 Transit $344,996,000 $158,696,000
  Bikeways and Walkways $86,614,000 $54,114,000
 Pedestrian ADA Improvements $30,700,000 $30,700,000
  Subtotal $462,310,000 $243,510,000

Project Contingency (4%) $85,407,698 $70,091,745
  Total $2,220,600,148 $1,822,385,375

 
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 

 
The capacities by roadway type listed in the 2006 EIR for City of Rancho Cordova’s General 
Plan were used for the roadway segment needs analysis. Table 6 summarizes the roadway 
capacity improvements, forecasted average daily traffic (ADT), and level of service analysis.  
The roadway needs analysis indicates that about 74 miles of roadway would need to be 
widened, extended or created by 2035 to accommodate growth and meet the General Plan 
LOS policy.  

Figure 2 shows the General Plan Roadway Sizing for each roadway segment in Table 6 while 
Figure 3 shows the CIP roadway sizing. 

3.2 Roadway Segment Needs for TDIF Program 

The City needs to construct or widen a roadway to accommodate future development. Much 
of the increase in traffic demand would result from growth within the City, but some of the 
growth in traffic would be from “thru” vehicle trips that have neither end of the trip within the 

198

AGENDA ITEM 10.2



 

 

 12 December 2012 

City. To define the roadway and intersection improvements that would be included in the 
TDIF Program, the roadway segment analysis was performed a second time with the growth 
in “thru trips” removed.  The revised roadway system needs analysis with thru trips removed 
is also summarized in Table 6.   

For the purpose of the TDIF Program, if it was determined that the 2035 roadway 
improvement would still be needed with the growth in thru trips removed, then the TDIF 
Program would be required to pay for the entire 2035 improvement.  However, if it was 
determined that a reduced roadway improvement would operate at acceptable levels, then the 
TDIF Program would only include the cost of the reduced improvement. 

3.3 Intersection Capacity Needs 

The analysis used to identify the required number of intersection turn lanes was based on 
Sacramento County’s Traffic Impact Guidelines (that were also used in recent EIRs for the 
City) and involves the Circular 212 methodology with the County’s “critical movement” 
capacities.   

Typically, the v/c ratio for LOS D conditions for a signalized intersection ranges from 0.80 to 
0.90. Due to the margin of error in travel forecasting and to ensure that a roadway is improved 
before substantial congestion occurs, the City has indicated that an intersection improvement 
is required if the v/c ratio is 0.85 or greater without the improvement.   

The number of through lanes at most intersections was determined by the required number of 
lanes on the adjacent roadway segments.  When the number of lanes would change at an 
intersection, because roadway segments on either side of the intersection require a different 
number of lanes, then an intersection analysis was preformed to determine the number of 
through lanes required at the intersection.  New two-lane roads were assumed to have a single 
left and a single right turn lane at an intersection approach while new four and six lane roads 
were assumed to have a double left and a single right turn lane at an intersection approach.  At 
intersections where the General Plan calls for urban interchanges to replace surface street 
intersections, an intersection analysis was performed to see if an interchange or a left-turn 
grade separation was required under 2035 traffic volumes.  

Table 7 summarizes the 2035 intersection improvement needs and resulting levels of service. 
Figure 4 shows the location of each intersection in Table 7. 

The General Plan and 2035 roadway needs analysis indicate the need for a series of capacity 
improvements along Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard in the form of roadway 
widening, at-grade intersection improvements, and grade separations.  Due to the close 
spacing of intersections along these two corridors, the TDIF combines these individual 
projects into groups referred to as “complexes”. 
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Table 6 
Summary of 2035 Roadway Improvement Needs Analysis 

Segment Travel Lanes ADT LOS 

ID # Roadway 
From To 2005 

General 
Plan 

Roadway 
Sizing1 

Revised  
2035 Need 

Revised Need 
2035 Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

1 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 6 6 4 - 30,900 27,700  A  C  
2 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Centennial Dr - 4 2 2 - 3,300 3,300  A  A  
3 Centennial Dr  Americanos Blvd - 4 2 2 - 4,400 4,400  A  A  
4 Americanos Blvd White Rock Rd - 4 2 2 - 10,100 10,100  A  A  
7 

Rio Del Oro Pkwy 

Easton Valley Pkwy Folsom Blvd - 2 2 2 - 1,800 1,700  A  A  
8 Douglas Rd Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 2  2 - 15,800 13,800  D  C  
9 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Centennial Dr - 2  2 - 10,300 8,400  A  A  

10 Centennial Dr Americanos Blvd. - 2  2 - 6,400 4,700  A  A  
11 

Villagio Dr 

Americanos Blvd White Rock Rd. - 2  2 - 7,700 5,800  A  A  

19 Easton Valley 
Pkwy Rancho Cordova Pkwy Rio Del Oro - 6 6 6 - 48,800 43,700  E  D  

24.1 International Dr Rio Del Oro - 4 2 2 - 9,100 8,100  A  A  
24.2 Rio Del Oro Pkwy Villagio Dr - 4 2 2 - 8,600 7,600  A  A  
24.3 Villagio Dr Americanos Blvd - 4 2 2 - 11,000 9,700  B  A  
24.4 

Centennial Dr 

Americanos Blvd Grant Line - 4 2 2 - 12,000 9,200  B  A  
25 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd. - 4 2 2 - 12,900 12,700  C  C  
26 Chrysanthy Blvd Douglas Rd - 4 2 2 - 5,500 5,300  A  A  
27 Douglas Rd Centennial Dr - 4 2 2 - 9,900 9,400  A  A  
28 Centennial Dr Villagio Dr - 4 2 2 - 10,100 8,400  A  A  
29 Villagio Dr Rio Del Oro - 4 2 2 - 12,900 11,300  C  B  
30 

Americanos Blvd 

Rio Del Oro International Dr - 4 2 2 - 11,100 9,500  B  A  

39 International Dr  
(Old Placerville) US 50-Interchange 6 6 6  47,100 62,700 34,300 D F  B  

40 
Bradshaw Rd 

US 50-Interchange Folsom Blvd. 6 6 6 6 22,600 29,300 23,900 A A  B  
45 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 4 4  - 10,100 10,100 - A  A  
46 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Americanos Rd - 4 4 4 - 17,200 17,200 - A  A  
47 

Chrysanthy Blvd 
Americanos Rd Grant Line Rd - 4 2 2 - 10,800 10,800 - B  B  

52 Coloma Rd Folsom Blvd Sunrise Blvd 4 4 4 4 21,400 24,700 23,100 A B  B  
54.1 Eagles Nest Rd West City Limit 2 6 6 6 6,000 40,500 34,600 A C  B  
55 West City Limit Sunrise Blvd. 2 6 6 6 6,000 37,600 32,200 A B  A 
56 Sunrise Blvd Villagio Dr 2 6 6  6,000 35,000 32,000 A B B 
57 Villagio Dr Rancho Cordova Pkwy 2 6 6 6 3,800 32,900 31,200 A B  A  
58 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Americanos Rd. 2 6 6 4 3,000 25,900 24,200 A A  B  
59 

Douglas Rd 

Americanos Rd Grant Line Rd. 2 6 4 4 2,300 19,300 17,300 A A  A  

73 Femoyer St Mather Blvd International Dr - 4 2  - 1,500 1,400  A  A  
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Table 6 
Summary of 2035 Roadway Improvement Needs Analysis 

Segment Travel Lanes ADT LOS 

ID # Roadway 
From To 2005 

General 
Plan 

Roadway 
Sizing1 

Revised  
2035 Need 

Revised Need 
2035 Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

79 Bradshaw Rd Routier Rd 4 4 4 6 27,100 41,800 40,600 C F  F  
80 Routier Rd Mather Field Rd 4 4 4 6 30,000 41,400 39,600 D F  E  
81 Mather Field Rd Coloma Rd 4 4 4 6 33,500 34,100 32,000 E E  D 
82 Coloma Rd Zinfandel Dr 4 4 4 4 26,100 26,600 26,500 C C  C  
83 Zinfandel Dr Kilgore Rd 4 4 4 4 20,000 16,500 16,500 A A  A  
84 Kilgore Rd Sunrise Blvd 4 4 4 6 17,000 23,100 23,100 A B  B  
85 Sunrise Blvd Mercantile Dr 4 4 4  13,300 12,100 12,000 A A  B  

86 Mercantile Dr Rancho Cordova Pkwy 4 4 4  13,300 6,500 6,200 A A  A 

87 

Folsom Blvd 

Rancho Cordova Pkwy Rio Del Oro 4 4 4  13,300 14,000 13,800 A A  C  
93 Jackson Hwy Rancho Cordova Pkwy 2 6 6 4 7,600 34,600 21,900 A B  B  
94 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Kiefer Blvd. 2 6 6 4 7,600 32,000 19,100 A A  A  
95 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd 2 6 6 4 7,400 31,000 18,700 A A  A  
96 Chrysanthy Blvd Douglas Rd 2 6 6 4 9,600 39,100 26,400 A B  B  
97 Douglas Rd Centennial Dr 2 6 6 6 8,000 44,500 31,800 A D  A  
98 

Grant Line Rd 

Centennial Dr City Limit 2 6 6 6 8,000 59,300 38,200 A F  C  

103 Bradshaw Rd Routier Rd 2 6 6 6 20,300 70,200 50,200 F F  E  

104 

Old Placerville Rd 

Routier Rd McCuen 4 6 6 6 13,100 67,200 48,900 A F  E  

105 Old Placerville at 
McCuen International at Airpark - 6 6 6 - 35,200 34,000  B  B  

106 McCuen / Airpark Zinfandel 4 6 6 8 12,000 51,100 48,600 A E  E  
109 Zinfandel Dr Kilgore Rd. 6 6 6 8 6,800 53,600 51,500 A E  E  
110 Kilgore Rd Sunrise Blvd. - 6 6 8 - 55,900 53,700 - F  E  
111 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 4 4 4 - 19,500 17,700 - A  A  
111 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 4 4 4 - 19,500 17,700 - A  A  
112 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Old International - 4 4 2 - 16,600 14,800 - A  D  
113 Centennial Dr Americanos Blvd - 4 4 2 - 12,100 11,200 - A  B  
114 Americanos Blvd White Rock Rd - 4 4 4 - 17,900 15,500 - A  A  

115 White Rock Rd From White Rock Rd. / 
City Limit - 4 4 2 - 16,200 13,100 - A  C  

116 City limit Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 6 4 2 - 18,300 14,600 - A  D  
116 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Folsom South Canal - 2 2 2 - 13,400 12,500 - C  B  
116 

International Dr 
 

Folsom South Canal Mercantile - 2 2 2 - 13,400 12,500 - C  B  
124 Jackson Hwy Sunrise Blvd Grant Line Rd. 2 6 4 4 15,400 24,700 15,900 D B  A  
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Table 6 
Summary of 2035 Roadway Improvement Needs Analysis 

Segment Travel Lanes ADT LOS 

ID # Roadway 
From To 2005 

General 
Plan 

Roadway 
Sizing1 

Revised  
2035 Need 

Revised Need 
2035 Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

126 Grant Line Rd Kiefer Blvd. - 4 2 2 - 2,500 2,400 - A  A  
127 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd. - 4 4 4 - 16,900 16,700 - A  A  
128 Chrysanthy Blvd Douglas Rd. - 6 4 4 - 28,700 28,500 - C  C  
129 Douglas Rd Villagio Dr - 6 4 4 - 17,400 17,200 - A  A  
130 Villagio Dr Rio Del Oro Pkwy - 6 4 4 - 16,900 16,700 - A  A  
131 Rio Del Oro Pkwy International Dr. - 6 6 6 - 37,900 34,500 - C  B  
132 International Dr White Rock Rd. - 6 6 4 - 32,400 29,200 - B  D  
133 White Rock Rd International Dr. - 6 6 6 - 46,400 42,900 - D  C  
134 

Rancho Cordova 
Pkwy 

International Dr Easton Valley Pkwy - 6 6 8 - 56,900 51,000 - F  E  
142 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy - 4  2 - 8,800 8,600 - A  A  
143 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Americanos Rd. - 4 2 2 - 12,500 12,300 - B  B  
143 

Kiefer Blvd 
Americanos Blvd Grant Line Rd. - 4 2 2 - 11,600 11,200 - B  B  

144 International Dr White Rock Rd. 4 4 4 4 8,600 13,600 13,500 A A  A  
145 White Rock Rd Sun Center Dr. 2 2 2 4 8,300 11,100 11,100 A B  B 
146 

Kilgore Rd 
Sun Center Dr Folsom Blvd. 2 2 2 2       

147 McCuen (International) Whitehead (Mather Field 
Rd.)  4 4 4 - 34,000 16,000  E  A  

148 Whitehead (Mather Field 
Rd.) Femoyer St.  4 4 4 - 20,000 17,000  A  A  

149 

Mather Blvd 

Femoyer St Zinfandel Dr.  4 4 4 - 21,300 18,300  A  A  

151 (Von Kaman /Whitehead) 
- Mather Blvd McCuen  4 4  - 14,200 11,000  A  B  

152 Peter A. McCuen Blvd Rockingham Rd.  6 6 8 - 51,100 46,600  E  D  
153 Rockingham Rd US 50-Interchange 6 6 6 8 33,700 62,400 51,800 B F  E  
154 

Mather Field Rd 

US 50-Interchange Folsom Blvd. 4 6 6 4 26,400 30,100 29,200 C A  D  

162 Rockingham Dr Mather Blvd. (Old 
Placerville Rd.) Mather Field Rd. 4 4 4  - 19,700 13,400  A  A 

166 Old Placerville Rd. 
(International Dr.) Hwy. 50 2 4 2 2 - 9,400 9,000  A  A  

166 At Hwy 50 Routier Road at Hwy 50 2 4 2 2 - 8,700 8,400  A  A  
166 

Routier Rd 

Hwy 50 Folsom 2 4 2 2 - 8,700 8,400  A  A  

173 Sun Center Dr Sunrise Blvd Folsom South Canal / City 
Limit 2 2 2 2 - 12,800 12,800  C  C  

177 Jackson Hwy Kiefer Blvd. 2 6 6 6 16,500 42,700 38,800 E C  C  
178 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd. 2 6 6 6 18,000 40,100 35,700 F C  B  
179 

Sunrise Blvd 
Chrysanthy Blvd Douglas Rd. 2 6 6 6 20,000 46,000 41,700 F D  C  
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Table 6 
Summary of 2035 Roadway Improvement Needs Analysis 

Segment Travel Lanes ADT LOS 

ID # Roadway 
From To 2005 

General 
Plan 

Roadway 
Sizing1 

Revised  
2035 Need 

Revised Need 
2035 Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

2005 2035 
2035 

Without 
Thru Trips 

180 Douglas Rd Rio Del Oro 4 6 6 8 25,500 53,600 46,800 C E  D  
181 Rio Del Oro Fitzgerald Rd. 4 6 6 6 25,500 42,900 39,300 C C  C  

182 Fitzgerald Rd International Dr. (Monier) 4 6 6 8 25,500 54,600 51,000 C F  E  

183 International Dr. 
(Monier) White Rock Rd. 4 6 6 8 25,500 58,300 54,000 C F  F  

184 White Rock Rd Sun Center Dr. 6 6 6 6 37,200 44,200 39,800 B D  C  
185 Sun Center Dr Folsom Blvd. 6 6 6 10 57,400 70,300 65,600 F F  F  
186 Folsom Blvd US 50-Interchange 6 6 6 10 52,100 70,200 65,800 E F  F  
187 US 50-Interchange Zinfandel Dr. 6 6 6 14 80,000 106,500 95,400 F F  F  
188 Zinfandel Dr Coloma Rd. 6 6 6 12 82,400 100,700 89,800 F F  F  
189 Coloma Rd Gold Country Blvd. 6 6 6 12 80,300 100,300 89,900 F F  F  

190 

Sunrise Blvd 

Gold Country Blvd American River / Planning 
Boundary 6 6 6 16 84,200 98,500 83,700 F F  F  

191 International Dr Capitol Center Drive. 2 4 4 4 14,000 37,000 36,900 C F  F  
192 Capitol Center Drive Zinfandel Dr. 2 4 4 4 14,000 30,500 30,400 C D  D  
193 Zinfandel Dr Kilgore Rd. 6 6 6  17,900 26,700 25,100 A A  B  
194 Kilgore Rd Sunrise Blvd. 6 6 6 6 25,400 36,000 34,000 A B  B  
195 Sunrise Blvd Luyung / City Limit 2 6 6 6 13,200 40,300 36,800 C C  B  
196 Luyung / City Limit Rancho Cordova Pkwy 2 6 6 6 8,800 42,500 39,700 A C  C  
197 Rancho Cordova Pkwy International 2 6 6 4 6,000 32,300 29,100 A A  D  
198 International Dr Rio Del Oro Pkwy 2 6 6 4 6,000 35,000 29,000 A B  D  
199 Rio Del Oro Pkwy Villagio Dr 2 6 6 4 6,000 32,900 27,000 A B  C  
200 

White Rock Rd 

Villagio Dr City Limit 2 6 6 4 6,000 34,000 27,300 A B  C  

203.0 Douglas Rd Villages of Zinfandel / 
City Limit - 6 6 6 - 37,900 34,500 - C  B  

203.1 Villages of Zinfandel / 
City Limit North Mather Blvd. - 6 6 6 - 37,900 34,500 - C  B  

204 North Mather Blvd International Dr. - 6 6 8 - 55,800 55,100 - F  F  
205 International Dr White Rock Rd. 6 6 6  19,700 26,700 25,800 A A  C  
206 White Rock Rd US 50-Interchange2 6 6 6 8 41,900 61,700 58,900 C F  F  
207 Olson Dr Folsom Blvd. 4 4 4 4 22,700 27,600 27,600 B C  C  
208 

Zinfandel Dr 

Folsom Blvd Sunrise Blvd. 2 2 2 2 7,100 13,200 13,200 A C  C  
 1 Ultimate roadway travel lanes defined in the “Roadway System and Sizing” map in the General Plan. See Figure 2. 
2 Ultimate improvement does not assume Zinfandel Complex which would provide an acceptable LOS 
 
Source: DKS Associates, 2008 
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UTIMATE IMPROVEMENTS
 
 

Widened Roadways
4 Lanes
6 Lanes

New Roadways
2 Lane
4 Lane
6 Lanes

Other
Complex
Non-Capacity

FIGURE 2
GENERAL PLAN ROADWAY
SIZING FOR POST 2035
TRAFFIC DEMAND
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FIGURE 3
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ROADWAY SIZING
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Table 7 
Intersection Lane Requirements from 2035 Needs Analysis 

2035 
2035 Without 

Thru Trips Project 
ID NO Intersection1  

General Plan 
Roadway 

Sizing 

Revised 
2035 
Need   

Revised Need
2035 Without 
Thru Trips LOS2 V/C2 LOS2 V/C2 

209 Rio del Oro Pkwy / Sunrise Blvd 6 x 6 Tee  4 x 6 Tee C 0.746 C 0.701 
210 Rio del Oro  / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 6 New 4 x 4 New          
211 Rio del Oro Pkwy / International Dr 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New          
212 Rio del Oro Pkwy / Americanos Rd 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New          
213 Rio del Oro Pkwy / White Rock Rd 4 x 6 2 x 4  C 0.728 B 0.641 
217 Villagio Dr / Douglas Rd 4 x 6 Tee 2 x 6 Tee 2 x 4 Tee A 0.571 A 0.572 
218 Villagio Dr / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 4 x 6 New 2 x 4 New          
219 Villagio Dr / International Dr 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New          
220 Villagio Dr / Americanos Blvd 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New          
221 Villagio Dr / White Rock Rd 4 x 6 2 x 4  C 0.705 A 0.501 

226 
Easton Valley Pkwy / Rancho Cordova 
Pkwy 

Urban 
Interchange   F1 1.287 F1 1.197 

230.1 7th at Folsom Blvd 4 x 4 Tee 2 x 4 Tee          
230.2 Centennial Dr / International Dr 4 x 4 Tee 2 x 4 Tee 2 x 2 Tee         
230.3 Centennial Dr / Americanos Blvd 4 x 4 2 x 2 New          
230.4 Centennial Dr / Grant Line Rd 4 x 2 x 6 x 6 2 x 6  C 0.77 A 0.485 

231 Americanos Blvd / Kiefer Blvd 4 x 4 Tee New 
2 x 2 Tee 

New  A 0.541 A 0.541 
232 Americanos Blvd / Chrysanthy Blvd 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New  B 0.604 B 0.604 
233 Americanos Blvd / Douglas Rd 4 x 6 2 x 4  B 0.615 A 0.572 
234 Americanos Blvd / International Dr 4 x 4 New 2 x 4          
240 Bradshaw Rd / Old Placerville Rd 6 x 6 Tee   F  1.534 F 1.074  
245 Chrysanthy Blvd / Sunrise Blvd 4 x 6  2 x 6 B 0.618 B 0.618 

246 
Chrysanthy Blvd / Rancho Cordova 
Pkwy 

4 x 4 x 4 x 6 
New 4 x 4 2 x 4 C 0.706 C 0.706 

247 Chrysanthy Blvd / Grant Line Rd 4 x 2 x 6 x 6 2 x 6 2 x 4 A 0.542 A 0.577 
251 Coloma Rd / Sunrise Blvd Sunrise Complex   F1 1.027 E1 0.955 
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Table 7 
Intersection Lane Requirements from 2035 Needs Analysis 

2035 
2035 Without 

Thru Trips Project 
ID NO Intersection1  

General Plan 
Roadway 

Sizing 

Revised 
2035 
Need   

Revised Need
2035 Without 
Thru Trips LOS2 V/C2 LOS2 V/C2 

253 Douglas Rd / Sunrise Blvd 
Urban 

Interchange 
Left turn 

Separation 
Left turn 

Separation E1 0.93 D 0.847 
254 Douglas Rd / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 6 6 x 4 4 x 4 C 0.706 C 0.766 
255 Douglas Rd / Grant Line Rd 4 x 6  4 x 4 B 0.698 B 0.679 
265 Femoyer St / International Dr 4 x 6           

267.2 Folsom Blvd / Bradshaw Rd 4 x 6   B 0.687 B 0.687 
267.3 Folsom Blvd / Routier Rd 4 x 6 4 x 2  D 0.870 D 0.826 
267.4 Folsom Blvd / Mather Field Rd 4 x 6  4 x 4 E 0.995 E 0.945 
267.5 Folsom Blvd / Coloma Rd 4 x 4 Tee           
267.6 Folsom Blvd / Zinfandel Dr 4 x 4    B 0.639  B  0.601  

268 Folsom Blvd / Sunrise Blvd 
Enhanced at 

Grade   F 1.016 E 0.934 
270 Gold Country Blvd / Sunrise Blvd Sunrise Complex   F1 1.007 E1 0.927 
273 Grant Line Rd / Jackson Hwy 6 x 6 6 x 4 4 x 4 D 0.804 C 0.755 
274 Grant Line Rd / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 4 Tee 6 x 2 4 x 2 A 0.437 A 0.499 
275 Grant Line Rd / Kiefer Blvd. 6 x 4 Tee 6 x 2 4 x 2 B 0.606 B 0.613 
278 Old Placerville Rd / Routier Rd 6 x 6 6 x 2          

278.1 
Old Placerville (International) / Peter 
McCuen extension 6 x 4 x 6 Tee           

278.2 Old Placerville Rd / Rockingham At Ultimate           

279 
International Dr (Old Placerville Rd) / 
Mather Blvd 6 x 4   F 1.18 F 1.015 

279.1 Mather Blvd / Mather Field Rd 4 x 4           
279.2 Mather Blvd / Femoyer St 4 x 4 x 4 x 2           
279.3 Mather Blvd / Zinfandel Dr At Ultimate           

280 
International Dr. (Peter A McCuen 
Blvd.) / Mather Field Rd 6 x 6  

 
         

207

A
G

E
N

D
A

 IT
E

M
 10.2



 

 

 21 December 2012 
 

Table 7 
Intersection Lane Requirements from 2035 Needs Analysis 

2035 
2035 Without 

Thru Trips Project 
ID NO Intersection1  

General Plan 
Roadway 

Sizing 

Revised 
2035 
Need   

Revised Need
2035 Without 
Thru Trips LOS2 V/C2 LOS2 V/C2 

280.1 
International Dr / Peter McCuen 
extension 4 x 6 x 6 Tee           

281 International Dr. / Zinfandel Dr 6 x 6   F 1.208 F 1.208 
282 International Dr / Kilgore Rd 6 x 4           

283 International Dr / Sunrise Blvd. 
Urban 

Interchange 
Left turn 

Separation 
Left turn 

Separation F1 1.104 F1 1.005 
284 International Dr / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 4 x 6 x 6 New 4 x 6  C 0.799 C 0.735 

284.1 International Dr / White Rock Rd 4 x 6 x 6 x 6 New 4 x 6 2 x 4 B 0.665 C 0.753 
284.2 International Dr / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 6 Tee New 2 x 6  D 0.829 C 0.730 
288 Jackson Hwy / Sunrise Blvd 6 x 6 4 x 6  D 0.813 C 0.740 
289 Rancho Cordova Pkwy / Kiefer Blvd 4 x 4 2 x 2  A 0.554 A 0.554 

290 Rancho Cordova Pkwy / White Rock Rd 
Enhanced at 

Grade   D 0.871 D 0.810 
290.1 Rancho Cordova Pkwy at Sun Center 6 x 2 Tee           
294 Kiefer Blvd / Sunrise Blvd 4 x 6   C 0.795 C 0.795 
295 Mather Field Rd / Rockingham Rd 6 x 4           
297 Sun Center Dr / Sunrise Blvd At Ultimate           

299 Sunrise Blvd / White Rock Rd. 
Urban 

Interchange   E1 0.939 D1 0.854 
300 Sunrise Blvd / Zinfandel Dr Sunrise Complex   E1 0.924 E1 0.924 
301 Sunrise Blvd / Gold Express Dr Sunrise Complex           
302 White Rock Rd / Zinfandel Dr Part of 318.1   F1 1.327 F1 1.327 

1 See Figure 4 for location of intersection improvements 
2 The volume/capacity and LOS reflect an analysis of at-grade improvements. An acceptable LOS would be provided by a grade separation. 
 
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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2035 INTERSECTION
IMPROVEMENT LOCATIONS
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 23 December 2012 

Zinfandel Complex 

The Zinfandel Complex includes at-grade intersection improvements including additional 
turning and through lanes at White Rock Road and Zinfandel Drive, as well as widening of 
the US50 over crossing from six to eight lanes.   

Sunrise Complex 

The portion of Sunrise Boulevard between US 50 and Fair Oaks Boulevard is one of the 
highest volume roadways in the Sacramento region. It carries regional as well as local traffic 
and thus needs a regional solution. The City’s General Plan Circulation Element indicates the 
need for two partial grade-separated intersections and two full grade-separated urban 
interchanges along Sunrise Boulevard between US 50 and Gold Country Boulevard.  The City 
has had discussions with Sacramento County about improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard 
corridor.  Alternative concepts include auxiliary lanes, a “thru-traffic bypass”, grade 
separations, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), or any 
combination of these measures to reduce traffic congestion along Sunrise Boulevard. For the 
TDIF Program, the assumed improvement is a grade-separated “thru-traffic bypass” between 
US 50 and north of Gold Country Boulevard.     

3.4 Intersection Needs for TDIF Program 

The City needs to construct or widen intersections to accommodate future development. Much 
of the increase in traffic demand would result from growth within the City, but some of the 
growth in traffic would be from “thru” vehicle trips that have neither end of the trip within the 
City. To define the intersection improvements that would be included in the TDIF Program, 
the intersection analysis was preformed a second time with the growth in thru trips removed.  
The revised intersection needs analysis with thru trips removed is also summarized in Table 7. 

For the purpose of the TDIF Program, if it was determined that the 2035 intersection 
improvement was still needed with the growth in thru trips removed, then the TDIF Program 
would be required to pay for the entire 2035 improvement.    However, if it was determined 
that a reduced intersection improvement would operate at acceptable levels, then the TDIF 
Program would include only the cost for the reduced improvement. 

The roadway needs analysis indicates that nine intersections would operate at LOS F 
conditions in 2035 with the roadway widening in the TDIF Program. These intersections are 
listed in Table 7.  These intersection LOS calculations do not take into account grade 
separations – including urban interchanges, left-turn grade separations and grade separations 
for light-rail tracks over major roadways near their intersection with Folsom Boulevard.  An 
analysis of 2035 peak hour conditions indicates that significant reductions in congestion could 
be achieved at about eight of those intersections through the addition of grade separations and 
these improvements are included in the TDIF Program. 
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3.5 Existing LOS Deficiencies 

Roadway Segments Deficiencies 

An analysis of existing traffic demand shows that about five miles of roadways in the City of 
Rancho Cordova currently operate at LOS E or F conditions. The locations and volume-to-
capacity ratio of roadways with “existing LOS deficiencies” are summarized below:  

 Sunrise Boulevard – American River to Gold Country Boulevard (1.56) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – Gold Country Boulevard to Coloma Road (1.54) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – Coloma Road to Zinfandel Drive (1.53) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – Zinfandel Drive to U.S. 50 Interchange (1.48) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – U.S. 50 Interchange to Folsom Boulevard (0.96) 
 Sunrise Boulevard –Folsom Boulevard to Sun Center Drive (1.06) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – Douglas Road to Chrysanthy Boulevard (1.11) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – Chrysanthy Boulevard to Kiefer Boulevard (1.00) 
 Sunrise Boulevard – Kiefer Boulevard to SR-16 (0.92) 

The General Plan calls for a maximum of six lanes on the City’s busiest arterial roadways. 
Some of these roadways already have six lanes. Many two or four lane arterials could be 
widened under the CIP, but some roadway segments would operate at LOS E or F conditions 
in 2035 with the maximum of lanes allowed under the General Plan.  For 2035 traffic 
demand, about nine miles of roadway that would operate at LOS E or F conditions even with 
the maximum of lanes allowed under the General Plan.  

Intersection Deficiencies 

There are five intersections that currently operate at LOS E or F conditions and are thus 
existing deficiencies.  These intersections are listed in Table 8.  
 
Table 8  
Existing Intersection Deficiencies 
Project ID No. North-South Street East-West Street Level of Service Volume/Capacity 

251 Sunrise Boulevard Coloma Road E 0.96 
267.4 Mather Field Road Folsom Boulevard E 0.99 
270 Sunrise Boulevard Gold Country Blvd F 1.02 
273 Grant Line Road Jackson Road F 1.04 
288 Sunrise Boulevard Jackson Road E 0.97 

Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
 
3.6 Transit Facilities 

Transit improvements identified in the Capital Improvement Program are directly tied to 
recommendations from the City of Rancho Cordova Transit Master Plan approved by City 
Council in September of 2006. Since the adoption of the Master Plan, an implementation 
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strategy has been initiated and refinements to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Routes have been 
identified. The transit capital improvements included in the Transit Master Plan are supported 
by SACOG and have been included in the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

BRT routes within the City include a Sunrise Corridor alignment which will follow the 
alignment of the City’s General Plan Signature Route along Rancho Cordova Parkway south 
of Highway 50. A second east-west route along Old Placerville Road, International Drive and 
White Rock Road will parallel Highway 50 to the south. Exclusive lanes have been set aside 
between the Sunrise LRT station and the Sunrise Bridge over the American River.  

Twenty station sites have been identified along the Signature Corridor, five of which will be 
Regional Transit centers providing travel information services, fare purchase centers and 
other transit supportive amenities. An additional 6 BRT stations will be provided along BRT 
Corridors that are not co-aligned with the Signature Route. Four station rehabilitation projects 
have also been identified along Regional Transit’s Gold Line and new stations sites are 
proposed at Horn Road and Mine Shaft Road. 

Streetcars have been identified as an appropriate technology for the 18 mile long Signature 
Route, however only a 4.7 mile streetcar loop thorough the downtown area is conceived for 
the 2035 horizon year. The remainder of the Signature Route will be served by rubber tire 
vehicles. 

The CIP and the TDIF Program include capital costs for transit but not cost for operations and 
maintenance. Funding transit O&M costs is a considerable challenge. 

3.7 Bikeways and Walkways 

ADA Implementation and Sidewalk Gap Program projects are identified in the City’s ADA 
Transition Plan and in the Draft Pedestrian Master Plan. The ADA Transition Plan was 
approved by City Council in 2005. The pedestrian appurtenances CIP item is intended as a 
placeholder for the purpose of retrofitting pedestrian facility concepts in the City’s General 
Plan. Bike Trails and Canal & Roadway Trail Crossing items have been identified in the on 
going Bicycle Master Plan effort. 
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4.0 Improvement Costs 

4.1 Roadway Improvements 

Capital costs for roadway, intersection, and interchange projects in the TDIF Program are 
shown in Tables A-1 and A-2 of Appendix A.  These cost estimates were developed based on 
standard unit costs for the various improvements identified in the circulation element of the 
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan adopted in June 2006.  Some individual project 
estimates were subsequently refined by City staff based on specific information, such as cost 
estimates for projects currently being designed by other engineering firms. The costs shown 
herein are only those considered for inclusion in the impact fee program (“fee” portion) and, 
in general, do not include roadway and intersection frontage improvements considered to be 
the obligation of the adjacent land owner (“development” portion).  

4.2 Transit Improvements 

HDR prepared cost estimates for the streetcar vehicles, streetcar track work and the transit 
maintenance facility as part of the City’s Transit Master Plan. URS ROW unit costs were used 
for transit station and maintenance facility lands, and URS pavement unit costs were used for 
the BRT bus lanes on the Sunrise Corridor. Costs for bus shuttles, light rail stations, light rail 
station upgrades, BRT stations and Signature Route stations are based on consultation with 
Sacramento Regional Transit and other local service providers. Table 9 summarizes the costs 
for transit improvements. 

Table 9 
Summary of Transit Improvement Costs 
Project 
ID No Facility Description Cost 

304 
Transit Facilities, Bus 
Lanes and Stations 

Sunrise Corridor (RCP south of 
Douglas Road) Exclusive Bus 
Lanes, Median Stations, Regional 
Stations and BRT Stations $60,136,000 

305 

City Transit System, 
Street Cars, Shuttles and 
Transit Facilities 

Transit Maintenance Facility, 
Streetcar Track Work, Streetcar 
Vehicles, Bus Shuttles $87,950,000 

305.1 
Completion of Signature 
Route - Post 2035  

Street car technology on remaining 
11 miles of Signature Route  $186,300,000 

306 
Transit Facilities, Light 
Rail 

Light Rail station Upgrades and 
New Light Rail Stations $10,610,000 

Total $344,996,000 
Source: City of Rancho Cordova  
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Table 9 includes capital costs for transit but not cost for operations and maintenance. 

4.3 Bikeway and Walkway Improvements 

Costing information for the ADA Transition Plan and the Sidewalk Gap Program were 
prepared by MIG and Dowling Associates, Inc. respectively. Costs for grade separations were 
prepared by Parsons Brinkerhoff, and costing for the bicycle trail connections and pedestrian 
appurtenances are based on planning estimates prepared by other local jurisdictions. Table 10 
summarizes the costs for bikeway and pedestrian improvements 

Table 10 
Summary of Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Costs 
  

Project 
ID No Facility Description Cost 

303 
Pedestrian Facilities and 
ADA Implementation 

Implementation of ADA Transition 
Plan, Sidewalk Gap Program and 
Pedestrian Appurtenances $30,700,000 

307 
Canal and Roadway Bike 
Trail Crossings 

Class I system over  and under 
crossings $42,500,000 

307.1 
Vision Crossings - Post 
2035 

Remaining over and under 
crossings $27,500,000 

308 Bike Trails 
Class I and Class II system 
connections $11,614,000 

308.1 
Vision Bike Trails - Post 
2035 Trail completion and connections $5,000,000 

Total $117,314,000 
Source: City of Rancho Cordova   
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5.0 Basis for Allocating Improvement Costs 

The basis for allocating the cost of transportation improvements for the TDIF program update 
is summarized in Table 11 and is discussed in the following sections. 
 
5.1 Roadway Capacity Improvements 

The improvements included in the TDIF Program Update were identified to meet the City’s 
level of service policy under 2035 travel demand levels after “thru trips” (those with neither 
trip end within the City) were subtracted from the traffic demand. Roadway capacity 
improvements were limited by the maximum number of lanes allowed under the General 
Plan.  
 
Tables A-1 and A-2 in Appendix A list each of the roadway and intersections requiring 
improvements under the General Plan and show the description and costs of: 1) the ultimate 
improvements, 2) the CIP improvements needed to accommodate 2035 traffic volumes and 3) 
the improvements in the Fee Program.    
 
For a roadway that currently operates at LOS D or better conditions but that would operate at 
LOS E or F conditions under “2035 traffic demand without thru trips”, the entire cost of the 
capacity improvement was allocated to the TDIF Program. The cost of the capacity 
improvement allocated to the TDIF does not include the following: 
 

 Roadway frontage improvements (i.e. curb travel lane, bike lane, curb and gutter plus 
sidewalk) where development is expected to occur 

 
 Portion of cross-section on roadways along jurisdictional boundaries that was assumed 

to be improved by Sacramento County 
 
For existing deficiencies (roadways that currently operate at LOS E or F), the cost of the 
improvement that is allocated to the TDIF program is equal to the percent of total cost that is 
needed to return the roadway to existing congestion levels. This allocation is equal to the 
percentage of the total change in volume/capacity (v/c) ratio (due to the improvement) that is 
needed to return the v/c ratio to current levels.  
 
For example, the v/c ratio of a two-lane roadway currently equals 0.94 (LOS E conditions) 
and its v/c ratio under “2035 traffic demand without thru trips”, is estimated at 1.24 (LOS F 
conditions) without any improvements and at 0.62 if the roadway is widened to four lanes. 
The cost allocated to the TDIF program for this example is calculated as follows: 
 
(1.24 – 0.94) / (1.24 – 0.62) = 48%. 
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Under this example, the City will need to secure funding for the remaining 52% of the cost of 
this improvement from other sources. 
 

Table 11 
Basis of Cost Allocation – TDIF Program Update 

Improvement Type Facility Type 

Basis for Allocating Cost to 
Transportation Development Impact 

Fee Program 
Roadway that currently operates at 

LOS D or better conditions and 
would operate at LOS E or F 

conditions in 2035 

Full implementation cost 

Capacity 
Improvements  

on roadways and 
intersections 

Existing Deficiencies - Roadway 
that currently operates at LOS E or 
F conditions and would operate at 

LOS E or F conditions in 2035 

Cost that is needed to bring roadway to 
existing congestion level based on: 

  
Percentage of the total change in 
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio due to 
the improvement that is needed to 

return the v/c ratio to current levels 
 

For the Sunrise and Zinfandel 
Complexes, the cost allocated to the 

TDIF Program is based on the 
percentage of total 2035 vehicle 

trips using these roadway segments 
that are from new development in 

the City 
 
 

Transit Improvements Portion of Transit Master Plan 
needed by 2035 

Walkway/Bikeway 
Improvements 

Portion of Draft Pedestrian Master 
Plan and General Plan. Bike 

Trails needed by 2035 

Costs are spilt between existing and 
new development based on: 

 
2007 to 2035 growth in total person 

trips generated in the City as a percent 
of total 2035 person trips 

Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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For the Zinfandel Complex, the cost allocated to the TDIF Program is based on the percentage 
of total 2035 vehicle trips using Zinfandel between White Rock Road and US 50 that are from 
new development in the City. 

The portion of Sunrise Boulevard between US 50 and Fair Oaks Boulevard carries regional as 
well as local traffic and thus needs a regional solution. While new development’s fair share of 
improvements to that section of Sunrise Boulevard (the “Sunrise Complex” described in 
Section 3.3) was estimated at 44 percent (about $131.5 million), the City has decided to 
allocate $50 million, which is the equivalent amount that Sacramento County has included in 
their fee program. The City will work with Sacramento County and SACOG to fund the 
remaining costs for this regional facility. 

Table 12 summarizes how the costs of the 2035 improvements on roadway and intersections 
that are existing deficiencies were allocated to new development in the TDIF Program. 

Tables A-1 and A-2 in Appendix A show the cost allocated to new development in the City 
through the Fee Program for each roadway and intersection. 

5.2 Transit Improvements  

SACOG’s travel demand model is multimodal and estimates travel demand through the 
following basic steps: 

 It estimates trip generation in “person trips” based on the number of households and 
their demographics and the number of jobs by type in each traffic analysis zone 
(TAZ). 

 It estimates the origins and destinations of each person trip based on travel time during 
four periods of a day. 

 It estimates the travel mode that would be used by each person trip based on the 
available transit services and roadway facilities and on general characteristics of bike 
and pedestrian facilities in an area 

 It assigns transit trips by route and vehicle trips by roadway based on estimated travel 
time during four periods of a day. 

New development’s “fair share” of transit improvements is based on the estimated growth in 
daily “person trips” generated by development in the City between 2007 to 2035 growth as a 
percent of total 2035 person trips. The growth in person trips Citywide is as follows: 

Existing (2007) person trips 40.9% 
2007 to 2035 person trips  59.1% 
Total        100.0% 
 
Table 13 shows the allocation of transit improvements in the CIP to the TDIF Program. 
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Table 12                   
Existing Deficiencies                   

Volume/Capacity Percent Allocation 

Project 
ID NO Segment / Intersection 

Description of 
Improvement Fee Portion Existing 

2035 without 
Improvement 

2035 
with 

Improv
ement Existing Growth Method1 

Cost 
Allocated to 
New Growth 

in Fees 
Segment Improvements - Sunrise Blvd         

177 
Jackson Hwy to Kiefer 

Blvd 
Widen to 6 

Lanes $9,893,000 0.92 2.37 0.79 8.0% 92.0% 1 $9,105,267 

178 
Kiefer Blvd to 

Chrysanthy Blvd 
Widen to 6 

Lanes $11,895,000 1.00 2.23 0.74 17.3% 82.7% 1 $9,833,398 

179 
Chrysanthy Blvd to 

Douglas Rd 
Widen to 6 

Lanes $6,398,000 1.11 2.56 0.85 15.2% 84.8% 1 $5,424,391 
Intersection Improvements         

267.4 Folsom / Mather Field 
4 x 6 

Intersection $2,232,000 0.99 1.14 1.00 0.0% 100.0% 1 $2,232,000 

273 
Grant Line Rd /  
Jackson Hwy 

6 x 6 
Intersection $2,603,000 1.04 2.45 0.80 14.5% 85.5% 1 $2,224,382 

288 
Jackson Hwy / 
 Sunrise Blvd 

6 x 6 
Intersection $5,552,000 0.97 2.02 0.90 6.3% 93.8% 1 $5,205,000 

Sunrise and Zinfandel Complexes         
318.1 Zinfandel Complex $48,603,000       45.1% 54.9% 2 $26,683,047 
319.2 Sunrise Complex $298,832,000       55.7% 44.3% 2 $132,382,576 

    Total $386,008,000        Total $193,090,061 
1 Allocation Method 

  
1)  Percentage of the total change in volume/capacity (v/c) ratio due to the improvement that is needed to return the v/c ratio to current 

levels   
 2)  Percentage of total 2035 vehicle trips using these roadway segments that are from new development in the City  

Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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Table 13 
Allocation of CIP Transit Improvements 
 Cost Percent 
Transit Improvements in TDIF Program 
 City Obligation $64,906.664   40.9% 
 New Development’s Share $93,789,336   59.1% 
 Total $158,696,000 100.0% 
Transit Improvements Not Included in TDIF Program 
Post-2035 Improvements in  Transit Master Plan $186,300,000  
Ultimate General Plan Transit System 

Total $344,996,000  

Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
 
 
5.3 Bikeway and Walkway Improvements 

New development’s “fair share” of walkway and bikeway improvements is based on the 
estimated growth in daily “person trips” generated by development in the City between 2007 
to 2035 growth as a percent of total 2035 person trips. The cost of improvements to meet 
ADA requirements is not included in the Fee Program.  
 
Table 14 shows the allocation of walkway and bikeway improvements in the CIP to the TDIF 
Program. 
 
Table 14 
Allocation of CIP Walkway and Bikeway Improvements 

 
Improvements 

 

Cost Percent 
Bikeway Improvements in TDIF Program 
 City Obligation  $22,132,626   40.9% 
 New Development’s Share $31,981,374   59.1% 
 Total $54,114,000 100.0% 
Bikeway and Pedestrian Improvements Not Included in TDIF Program 
Post-2035 Walkway and Bikeway Improvements  $32,500,000 
Pedestrian Facilities and ADA Implementation $30,700,000 

Ultimate General Plan System 
Total $117,314,000 

Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
 
 

219

AGENDA ITEM 10.2



 

 

 33 December 2012 

5.4 Program Contingency  

A four percent (4%) program contingency has been applied to the total costs allocated to the 
TDIF Program Update.  The program contingency will be managed at the City’s sole 
discretion to cover project scope changes, alternative nexus-based projects, unforeseen and 
unbudgeted construction expenses, and other project related expenses.  The program 
contingency will be first prioritized for regional projects being delivered by the City. 

5.5 Improvements and Elements Not Included in TDIF Fee Program 

The TDIF Program does not include funding for a number of roadway improvements in the 
CIP and for roadway maintenance. The City will need to secure funding for those projects as 
well as for its share of existing deficiencies and its share of transit, pedestrian and walkway 
improvements. The transportation improvements and costs not allocated to new development 
in the TDIF Program are summarized below. 

Roadways, intersections and interchanges:  

The TDIF Program does not include the “ultimate” roadway, intersection and interchange 
improvements that are needed post-2035. These are estimated to cost about $164 million. An 
estimated $124 million in CIP roadway projects that are non-capacity improvements were not 
included in the TDIF Program. 
 
The TDIF Program also does not include those CIP improvements that are not warranted 
when “thru trips” (those with neither the origin nor destination of the trip in the City) are 
subtracted from the travel demand. These are estimated to cost about $17.8 million. 
 
The City has also decided to reduce the developer-funded portion of the following major 
improvements: 

 While new development’s fair share of improvements to Sunrise Boulevard north of 
US 50 (the “Sunrise Complex” described in Section 3.3) was estimated at 44 percent 
(see Table 12) or about $131.5 million), the City has decided to allocate $50 million, 
which is the equivalent amount that Sacramento County has  included in their fee 
program. The City will work with Sacramento County and SACOG to fund the 
remaining costs for this regional facility. The revised allocation reduces new 
development’s share of the Sunrise improvements by about $81.5 million. 

 The analysis indicates the need for left-turn grade separations at both the Sunrise 
Boulevard/Douglas Road intersection and the Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive 
intersection, plus a full urban interchange at the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road 
intersection. The City has decided to reduce new development’s share of funding for 
these three intersections to an equivalent cost of at-grade improvements. The revised 
allocation reduces new development’s share of intersection improvements by about 
$71.3 million. 
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 The City General Plan downgraded Folsom Boulevard from 6-lanes to a 4-lane 
arterial. To minimize the impact and improve levels of service, the General Plan 
identifies aggressive operational improvements on Folsom Boulevard. The CIP 
includes grade separations for the light rail tracks over four major roadways near their 
intersection with Folsom Boulevard: Bradshaw Road, Routier Road, Mather Field 
Road and Zinfandel Road. These grade separations would not benefit light rail trains 
since crossing gates allow trains to travel across those roadways without delay. The 
over-crossings are needed to mitigate traffic congestion at four intersections along 
Folsom Boulevard. While new development could be charged for nearly all of the 
$87.5 million cost for those intersection improvements, the City has decided to reduce 
new development’s share to 50 percent of the cost of those improvements. The revised 
allocation reduces new development’s share of intersection improvements by about 
$43.7 million. 

To reduce the developer-funded portion of these key projects, the City needs to secure an 
additional $196.5 million in outside funding. 
 
Pavement Maintenance 

The TDIF Program also does not include an estimated $80.5 million for pavement 
maintenance. 
 
Transit:  

The TDIF Program does not include completion of the last 13.3 miles of street car technology 
on the 18-mile Signature Route estimated at $186.3 million. 
 
The CIP includes capital costs for transit but not cost for operations and maintenance.  
 
Bikeway and Walkways  

The TDIF Program does not include the ten “Vision” grade separations, estimated at $27.5 
million which were assumed to be post-2035 improvements. The Trail Completion and 
Connections, that has a “placeholder” estimate of $5 million, was also not included in the 
TDIF Program. The total cost of the “Vision Bike and Pedestrian System” not included in the 
TDIF Program is $32.5 million including contingencies. Some of these improvements will 
require purchase of right-of-way but the cost of right-of-way for the post-2035 bike and 
pedestrian improvements were not included in the above cost estimates.  
 
The TDIF Program also does not include walkway improvements needed to satisfy ADA 
sidewalk gap and pedestrian appurtenances requirements estimated to cost $30.7 million. In 
addition to the grade separations that are part of the City’s CIP, developers will be constructing 
about $92 million in grade separations and bike trail construction along the trail system. 
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Summary 

Table 15 summarizes the transportation elements and costs not allocated to new development 
in the TDIF Program.  
 
Table 15 
Cost Not Allocated to New Development in TDIF Program 
 Costs 
Post-2035 Improvements 
Roadways, Intersections and Interchanges $164,098,000 
Transit $186,300,000 
Bikeway and Walkway $32,500,000 
Project Contingency $15,316,000 

Subtotal $398,214,000 
CIP Improvements not Included in TDIF Program 
Roadway Improvements needed to Accommodate Growth in Thru Trips $17,764,000 
Non-Capacity Roadway Improvements $124,164,000 
Pavement Maintenance $80,495,000 
Pedestrian Facilities and ADA Implementation $30,700,000 
Project Contingency $10,125,000 

Subtotal $263,248,000 
City Obligation to Improvements in TDIF Program 
Existing Roadway and Intersection Deficiencies $209,082,000
Reductions in Development Funding for Key Projects $196,535,000
Signal System $21,994,000
Transit Improvements $64,907,000
Bikeway Improvements $22,133,000
Project Contingency $20,586,000

Subtotal $535,237,000
Total $1,196,699,000

 
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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6.0 Methodology for Calculating Fees 

6.1 Dwelling Unit Equivalents 

In the allocation of costs to various types of developments, each development type is assigned 
a “dwelling unit equivalent” or “DUE” rate.  DUE’s are numerical measures of how the trip-
making characteristics of a land use type compares to a single-family residential unit. A 
single-family residential unit is assigned a DUE of 1.  Land uses which have greater overall 
traffic impacts than single-family residential units are assigned values greater than 1, while 
land uses with lower overall traffic impacts are assigned values less than 1.  

DUE’s were developed by comparing both the trip generation and trip length characteristics 
of various land uses to those of the single-family residential units.  The DUE’s reflect the 
relative daily trips generated by each general land use type in the travel demand model. Also 
considered in the calculation of DUE’s are “percent new” trips since some of the vehicles 
attracted to non-residential uses would have been on the roadway system regardless of the 
presence of the traffic generator. Average trip lengths for the remaining "primary" trips 
generated by a development were then utilized to better reflect overall impact of longer trips 
on the City’s roadway system.  

The DUE rates were thus based on estimates of the average daily vehicle-miles of travel 
(VMT) generated by each general land use type.   The DUE rates used to estimate the fees are 
shown in Table 16. Thus, 1,000 square feet of retail development is estimated to have a traffic 
impact on the City’s roadway system which is 1.21 times that of a single-family detached 
residential unit. 

Table 16 
DUE Rates 

Land Use Category1 

Daily Trip 
Rate per 

Unit2 Unit 

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

Percent 
New 
trips 

VMT 
per Unit 

DUE 
per 
Unit 

Singe-Family Detached 9.57 5.1 100 48.81 1.00 
Singe-Family Attached 8.45 5.1 100 43.09 0.88 
Multi-Family 6.72 

Dwelling 
Unit 

5.1 100 34.27 0.70 
Retail 42.94 2.3 60 59.26 1.21 
Office 11.01 5.1 92 51.66 1.06 
Industrial 4.96 

1,000 
Square 

Feet 4.8 92 21.90 0.45 
1 The definitions of the residential and non-residential uses are provided in the Nexus Study for the TDIF 

Program prepared by Goodwin Consulting Group. 
 
2 ITE Trip Generation 7th Edition 
 
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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Table 17 shows the estimated growth in DUEs in the City between 2007 and 2035.  
 
Table 17 
Growth in Citywide DUEs 

Land Use 
Category Units Growth in Units 

2007 to 2035 
DUE Rate 
per Unit2 

Growth in DUEs
2007 to 2035 

Singe-Family Detached 21,630 1.00 21,630 

Singe-Family Attached 18,759 0.88 16,508 

Multi-Family 

Dwelling 
Unit 

9,454 0.70 6,618 
Retail 2,311 1.21 2,796 
Office 11,783 1.06 12,490 
Industrial/Other 

1,000  
Sq Ft 

716 0.45 322 

Total 60,364 
  
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 

 
 
6.2 Fees Calculation 

Table 18 summarizes the costs allocated to the TDIF Program Update and the resulting costs 
per DUE. 

After discussions with representatives of the building industry, the City staff has concluded 
that there is some uncertainty in the definition and cost estimates of some improvement 
projects. Therefore, they have decided to apply a ten (10) percent reduction in the overall total 
project cost that has been allocated to new development to reflect that uncertainty. 

Since its incorporation in 2003, the City has been collecting fees for projects on the TDIF 
Program list. While a number of improvement projects are currently under construction, none 
of those projects have been fully reimbursed or accepted. The City has collected about $33.1 
million, which was subtracted from the $1.3 billion in costs that were allocated to be funded 
by new development in the TDIF Program.   

The City needs to maintain the fee program, which includes financial records, updates to the 
program, etc. A 3.75 percent administrative cost was estimated to pay for on-going 
maintenance costs.   
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Table 18 
Estimated Cost per DUE – TDIF Program Update 

Elements of TDIF Program 
Cost Allocated  to New 

Development in TDIF Program 
Roadways, Intersections, Interchanges and Signal System1 $873,069,858  
Transit2 $93,789,336  
Bikeways3 $31,981,374  
Project Contingencies4 $39,953,623  

Total $1,038,794,191  
Project Cost Deduction (10%)5 $103,879,419  

Total with Cost Reduction $934,914,772  
Fees Collected by City from July 2003 to January 2007 $33,143,248  

Total Remaining  Costs Funded by TDIF $901,771,524  
Total Growth in DUEs 60,364 

Cost per DUE $14,939  
Administrative Cost (3.75%) per DUE $560  

Total Fee per DUE $15,499  
 
1 See Tables A-1 and A-2 in Appendix A for summary of costs allocated to TDIF Program 
2 See Table 13 for summary of costs of transit improvements allocated to TDIF Program 
3 See Table 14 for summary of costs of bikeway and pedestrian improvements allocated to TDIF Program
4 See Section 5.4 for summary of contingencies allocated to TDIF Program 
1 The City has decided to apply a ten (10) percent reduction in the overall total project cost that has been 
allocated to new development, primarily to reflect some uncertainty in the definition and cost estimates of 
some improvement projects 
 
 
 
Source: DKS Associates, 2012 
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Table A-1
Summary of Roadway Segment Improvements and Costs in TDIF Program

From To
Ultimate 

Improvement 2035 CIP
Description 

for Fees

City 
Obligation 

for Existing
New City 

Development Total

1.0 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 6 Lanes 4 $3,026,000 $3,026,000 $2,614,000 $0 $2,614,000 $2,614,000
2.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Centennial Dr New 4 Lanes 2 $2,134,000 $1,076,250 $1,076,250 $0 $1,076,250 $1,076,250
3.0 Centennial Dr Americanos Blvd New 4 Lanes 2 $1,067,000 $369,000 $369,000 $0 $369,000 $369,000
4.0 Americanos Blvd. White Rock Rd. New 4 Lanes 2 $1,667,000 $677,000 $677,000 $0 $677,000 $677,000
7.0 Easton Valley Pkwy Folsom Blvd New 4 Lanes 2 $9,064,000 $4,123,000 $4,123,000 $0 $4,123,000 $4,123,000
8.0 Douglas Rd Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 2 Lanes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Centennial Dr New 2 Lanes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

10.0 Centennial Dr Americanos Blvd New 2 Lanes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
11.0 Americanos Blvd White Rock Rd. New 2 Lanes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
19.0 Easton Valley Pkwy Rancho Cordova Pkwy Rio Del Oro Pkwy New 6 Lanes $2,813,000 $2,813,000 $2,813,000 $0 $2,813,000 $2,813,000
24.1 International Dr Rio Del Oro Pkwy New 4 Lanes 2 $867,000 $400,000 $400,000 $0 $400,000 $400,000
24.2 Rio Del Oro Pkwy Villagio Dr New 4 Lanes 2 $1,200,000 $554,000 $554,000 $0 $554,000 $554,000
24.3 Villagio Dr Americanos Blvd New 4 Lanes 2 $1,801,000 $830,000 $830,000 $0 $830,000 $830,000
24.4 Americanos Blvd Grant Line Rd New 4 Lanes 2 $4,622,000 $2,333,000 $2,333,000 $0 $2,333,000 $2,333,000
25.0 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd. New 4 Lanes 2 $5,356,000 $2,472,000 $2,472,000 $0 $2,472,000 $2,472,000
26.0 Chrysanthy Blvd. Douglas Rd. New 4 Lanes 2 $3,468,000 $1,476,000 $1,476,000 $0 $1,476,000 $1,476,000
27.0 Douglas Rd Centennial Dr New 4 Lanes 2 $4,545,000 $2,564,000 $2,564,000 $0 $2,564,000 $2,564,000
28.0 Centennial Dr Villagio Dr New 4 Lanes 2 $1,888,000 $769,000 $769,000 $0 $769,000 $769,000
29.0 Villagio Dr Rio Del Oro New 4 Lanes 2 $2,001,000 $769,000 $769,000 $0 $769,000 $769,000
30.0 Rio Del Oro International Dr. New 4 Lanes 2 $1,067,000 $308,000 $308,000 $0 $308,000 $308,000
39.0 Old Placerville Rd US 50-Interchange At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
40.0 US 50-Interchange Folsom Blvd At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
45.0 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 4 Lanes $3,068,000 $3,068,000 $3,068,000 $0 $3,068,000 $3,068,000
46.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Americanos Blvd New 4 Lanes $3,962,000 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 $0 $3,962,000 $3,962,000
47.0 Americanos Blvd Grant Line Rd New 4 Lanes 2 $2,001,000 $1,415,000 $1,415,000 $0 $1,415,000 $1,415,000
52.0 Coloma Rd Folsom Blvd Sunrise Blvd Improve Pavement $5,553,000 $5,553,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
54.1 Eagles Nest Rd West City Limit Formerly part of 312.3 $3,222,000 $3,222,000 $3,222,000 $0 $3,222,000 $3,222,000
55.0 West City Limit Sunrise Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes $15,948,000 $15,948,000 $15,948,000 $0 $15,948,000 $15,948,000
56.0 Sunrise Blvd Villagio Dr Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $1,040,000 $1,040,000 $734,000 $0 $734,000 $734,000
57.0 Villagio Dr Rancho Cordova Pkwy Widen to 6 Lanes $2,698,000 $2,698,000 $2,698,000 $0 $2,698,000 $2,698,000
58.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Americanos Blvd Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $5,828,000 $5,828,000 $4,411,000 $0 $4,411,000 $4,411,000
59.0 Americanos Blvd Grant Line Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $4,491,000 $4,446,000 $4,446,000 $0 $4,446,000 $4,446,000
73.0 Femoyer St Mather Blvd International Dr Widen/New 4 Lanes 2 $2,472,000 $1,029,000 $1,029,000 $0 $1,029,000 $1,029,000
79.0 Bradshaw Rd Routier Rd. Improvements $17,019,000 $17,019,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
80.0 Routier Rd Mather Field Rd. Improvements $8,370,000 $8,370,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
81.0 Mather Field Rd Coloma Rd. Improvements $6,417,000 $6,417,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
82.0 Coloma Rd Zinfandel Dr. Improvements $12,957,000 $12,957,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
83.0 Zinfandel Dr Kilgore Rd. Improvements $11,180,000 $11,180,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
84.0 Kilgore Rd Sunrise Blvd. Improvements $7,254,000 $7,254,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
85.0 Sunrise Blvd Mercantile Dr. Improvements $13,671,000 $13,671,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
86.0 Mercantile Dr Rancho Cordova Pkwy Improvements $9,765,000 $9,765,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
87.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Rio Del Oro Pkwy Improvements $18,414,000 $18,414,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
91.0 Gold Center Dr Zinfandel Dr Prospect Park Dr (East) Pavement $429,000 $429,000 $0

93.0 Jackson Hwy Rancho Cordova Pkwy Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy 4 (2 Sac Co) $4,556,000 $1,171,980 $845,640
Excludes County 

funding $0 $845,640 $845,640
94.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Kiefer Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy 4 (2 Sac Co) $4,934,000 $1,302,200 $939,600 $0 $939,600 $939,600
95.0 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy 4 (2 Sac Co) $16,452,000 $2,962,505 $2,137,590 $0 $2,137,590 $2,137,590
96.0 Chrysanthy Blvd Douglas Rd. Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy 4 (2 Sac Co) $5,124,000 $1,367,310 $986,580 $0 $986,580 $986,580
97.0 Douglas Rd Centennial Dr Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy $5,867,000 $1,920,745 $1,499,780 $0 $1,499,780 $1,499,780
98.0 Centennial Dr City Limit Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy $841,000 $585,990 $457,560 $0 $457,560 $457,560

Not in fees

Douglas Rd

Folsom Blvd

Grant Line Rd

Bradshaw Rd

Chrysanthy Blvd

Roadway Improvements

Estimated Cost 
(without frontage improvements)

Rio Del Oro Pkwy

Villagio Dr

Centennial Dr

Americanos Blvd

Cost Allocation

Notes
Project 
ID NO Roadway

Segment Description of Ultimate 
Improvement 
(General Plan 

Roadway Sizing)

2035 CIP Lanes 
Based on Needs 
Analysis (Blank = 
Same as Ultimate)

Revised Lanes 
for Fees without 

Thru Trips 
(Blank = Same 
as 2035 Needs)

December 2012

227

A
G

E
N

D
A

 IT
E

M
 10.2
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Table A-1
Summary of Roadway Segment Improvements and Costs in TDIF Program

From To
Ultimate 

Improvement 2035 CIP
Description 

for Fees

City 
Obligation 

for Existing
New City 

Development Total
R d I

Estimated Cost 
(without frontage improvements) Cost Allocation

Notes
Project 
ID NO Roadway

Segment Description of Ultimate 
Improvement 
(General Plan 

Roadway Sizing)

2035 CIP Lanes 
Based on Needs 
Analysis (Blank = 
Same as Ultimate)

Revised Lanes 
for Fees without 

Thru Trips 
(Blank = Same 
as 2035 Needs)

103.0 Bradshaw Rd Routier Rd. Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy $26,541,000 $26,541,000 $26,541,000 $0 $26,541,000 $26,541,000
104.0 Routier Rd McCuen Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy $23,968,000 $23,968,000 $23,968,000 $0 $23,968,000 $23,968,000
105.0 McCuen Airpark New 6 Lanes Exprwy $28,145,000 $28,145,000 $28,145,000 $0 $28,145,000 $28,145,000
106.0 Airpark Zinfandel Dr. Non Capacity $1,068,000 $1,068,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
107.0 White Rock Rd Femoyer St. Not Used $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
108.0 Femoyer St Zinfandel Dr. Not Used $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
109.0 Zinfandel Dr Kilgore Rd. Non Capacity $1,399,000 $1,399,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
110.0 Kilgore Rd Sunrise Blvd. 6 Lanes New $16,756,000 $16,756,000 $16,756,000 $0 $16,756,000 $16,756,000
111.0 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 4 Lanes $43,400,000 $43,400,000 $43,400,000 $0 $43,400,000 $43,400,000
111.0 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 4 Lanes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
112.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Centennial Dr New 4 Lanes 2 $1,400,000 $1,260,000 $581,000 $0 $581,000 $581,000
113.0 Centennial Dr Americanos Blvd New 4 Lanes 2 $560,000 $560,000 $258,000 $0 $258,000 $258,000
114.0 Americanos Blvd White Rock Rd. New 4 Lanes $700,000 $280,000 $280,000 $0 $280,000 $280,000
115.0 White Rock Rd City Limit New 4 Lanes 2 $3,603,000 $3,603,000 $2,018,000 $0 $2,018,000 $2,018,000
116.0 City limit Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 6 Lanes 4 2 $3,475,000 $3,002,000 $1,681,000 $0 $1,681,000 $1,681,000
116.1 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Folsom South Canal No Fee Work $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
116.2 Folsom South Canal Mercantile Dr. $3,480,000 $3,480,000 $3,480,000 $0 $3,480,000 $3,480,000

124.0 Jackson Hwy Sunrise Blvd Grant Line Rd. Widen to 6 Lanes Exprwy 4 $12,207,000 $6,103,000 $6,103,000
Excludes County 

funding $0 $6,103,000 $6,103,000
126.0 Grant Line Rd Kiefer Blvd. New 4 Lanes 2 $5,117,000 $1,901,000 $1,901,000 $0 $1,901,000 $1,901,000
127.0 Kiefer Blvd Chrysanthy Blvd. New 4 Lanes $5,845,000 $6,061,000 $6,061,000 $0 $6,061,000 $6,061,000
128.0 Chrysanthy Blvd Douglas Rd. New 6 Lanes 4 $2,334,000 $1,734,000 $1,734,000 $0 $1,734,000 $1,734,000
129.0 Douglas Rd Villagio Dr New 6 Lanes 4 $4,152,000 $4,084,000 $4,084,000 $0 $4,084,000 $4,084,000
130.0 Villagio Dr Rio Del Oro Pkwy New 6 Lanes 4 $3,026,000 $2,042,000 $2,042,000 $0 $2,042,000 $2,042,000
131.0 Rio Del Oro Pkwy International Dr. New 6 Lanes $4,255,000 $3,972,000 $3,972,000 $0 $3,972,000 $3,972,000
132.0 International Dr White Rock Rd. New 6 Lanes 4 $1,513,000 $1,513,000 $1,307,000 $0 $1,307,000 $1,307,000
133.0 White Rock Rd International Dr. New 6 Lanes Exprwy $5,362,000 $5,362,000 $5,362,000 $0 $5,362,000 $5,362,000
134.0 International Dr Easton Valley Pkwy New 6 Lanes Exprwy $993,000 $993,000 $993,000 $0 $993,000 $993,000
142.0 Sunrise Blvd Rancho Cordova Pkwy New 4 Lanes $3,171,000 $3,171,000 $3,171,000 $0 $3,171,000 $3,171,000
143.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy Americanos Blvd New 4 Lanes 2 $4,465,000 $1,595,000 $1,595,000 $0 $1,595,000 $1,595,000
143.1 Americanos Blvd Grant Line Rd. New 4 Lanes 2 $734,000 $338,000 $338,000 $0 $338,000 $338,000
144.0 International Dr White Rock Rd. Widen to 4 Lanes $819,000 $819,000 $819,000 $0 $819,000 $819,000
145.0 White Rock Rd Sun Center Dr. Improve Pavement $191,000 $191,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
146.0 Sun Center Dr Folsom Blvd. Improve Pavement $381,000 $381,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
147.0 McCuen (International) Whitehead (Mather Field) Widen to 4 Lanes $10,319,000 $10,319,000 $10,319,000 $0 $10,319,000 $10,319,000
148.0 Whitehead (Mather Field)  Femoyer St. Widen to 4 Lanes $6,561,000 $6,561,000 $6,561,000 $0 $6,561,000 $6,561,000
149.0  Femoyer St  Zinfandel Dr. New 4 Lanes $5,867,000 $5,867,000 $5,867,000 $0 $5,867,000 $5,867,000

151.0
(Von Kaman & Whitehead) 

- Mather Blvd
McCuen Improve 2 Way Couplet $476,000 $476,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0

152.0 McCuen Blvd Rockingham Rd. Non Capacity $444,000 $444,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
153.0 Rockingham Rd US 50-Interchange Non Capacity $430,000 $430,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
154.0 US 50-Interchange Folsom Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $1,167,000 $1,167,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

162.0 Rockingham Rd
 Mather Blvd. (Old 

Placerville Rd.)
 Mather Field Rd. Improve Pavement Only $1,915,000 $1,915,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0

166.0  Old Placerville Rd  Hwy. 50 Widen to 4 Lanes 2 $3,096,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

166.1 At Hwy 50 At Hwy 50 Widen Structure to 4 Lanes 2 $5,040,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

166.2  Hwy 50  Folsom Widen to 4 Lanes 2 $1,285,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
172.0  Kilgore Rd  Sunrise Blvd. At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

173.0  Sunrise Blvd
 Folsom South Canal / City 

Limit
New Canal Crossing (Post 

2035)
$14,016,000 $0 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0

Mather Field Rd

Routier Rd

Sun Center Dr

Rancho Cordova 
Pkwy

Kiefer Blvd

Kilgore Rd

Mather Blvd

Old Placerville Rd

International Dr
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Table A-1
Summary of Roadway Segment Improvements and Costs in TDIF Program

From To
Ultimate 

Improvement 2035 CIP
Description 

for Fees

City 
Obligation 

for Existing
New City 

Development Total
R d I

Estimated Cost 
(without frontage improvements) Cost Allocation

Notes
Project 
ID NO Roadway

Segment Description of Ultimate 
Improvement 
(General Plan 

Roadway Sizing)

2035 CIP Lanes 
Based on Needs 
Analysis (Blank = 
Same as Ultimate)

Revised Lanes 
for Fees without 

Thru Trips 
(Blank = Same 
as 2035 Needs)

177.0
 Jackson Hwy  Kiefer Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes $6,430,000 $6,430,000 $6,430,000

Excludes 
assumed County 

funding $514,400 $5,915,600 $6,430,000

178.0  Kiefer Blvd  Chrysanthy Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes $7,732,000 $7,732,000 $7,732,000 $1,337,636 $6,394,364 $7,732,000

179.0  Chrysanthy Blvd  Douglas Rd. Widen to 6 Lanes $4,159,000 $4,159,000 $4,158,700 $632,122 $3,526,578 $4,158,700
180.0  Douglas Rd  Rio Del Oro Pkwy No Fee Work $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
181.0  Rio Del Oro Pkwy  Fitzgerald Rd. Widen to 6 Lanes $3,043,000 $3,043,000 $3,043,000 $0 $3,043,000 $3,043,000
182.0  Fitzgerald Rd  International Dr. (Monier) 6 Lane Special $3,402,000 $3,402,000 $3,402,000 $0 $3,402,000 $3,402,000
183.0  International Dr. (Monier)  White Rock Rd. 6 Lane Special $2,042,000 $2,042,000 $2,042,000 $0 $2,042,000 $2,042,000
184.0  White Rock Rd  Sun Center Dr. 6 Lane Special $5,508,000 $5,508,000 $5,508,000 $0 $5,508,000 $5,508,000
185.0  Sun Center Dr  Folsom Blvd. 6 Lane Special $3,862,000 $3,862,000 $3,862,000 $0 $3,862,000 $3,862,000

186.0  Folsom Blvd  US 50-Interchange All work contained in 319.1 $0 $0 $0
Existing 

deficiency $0 $0 $0
187.0  US 50-Interchange  Zinfandel Dr. All work contained in 319.1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
188.0  Zinfandel Dr  Coloma Rd. All work contained in 319.1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
189.0  Coloma Rd  Gold Country Blvd. 6 Lane Special $2,415,000 $2,415,000 $2,415,000 $1,291,472 $1,123,528 $2,415,000
190.0  Gold Country Blvd  American River 6 Lane Special $987,000 $987,000 $987,000 $588,158 $398,842 $987,000
191.0  International Dr Capitol Center Drive. Improve Pavement Only $1,173,000 $1,173,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0

192.0  Capitol Center Drive  Zinfandel Dr. Improve 4 Lanes add Median $509,000 $509,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
193.0  Zinfandel Dr  Kilgore Rd. At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

194.0  Kilgore Rd  Sunrise Blvd. Improve 6 Lanes add Median $709,000 $709,000 $709,000 $0 $709,000 $709,000

195.0
 Sunrise Blvd  Luyung / City Limit Improve 6 Lanes add Median $1,241,000 $1,241,000 $679,000

$562K for 
pavement rehab 

not in fees $0 $679,000 $679,000
196.0  Luyung / City Limit  Rancho Cordova Pkwy Widen to 6 Lanes $2,099,000 $2,099,000 $2,099,000 $0 $2,099,000 $2,099,000
197.0  Rancho Cordova Pkwy  International Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $3,674,000 $3,674,000 $3,174,000 $0 $3,174,000 $3,174,000
198.0  International Dr  Rio Del Oro Pkwy Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $1,787,000 $1,688,000 $1,458,000 $0 $1,458,000 $1,458,000
199.0  Rio Del Oro Pkwy Villagio Dr Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $2,681,000 $2,184,000 $1,887,000 $0 $1,887,000 $1,887,000
200.0 Villagio Dr  City Limit Widen to 6 Lanes 4 $1,936,000 $1,787,000 $1,544,000 $0 $1,544,000 $1,544,000
203.0  Douglas Rd City Limit Formerly part of 312.3 $5,923,000 $5,923,000 $5,923,000 $0 $5,923,000 $5,923,000
203.1 City Limit  North Mather Blvd. At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
204.0  North Mather Blvd  International Dr. At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
205.0  International Dr  White Rock Rd. At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
206.0  White Rock Rd  US 50-Interchange All work contained in 318.1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
207.0  US 50-Interchange  Folsom Blvd. Widen to 6 Lanes $4,046,000 $4,046,000 $0 Not in fees $0 $0 $0
208.0  Folsom Blvd  Sunrise Blvd. Sidewalk Improvements $541,000 $541,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

COMPLEXES

318.1 Zinfandel Drive White Rock Road US-50 Interchange Zinfandel Dr Complex $48,603,000 $48,603,000 $48,603,000
Existing 

deficiency $21,931,152 $26,671,848 $48,603,000

319.2 Sunrise Blvd Folsom Boulevard Fair Oaks Boulevard Sunrise Blvd. Complex $298,832,000 $298,832,000 $298,832,000
Existing 

deficiency $248,832,000 $50,000,000 $298,832,000
Total $913,129,000 $821,044,980 $685,771,700 $275,126,940 $410,644,760 $685,771,700

40.1% 59.9% 100.0%

Source: DKS Associates, 2012

White Rock Rd

Zinfandel Dr

Sunrise Blvd
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Table A-2
Summary of Intersection and Interchange Improvements and Costs in TDIF Program

Ultimate 
Improvement 2035 CIP

Description for 
Fees

City 
Obligation

New City 
Development Total

209.0 Rio del Oro Pkwy / Sunrise Blvd 6 x 6 Tee 4 x 6 Tee $1,410,000 $1,410,000 $1,410,000 $0 $1,410,000 $1,410,000
210.0 Rio del Oro Pkwy / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 6 New 4 x 4 New $2,094,000 $1,932,000 $1,932,000 $0 $1,932,000 $1,932,000
211.0 Rio del Oro Pkwy / International Dr 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
212.0 Rio del Oro Pkwy / Americanos Rd 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
213.0 Rio del Oro Pkwy / White Rock Rd 4 x 6 2x4 $2,393,000 $1,191,000 $1,191,000 $0 $1,191,000 $1,191,000
217.0 Villagio Dr / Douglas Rd 4 x 6 Tee 2 x 6 Tee 2 x 4 Tee $1,667,000 $1,318,000 $853,000 $0 $853,000 $853,000
218.0 Villagio Dr / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 4 x 6 New 2 x 4 New $2,232,000 $1,031,000 $1,031,000 $0 $1,031,000 $1,031,000
219.0 Villagio Dr / International Dr 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
220.0 Villagio Dr / Americanos Blvd 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
221.0 Villagio Dr / White Rock Rd 4 x 6 2 x 4 $1,394,000 $1,025,000 $1,025,000 $0 $1,025,000 $1,025,000
226.0 Easton Valley Pkwy / Rancho Cordova Pkwy Urban Interchange $42,720,000 $42,720,000 $42,720,000 $0 $42,720,000 $42,720,000
230.1 7th at Folsom Blvd 4 x 4 Tee 2 x 4 Tee $0 $0 $0 Not in City $0 $0 $0
230.2 Centennial Dr / International Dr 4 x 4 Tee 2 x 4 Tee 2 x 2 Tee $1,259,000 $813,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
230.3 Centennial Dr / Americanos Blvd 4 x 4 2 x 2 New $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
230.4 Centennial Dr / Grant Line Rd 4 x 2 x 6 x 6 2 x 6 $1,721,000 $1,721,000 $1,721,000 $0 $1,721,000 $1,721,000
231.0 Americanos Blvd / Keifer Blvd 4 x 4 Tee New 2 x 2 Tee New $1,259,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
232.0 Americanos Blvd / Chrysanthy Blvd 4 x 4 New 2 x 2 New $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
233.0 Americanos Blvd / Douglas Rd 4 x 6 2 x 4 $2,071,000 $870,000 $870,000 $0 $870,000 $870,000
234.0 Americanos Blvd / International Dr 4 x 4 New 2 x 4 $1,932,000 $1,031,000 $1,031,000 $0 $1,031,000 $1,031,000

240.0 Bradshaw Rd / Old Placerville Rd 6 x 6 Tee 4 x 6 Tee $650,000 $650,000 $0
Existing deficiency; no improvement 
necessary without thru trips $0 $0 $0

245.0 Chrysanthy Blvd / Sunrise Blvd 4 x 6 2 x 6 $2,510,000 $2,510,000 $1,719,000 $0 $1,719,000 $1,719,000
246.0 Chrysanthy Blvd / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 4 x 4 x 4 x 6 New 4 x 4 2 x 4 $2,212,000 $2,212,000 $1,310,000 $0 $1,310,000 $1,310,000
247.0 Chrysanthy Blvd / Grant Line Rd 4 x 2 x 6 x 6 2 x 6 2 x 4 $1,436,000 $1,436,000 $1,025,000 $0 $1,025,000 $1,025,000
251.0 Coloma Rd / Sunrise Blvd Sunrise Viaduct $0 $0 $0 Existing deficiency $0 $0 $0
252.0 Douglas Rd/Zinfandel (was part of 312.3) 4x6 $3,534,000 $3,534,000 $3,534,000 $0 $3,534,000 $3,534,000

253.0 Douglas Rd / Sunrise Blvd Urban Interchange Lt Turn Separation Lt Turn Separation $50,123,000 $19,480,000 $2,603,000
Developer funded portion reduced to cost 

of 6x6 at-grade improvement $16,877,000 $2,603,000 $19,480,000
254.0 Douglas Rd / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 6 6 x 4 4 x 4 $3,116,000 $2,908,000 $2,608,000 $0 $2,608,000 $2,608,000
255.0 Douglas Rd / Grant Line Rd 4 x 6 4 x 4 $1,192,100 $1,192,100 $1,192,100 Excludes assumed portion funded by Co $0 $1,192,100 $1,192,100
265.0 Femoyer St / International Dr 4 x 6 $1,627,000 $1,627,000 $1,627,000 $0 $1,627,000 $1,627,000
267.2 Folsom Blvd / Bradshaw Rd 4 x 6 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $0 $2,232,000 $2,232,000
267.3 Folsom Blvd / Routier Rd 4 x 6 4 x 2 $1,932,000 $1,031,000 $1,031,000 $0 $1,031,000 $1,031,000
267.4 Folsom Blvd / Mather Field Rd 4 x 6 4 x 4 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $1,932,000 Existing deficiency $552,552 $1,379,448 $1,932,000
267.5 Folsom Blvd / Coloma Rd 4 x 4 Tee $1,259,000 $1,259,000 $1,259,000 $0 $1,259,000 $1,259,000
267.6 Folsom Blvd / Zinfandel Dr 4 x 4 $1,932,000 $1,932,000 $1,932,000 $0 $1,932,000 $1,932,000
268.0 Folsom Blvd / Sunrise Blvd Enhanced at Grade $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000
270.0 Gold Country Blvd / Sunrise Blvd Sunrise Viaduct $0 $0 $0 Existing deficiency $0 $0 $0
273.0 Grant Line Rd / Jackson Hwy 6 x 6 6 x 4 4 x 4 $833,350 $833,350 $833,350 Excludes assumed portion funded by Co $120,836 $712,514 $833,350
274.0 Grant Line Rd / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 4 Tee 6 x 2 4 x 2 $1,667,000 $1,481,000 $1,070,000 $0 $1,070,000 $1,070,000
275.0 Grant Line Rd / Keifer Blvd. 6 x 4 Tee 6 x 2 4 x 2 $1,716,000 $1,531,000 $1,120,000 Excludes assumed portion funded by Co $0 $1,120,000 $1,120,000
278.0 Old Placerville Rd / Routier Rd 6 x 6 6 x 2 $4,555,000 $3,764,000 $3,764,000 $0 $3,764,000 $3,764,000
278.1 Old Placerville  / McCuen extension 6 x 4 x 6 Tee $7,448,000 $7,448,000 $7,448,000 $0 $7,448,000 $7,448,000
278.2 Old Placerville Rd / Rockingham At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
279.0 International Dr  / Mather Blvd 6 x 4 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $0 $2,232,000 $2,232,000
279.1 Mather Blvd / Mather Field Rd 4 x 4 $8,278,000 $8,278,000 $8,278,000 $0 $8,278,000 $8,278,000
279.2 Mather Blvd / Femoyer St 4 x 4 x 4 x 2 $8,143,000 $8,143,000 $8,143,000 $0 $8,143,000 $8,143,000

Intersections
Intersection 

Cost AllocationRevised Lanes 
for Fees without 

Thru Trips 
(Blank = Same as 

2035 Needs)

Estimated Cost

Notes
Project 
ID NO

Description of 
Ultimate 

Improvement

2035 CIP Lanes 
Based on Needs 
Analysis (Blank = 
Same as Ultimate)

December 2012
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DKS Associates
TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

Table A-2
Summary of Intersection and Interchange Improvements and Costs in TDIF Program

Ultimate 
Improvement 2035 CIP

Description for 
Fees

City 
Obligation

New City 
Development TotalIntersection 

Cost AllocationRevised Lanes 
for Fees without 

Thru Trips 
(Blank = Same as 

2035 Needs)

Estimated Cost

Notes
Project 
ID NO

Description of 
Ultimate 

Improvement

2035 CIP Lanes 
Based on Needs 
Analysis (Blank = 
Same as Ultimate)

279.3 Mather Blvd / Zinfandel Dr At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
280.0 International Dr. / Mather Field Rd 6 x 6 $15,287,000 $15,287,000 $15,287,000 $0 $15,287,000 $15,287,000
280.1 International Dr / McCuen extension 4 x 6 x 6 Tee $9,001,000 $9,001,000 $9,001,000 $0 $9,001,000 $9,001,000
281.0 International Dr. / Zinfandel Dr 6 x 6 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
282.0 International Dr / Kilgore Rd 6 x 4 $1,135,000 $1,135,000 $1,135,000 $0 $1,135,000 $1,135,000

283.0 International Dr / Sunrise Blvd. Urban Interchange Lt Turn Separation Lt Turn Separation $50,123,000 $19,480,000 $4,681,000
Developer funded portion reduced to cost 

of 6x6 at-grade improvement $14,799,000 $4,681,000 $19,480,000
284.0 International Dr / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 4 x 6 x 6 New 4 x 6 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $2,232,000 $0 $2,232,000 $2,232,000
284.1 International Dr / White Rock Rd 4 x 6 x 6 x 6 New 4 x 6 2x4 $2,365,000 $2,365,000 $1,164,000 $0 $1,164,000 $1,164,000
284.2 International Dr / Rancho Cordova Pkwy 6 x 6 Tee New 2 x 6 $1,627,000 $1,442,000 $1,442,000 $0 $1,442,000 $1,442,000
288.0 Jackson Hwy / Sunrise Blvd 6 x 6 4 x 6 $7,103,000 $7,103,000 $7,103,000 Existing deficiency $447,489 $6,655,511 $7,103,000
289.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy / Keifer Blvd 4 x 4 2 x 2 $1,932,000 $1,763,000 $1,763,000 $0 $1,763,000 $1,763,000
290.0 Rancho Cordova Pkwy / White Rock Rd Enhanced at Grade $7,403,000 $7,403,000 $7,403,000 $0 $7,403,000 $7,403,000
290.1 Rancho Cordova Pkwy at Sun Center 6 x 2 Tee $1,278,000 $1,278,000 $1,278,000 $0 $1,278,000 $1,278,000
294.0 Keifer Blvd / Sunrise Blvd 4 x 6 $2,476,000 $2,476,000 $2,476,000 $0 $2,476,000 $2,476,000
295.0 Mather Field Rd / Rockingham Rd 6 x 4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
297.0 Sun Center Dr / Sunrise Blvd At Ultimate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

299.0 Sunrise Blvd / White Rock Rd. Urban Interchange $50,123,000 $50,123,000 $50,123,000
Developer funded portion reduced to cost 

of at-grade improvement $39,623,000 $10,500,000 $50,123,000
300.0 Sunrise Blvd / Zinfandel Dr Sunrise Viaduct $0 $0 $0 Existing deficiency $0 $0 $0
301.0 Sunrise Blvd / Gold Express Dr Sunrise Viaduct $0 $0 $0 Existing deficiency $0 $0 $0
302.0 White Rock Rd. / Zinfandel Dr. Contained in 318.1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
267.25 Bradshaw Rd LRT Grade Sep $12,500,000 $12,500,000 $12,500,000
267.35 Routier Rd LRT Grade Sep $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000
267.45 Mather Field Rd LRT Grade Sep $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000
267.65 Zinfandel Dr LRT Grade Sep $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000

313.0 Rancho Cordova Parkway /US 50 New Interchange $116,895,500 $116,895,500 $116,895,500 $0 $116,895,500 $116,895,500
316.0 Bradshaw Rd. / US 50 Interchange Mod $41,200,000 $41,200,000 $41,200,000 $0 $41,200,000 $41,200,000
317.0 Mather Field Rd / US 50 Interchange Mod $41,200,000 $41,200,000 $41,200,000 $0 $41,200,000 $41,200,000

Total Intx $625,483,950 $553,468,950 $515,137,950 $116,169,877 $430,644,073 $546,813,950
Total Roads $913,129,000 $821,044,980 $685,771,700 21.2% 78.8% 100.0%
Grand Total $1,538,612,950 $1,374,513,930 $1,200,909,650

Source: DKS Associates, 2012

$43,750,000 $87,500,000
Developer funded portion reduced from 

nexux-based calcualtion
$43,750,000

Interchanges

December 2012
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ATTACHMENT 2 
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CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 7-2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
APPROVING THE UPDATE TO THE CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT 

IMPACT FEE PROGRAM AND NEXUS STUDY 
 

WHEREAS, the Citywide Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) was approved 
by Council on November 7, 2005 at the rates established by Resolution No. 127-2005 and was 
permanently established through Ordinance No. 33-2005; 

 
WHEREAS, on October 15, 2007, the Council adopted Resolution No. 122-2007 

readopting the findings of and continuing the fees as imposed by Resolution No. 127-2005 until 
a new fee schedule is adopted as part of a Transportation Impact Fee Program Update; 

   
 WHEREAS, the consultants retained by the City have prepared an updated 
Transportation CIP Development Impact Fee Program, DKS Associates, December 2012 and 
an updated TDIF Program Nexus Study, Goodwin Consulting Group, January 2013, which are 
by this reference incorporated herein; 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to implement the updated fee schedule detailed in 
Exhibit A attached, retroactive to January 1, 2013; 
 

WHEREAS, on this date, January 22, 2013, the Council commenced a public hearing on 
the update to the TDIF Program including the Nexus Analysis, notice of said public hearing 
having been duly and properly given; and all written and oral presentations having been duly 
considered by the Council; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF RANCHO CORDOVA as follows:  
 
1. The above recitals are true and correct. 
 
2. The Council finds and determines that: 

 
a. The purpose of the Transportation Development Impact Fee Program and the 

transportation development impact fee is to finance transportation improvements 
necessary to offset the impacts to the City’s transportation system of new 
development in the City, to ensure that adequate funding is provided for 
improvements required to meet the demands of such new development, and to 
fund administration of the Fee Program. 

b. The use of the Transportation Development Impact Fees is to fund the 
transportation improvements identified in the Transportation Development Impact 
Fee Program and to fund administration of the Fee Program. 

c. There is a reasonable relationship between the use of the Transportation 
Development Impact Fees and the type of development projects on which the 
fees will be imposed because the fees will be imposed on commercial and 
residential development projects in the City that generate or contribute to the 
need for roadway, transit and/or pedestrian improvements, and are not imposed 
on projects that do not contribute to such need, as further set forth in the Nexus 
Study. 
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d. There is a reasonable relationship between the need for the identified 
transportation improvements and the type of development project on which the 
fee is imposed because the need for such improvements varies depending on 
the type of development project at issue, and the Transportation Development 
Impact Fee Program takes into account the type of development project at issue 
by only applying a fee to development that is likely to contribute to such need, 
and ensuring that such fee is proportional to the need, as further set forth in the 
Nexus Study. 

e. There is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the Transportation 
Development Impact Fees and the cost of the identified transportation 
improvements or portion of the identified transportation improvements 
attributable to the development on which the fees are imposed.  As discussed in 
the Nexus Study, the amount of the Transportation Development Impact Fees is 
based on the type of development at issue, the number of building permits being 
generated by such development, and the anticipated impact of such development 
on the City’s transportation system.  The amount of the fees contemplates the 
relationship between such development’s impact and the cost of roadway 
improvements that will be required to offset the impacts of such development. 

2. Approval of Fees.  The updated TDIF Program and Nexus Study are hereby adopted.  
The fees as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto, are hereby approved retroactive to 
January 1, 2013.  The fees established by this Resolution will remain in effect until a new 
fee is adopted as part of any future update to the transportation development impact fee 
program. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the ___ 

day of __________, 2013 by the following vote: 
 

AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
 
        ____________________________ 
        Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST:       
 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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 EXHIBIT A 

Exhibit A to Resolution 7-2013 

 

 

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
Effective January 1, 2013 

 Area 2  
New Development 

Area 1 
Infill 

Single Family Detached, greater than 1,200 SF $15,499 per Unit $8,900 per Unit 

Single Family Detached, less than or equal to 1,200 SF $13,639 per Unit $5,941 per Unit 

Single Family Attached $13,639 per Unit $5,941 per Unit 

Multi-Family $10,849 per Unit $5,793 per Unit 

Commercial $11.37 per SF $ 8.53 per SF 

Office $ 8.73 per SF $ 8.26 per SF 

Industrial/Manufacturing $ 4.45 per SF $ 4.45 per SF 

   

   

 

[1] Fee rates are inclusive of administrative charges 

 [2]For land uses not shown on this table, the Public Works Director shall determine the applicable rates 
utilizing the cost per DUE and trip generation data produced by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
or other equivalent method. 
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CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 3-2013 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
AMENDING CHAPTER 16.84 TITLE 16 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLED 

“ESTABLISHMENT OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES TO FINANCE THE COST OF 
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES” 

 
 WHEREAS, Title 16, Chapter 16.84 of the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code, entitled 
“Establishment of Development Impact Fees to Finance the Cost of Transportation Facilities” 
was added to the Municipal Code in 2005 to establish the transportation development impact 
fee; 
 
 WHEREAS, the provisions of Chapter 16.84 sets forth policies, procedures, and 
methodologies for collection of the transportation development impact fee; 
 
 WHEREAS, the Council has adopted an updated Transportation Capital Improvement 
Plan and Development Impact Fee Program through the approval of the Transportation 
Development Impact Fee Program Nexus Study; 
 
 WHEREAS, City staff has identified the following necessary amendments to the 
Municipal Code to ensure consistency with the provisions of the Nexus Study. 
 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.  Amendment of Code.  Chapter 16.84 of the Rancho Cordova Municipal Code is 
amended to read as follows: 
 

Chapter 16.84 
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES TO FINANCE THE COST OF  

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

Sections: 
16.84.010 Purpose. 
16.84.020 Definitions. 
16.84.030 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 

fund. 
16.84.040 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 

administration fund. 
16.84.050 Imposition of transportation impact fee. 
16.84.060 Payment of transportation impact fees. 
16.84.065 Payment of transportation fee – Temporary deferral. 
16.84.070 Adoption of the transportation system capital improvement program and 

compliance with priority list of city of Rancho Cordova transportation impact 
fee program. 

16.84.080 Establishment of transportation impact fees and creation of areas. 
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16.84.090 Calculation of transportation impact fee. 
16.84.100 Establishment of costs per unit for land uses within the city of Rancho Cordova. 
16.84.110 Credit for construction of transportation facilities. 
16.84.120 Reimbursement for construction of transportation projects in advance of the 

transportation system development impact fee program priority list schedule. 
16.84.130 Annual program fee adjustment. 
16.84.140 Alternative method and compliance with other laws. 

Prior legislation: Ords. 19-2003, 27-2003, 32-2005 and 35-2005. 

16.84.010 Purpose. 
A. The general plan of the city of Rancho Cordova requires that areas chosen for urban 
expansion shall be capable of being provided, within a reasonable period of time, with an 
adequate level of public facilities including, but not limited to, roadway facilities and transit 
facilities. 

B. The general plan further requires the preparation of a plan that identifies a mechanism for 
financing those facilities necessary to serve urban development in areas designated for urban 
expansion. The general plan also contains additional policies for supporting funding and use of 
developer dedications, development fees, and other means to pay for an acceptable level of 
transportation facilities. 

C. The purpose of this chapter is to implement the general plan requirements set forth in 
subsections (A) and (B) of this section and to use the authority in Article XI, Section 7 of the 
California Constitution by imposing development fees to fund the cost of certain transportation 
facilities, the need for which is directly or indirectly generated by the type and extent of 
development proposed in the city of Rancho Cordova on which the fees will be imposed. 

D. It is the further purpose of this chapter to require that adequate provision is made for 
developer-financed public facilities within the city of Rancho Cordova as a condition to any 
rezoning and prior to approval of certain permits within the city. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 
§ 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.020 Definitions. 
“Areas” means those geographic areas established for public facilities financing purposes within 
the city of Rancho Cordova depicted in Figure 1 attached to the ordinance codified in this 
chapter and incorporated herein by reference. Area 1 comprises the infill area within the city. 
Area 2 comprises the new growth area for development within the city. A detailed map of each 
area depicted on Figure 1 is on file with the city public works department, and such maps are 
incorporated by reference herein. 
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“Building permit” means the permit issued or required for residential development, 
nonresidential development, commercial development, or other development within the city, 
pursuant to and as further defined by the city of Rancho Cordova building code. 

“City” means the city of Rancho Cordova. 

“City of Rancho Cordova transportation administration fund” means that special interest-bearing 
trust fund established pursuant to RCMC 16.84.040. 

“City of Rancho Cordova transportation fund” means that special interest-bearing trust fund 
established pursuant to RCMC 16.84.030. 

“Commercial development” means buildings constructed for the purpose of occupancy by retail, 
services, and other principally nonoffice businesses located on sites zoned SC shopping center, 
LC limited commercial, TC travel commercial, AC auto commercial, or GC general commercial 
in accord with the city of Rancho Cordova zoning code or designated commercial or commercial 
mixed use (CMU). For purposes of this chapter, residential dwellings constructed on sites 
designated CMU or another commercial zone pursuant to the zoning code are residential 
development rather than commercial development. 

“Costs” means amounts spent, or authorized to be spent, in connection with the planning, 
financing, acquisition and development of a public facility or infrastructure including, without 
limitation, the costs of land, construction and inspection, engineering, administration, and 
consulting fees. 

“Council” or “city council” means the city council of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

“Department” means the city of Rancho Cordova public works department. 

“Development impact fee” or “transportation development impact fee” or “transportation impact 
fee” means the fee levied by this chapter and due upon the approval of one or more building 
permits. 

“Development unit” means a dwelling unit, for residential development, or square foot of building 
floor area, for nonresidential development. 

“Director” means the director of the Rancho Cordova public works department. 

“Facilities” means those public facilities designated in the Rancho Cordova transportation capital 
improvement plan and transportation development impact fee program. 

“Fee resolution” means the resolution and fee schedule adopted by the city council, as may be 
amended from time to time, that approves the amount of the transportation development impact 
fees. 
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“Improvement plan” means the site plan of property proposed for development showing all 
required improvements that must be approved by the Rancho Cordova public works department 
pursuant to Chapter 12.03 RCMC prior to the issuance of a building permit for the property. 

“Land use category” means detached dwelling units, attached dwelling units, multi-family, 
commercial, office, or industrial/manufacturing uses as further defined in the fee resolution. 

“Multi-Family residential units” means all units within a structure that have 5 or more units, all of 
which are offered for rent to the general public, or all units within a structure that have 5 or more 
attached units that (i) are available to sale to individual owners, and (ii) have living areas less 
than or equal to 1,200 square feet. 

“Nonresidential development” means a subdivision map, parcel map, or permit for the original 
construction, grading or installation of buildings other than single-family detached homes, 
single-family attached homes, duplexes, townhomes, condominiums, apartments, manufactured 
homes and mobile homes, or improvements thereto. Nonresidential development includes 
commercial development. Typically, nonresidential development consists of buildings to be 
occupied by retail, service, or other commercial businesses or by offices as regulated by the city 
of Rancho Cordova zoning code, but may also include buildings for use by churches, day care 
centers, private schools, and other institutional uses. Mixed-use buildings consisting of both 
dwelling units and commercial and/or office areas will have the respective building areas treated 
as either residential development or nonresidential development for purposes of this chapter. 

“Office development” means buildings constructed for the purpose of occupancy by principally 
business and professional office uses located on sites zoned BP business and professional 
office in accord with the city of Rancho Cordova zoning code or designated commercial or CMU 
commercial mixed use. 

“Planning director” means the planning director of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

“Priority list” means those facilities included in the transportation capital improvement plan and 
transportation development impact fee program, as identified in order of priority by the Director, 
to avoid substantial congestion levels on key roadways. 

“Program fee per development unit” means the development impact fee per development unit 
for a particular category of facilities. Such program fees, identified in the fee resolution, were 
established using an allocation of transportation system costs, as identified in the transportation 
capital improvement plan and development impact fee program, and dwelling unit equivalents 
(DUE’s) based on land use categories identified in the nexus study developed for the 
transportation development impact fee program. 

“Programmed cost” means the estimated cost of constructing a facility based upon the unit 
costs for each construction item plus fixed percentages for engineering, permits and 
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construction contingency as set forth in the city of Rancho Cordova transportation development 
impact fee program and its public facilities project cost estimates, as periodically updated and 
adopted by resolution of the council. 

“Residential development” means a subdivision map, parcel map, or permit for the original 
construction, grading or installation of dwelling units for residential use including detached and 
attached housing for owner or rental occupancy. For purposes of this chapter, residential 
development includes construction of or improvements to buildings or portions of buildings 
consisting of dwelling units constructed on sites designated CMU or another commercial zone. 
Institutional uses or other nonhousing development allowed by special use permit to be 
constructed on sites zoned for residential use are nonresidential development for purposes of 
this chapter. 

 “Single family attached” residential development means all units within a structure that have 2-4 
attached units, whether such units are offered for rent or for sale to individual owners, and all 
units within a structure that has 5 or more attached units that (i) are available for sale to 
individual owners, and (ii) have a living area greater than 1,200 square feet. 

“Single family detached” residential development includes all single family detached residential 
units. 

 “Transportation capital improvement plan” means the projects identified and the cost estimates 
prepared, and as may be updated, for the transportation system facilities identified in the 
general plan circulation element and on the roadway sizing diagram within the city limits that are 
needed to meet traffic demands as identified in the Nexus Study. 

“Transportation development impact fee program” or “transportation impact fee” means the fee 
schedule, including any amendments thereto, adopted by resolution by the council for financing 
of designated public facilities to serve the city of Rancho Cordova, including, but not limited to, a 
designation of those facilities to be constructed with the development impact fees collected 
pursuant to this chapter, the priority list (“priority list”) for commencement of construction, the 
estimated cost of construction of the facilities and the total number of dwelling unit equivalents 
within each area of the city of Rancho Cordova as established. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 
3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.030 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 
fund. 
A. There is hereby created by the department of finance in the city treasury a special interest-
bearing trust fund entitled the city of Rancho Cordova transportation fund. All amounts collected 
from transportation impact fees from Area 1 and Area 2 pursuant to this chapter shall be placed 
in said fund and shall be expended by the city of Rancho Cordova or its successor agency 
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solely to pay the costs identified in the transportation capital improvement plan and/or 
development impact fee program and nexus study. 

B. The transportation fund shall be administered by the director. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 
§ 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.040 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 
administration fund. 
A. There is hereby created by the department of finance in the city treasury a special interest-
bearing trust fund entitled the city of Rancho Cordova transportation administration fund. All 
administration fees collected from Area 1 and Area 2 pursuant to this chapter shall be placed in 
said fund and shall be expended by the city of Rancho Cordova or its successor agency solely 
to pay the costs associated with administering the city of Rancho Cordova transportation impact 
fee program. 

B. Commencing with the updated Nexus Study adopted January 22, 2013, administrative costs 
are incorporated into the transportation development impact fee. The administrative portion of 
the transportation development impact fee shall be expended by the City of Rancho Cordova or 
its successor agency solely to pay the costs associated with administering the transportation 
development impact fee program. 

C. The transportation administration fund shall be administered by the director. [Ord. 6-2006 § 
3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.050 Imposition of transportation impact fee. 
No change in a land use zoning designation shall be approved within the city of Rancho 
Cordova unless payment of the transportation impact fees established by this chapter is 
required of the property owner as a condition of such approval. No building permit shall be 
approved for property within the city of Rancho Cordova unless the development fees for that 
property are paid as required by this chapter. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 
§ 3]. 

16.84.060 Payment of transportation impact fees. 
The transportation impact fees imposed pursuant to this chapter shall be paid by the property 
owner to the department, in an amount calculated pursuant to RCMC 16.84.090. The fees shall 
be calculated upon the approval of subdivision maps and shall be paid upon issuance of 
building permits. For projects that are subject to building permits, but not subdivision map 
approval, the fees shall be both calculated and paid upon issuance of the building permits. [Ord. 
6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.065 Payment of transportation impact fee – Temporary deferral. 
Notwithstanding any other requirement in RCMC 16.84.060 or this chapter, due to the 
temporary and acute nationwide slowdown in the housing market, the city manager shall have 
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the authority to consider and approve requests to defer payment of development impact fees 
imposed pursuant to this chapter to the earlier of 24 hours prior to scheduling of final inspection, 
issuance of a temporary or final certificate of occupancy, or one year from the date the deferral 
is approved by the city manager. This section shall automatically expire and be of no force and 
effect after June 30, 2013. [Ord. 32-2010 § 3; Ord. 10-2009 § 3; Ord. 14-2008 § 2]. 

16.84.070 Adoption of the transportation capital improvement plan and compliance with 
priority list of city of Rancho Cordova transportation development impact fee program. 
A. The council shall by resolution adopt the city of Rancho Cordova transportation capital 
improvement plan of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation system development impact fee 
program. The council shall review the transportation capital improvement plan not less than 
annually and may amend it by resolution at its discretion. 

B. With the exception of facilities approved by the director for construction by a property owner 
pursuant to RCMC 16.84.120, all facilities shall be funded in accordance with the priority list 
established for the city of Rancho Cordova transportation development impact fee program. 
[Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.080 Establishment of transportation impact fees and creation of areas. 
A. A separate transportation impact fee is hereby established for each of the following 
categories: 

1. Specific plan transportation impact fee; 

2. Infill transportation impact fee; 

3. Regional transportation impact fee; 

B. There are hereby created two initial areas of the city of Rancho Cordova, as shown in Figure 
1, attached to the ordinance codified in this chapter and incorporated herein by reference. 

C. The specific plan transportation impact fee shall apply to property within Area 2. The infill 
transportation impact fee shall apply to property within Area 1. The regional transportation 
impact fee shall apply to the Sunridge specific plan area and the Villages of Zinfandel special 
planning area within Area 2 and Area 1, respectively.  

D. Future areas of the transportation development impact fee program may be created as 
additional public facilities financing plans are implemented for remaining undeveloped areas 
outside of the city of Rancho Cordova that may be annexed to the city in the future. [Ord. 6-
2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 
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16.84.090 Calculation of transportation impact fee. 
A. For residential development, the transportation impact fee shall be calculated by multiplying 
the number of units per land use category by a per unit cost as identified in the transportation 
impact fee program and fee resolution. 

B. For nonresidential development, the transportation impact fee shall be calculated by 
multiplying the number of building square feet per land use category by a per square foot cost 
as identified in the transportation development impact fee program and fee resolution. 

C. For the purpose of calculating the transportation impact fee for land use categories not 
specifically named in the transportation impact fee program and fee resolution, the planning 
director is hereby authorized to determine the land use category that corresponds most directly 
to the land use in question. Alternatively, the planning director can determine that no land use 
category adequately corresponds, and request the public works director to determine the 
transportation impact fee. Said transportation impact fee will be determined using the applicable 
trip generation factors as found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 
Manual or equivalent method. 

D. For the purpose of calculating the regional fee, the regional fee shall be calculated as the 
difference between the transportation impact fee for Area 1 or Area 2 (depending of the location 
of the property at issue) and the transportation component of the specific plan fee, if any. If no 
specific plan fee exists, then the regional fee and the transportation impact fee are equivalent. 

E. The transportation impact fees shall be paid by the property owner in the amount as 
calculated pursuant to subsections (A), (B), (C) and (D) of this section for the categories of 
facilities established by RCMC 16.84.080, and shall include an additional administrative fee per 
building permit which will be calculated as provided in the transportation development impact 
fee program nexus study. 

F. For the purpose of calculating transportation impact fees pursuant to subsections (A), (B), 
(C), and (D) of this section for properties with an approved use permit which significantly 
changes the underlying use of the site or properties within a special planning area, the director 
is hereby authorized to determine the per-unit or per-square-foot costs for each fee category 
that corresponds most directly to the use and density. 

G. For the purpose of calculating transportation impact fees pursuant to subsections (A), (B), 
(C), and (D) of this section for building permits for land use categories not specifically named in 
this chapter or the transportation development impact fee program, the director is hereby 
authorized to determine the per-unit or per-square-foot costs for each fee category that 
corresponds most directly to the use and density. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-
2005 § 3]. 
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16.84.100 Establishment of costs per unit for land uses within the city of Rancho 
Cordova. 
A. Fees per unit for various land uses identified in the fee resolution were established using an 
allocation of transportation system costs as identified in the transportation system capital 
improvement plan and total additional trip miles based on land use categories identified in the 
nexus study developed for the transportation impact fee program. 

B. For specific land uses not identified in the fee resolution, the cost per dwelling unit equivalent 
established by the nexus study and the trip generation rates established by the Institute of 
Traffic Engineers or equivalent method shall be used to calculate the fee per dwelling unit. [Ord. 
6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.110 Credit for construction of transportation facilities. 
A. Upon application by the property owner or his authorized agent, the director may authorize 
the construction of any transportation facilities, or portions thereof, in order of priority as 
designated on the priority list for the transportation development impact fee program in lieu of 
all, or a portion of, the transportation impact fee required by this chapter. If so authorized, the 
credit toward transportation impact fees, excluding the administrative fee, to be provided to the 
property owner for such in-lieu construction shall be equal to 80 percent of the programmed cost 
of the facility, as set forth in the transportation system development impact fee program in effect 
at the time when the in-lieu construction is so authorized, including, but not limited to, unit 
prices, quantities and project descriptions. Prior to credit being given and/or issuance of any of 
the approvals set forth in RCMC 16.84.060 (e.g., approvals of building permits, subdivisions or 
zoning amendments), the construction of any facility authorized by this section must either be 
accepted by the department, or the property owner must post security for the complete 
performance of the construction in a form acceptable to the director and the city attorney. 

B. Upon acceptance of the completed facility and after reconciliation of the final facility costs, 
the remaining 20 percent of the programmed cost as designated in the transportation system 
development impact fee program may be issued as a credit balance to the property owner that 
may be utilized within the city of Rancho Cordova as determined by the director. 

C. Where the amount of the credit is less than the amount of the transportation impact fee 
otherwise applicable to the development in question, the property owner must pay to the city the 
difference in accordance with RCMC 16.84.060. 

D. Where the amount of the credit is greater than the amount of the transportation impact fee, 
the property owner shall be paid the difference only from the applicable transportation fund 
within a reasonable time after the project is accepted by the department pursuant to RCMC 
16.84.120 in order of priority on the priority list in the transportation system development impact 
fee program when funds are available. 
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E. Where a facility is proposed for construction by the property owner, the director at his 
discretion may either (1) provide the property owner with a credit pursuant to this section or (2) 
enter into a reimbursement agreement with the property owner pursuant to RCMC 16.84.120. 
[Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.120 Reimbursement for construction of transportation projects in advance of the 
transportation system development impact fee program priority list schedule. 
A. Upon application by the property owner or his authorized agent, the director may enter into a 
reimbursement agreement authorizing the construction of any transportation facilities, or 
portions thereof, designated in the transportation system development impact fee program. In 
addition to the requirements of subsection (D) of this section, the agreement shall set forth the 
amount to be reimbursed, the time and manner in which payments are to be made, and shall 
state that reimbursement by the city will only be made from the applicable transportation fund 
when funds are available. 

B. The amount of reimbursement shall be the actual cost of the facility up to the programmed 
cost of the facility as set forth in the transportation system development impact fee program in 
effect at the time the construction contract is awarded for that specific facility. The time of 
reimbursement shall be the end of the fiscal year in which the facility is scheduled for 
construction, based on the priority list in the transportation system development impact fee 
program, or as different timing is otherwise authorized by the director. 

C. By entering into a reimbursement agreement, a property owner is not relieved of the 
obligation to pay the transportation impact fees in the manner and amount specified by this 
chapter. 

D. If the director enters into an agreement authorized by subsection (A) of this section, or credit 
agreement as authorized by RCMC 16.84.110(C), the agreement shall provide that: 

1. The general fund of the city is not liable for payment of any obligations arising from 
the agreement; 

2. The credit or taxing power of the city is not pledged for the payment of any 
obligations arising from the agreement; 

3. The landowner shall not compel the exercise of the city taxing power or the forfeiture 
of any of its property to satisfy any obligations arising from the agreement; and 

4. The obligation arising from the agreement is not a debt of the city, nor a legal or 
equitable pledge, charge, lien, or encumbrance, upon any of its property, or upon any of 
its income, receipts, or revenues, and is payable only from the transportation impact 
fees deposited in the applicable transportation fund. 
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E. The property owner or his authorized agent shall apply for reimbursement as set forth in 
subsections (A), (B), (C) and (D) of this section no later than four years after the transportation 
project is constructed and accepted. The property owner shall waive the right of reimbursement 
for construction costs payable under this section when the reimbursement is not applied for 
within said four-year limitation. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.130 Annual program fee adjustment. 
Commencing January 1, 2014, and thereafter each year no later than January 15th, the finance 
director shall authorize the adjustment of the program fee per development unit for each type of 
development in each fee category, which shall be adjusted according to the methodology 
described in the transportation development impact fee program nexus study. 

The estimated cost of the facilities used in the transportation system capital improvement 
program and for calculating credits and reimbursements pursuant to RCMC 16.84.110 and 
16.84.120 shall be adjusted annually using the same adjustment factor. [Ord. 5-2012 § 1; Ord. 
3-2011 § 1; Ord. 5-2010 § 1; Ord. 7-2009 § 1; Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 
§ 3]. 

16.84.140 Alternative method and compliance with other laws. 
A. This chapter is intended to establish a supplemental method for funding the cost of certain 
facilities the need for which is expected to be generated by the level and type of development 
proposed in the city of Rancho Cordova. Except as provided in Section 4 of the ordinance 
codified in this chapter (continuance in effect of roadway and transit development fees 
established by Sacramento County), the provisions of this chapter shall not be construed to limit 
the power of the council to impose any other fees or exactions or to continue to impose existing 
ones on development within the city of Rancho Cordova, but shall be in addition to any other 
fees, exactions or other requirements that the city is authorized to impose, or has previously 
imposed, as a condition of approving plans, rezonings or other entitlements within the city of 
Rancho Cordova pursuant to state and local laws. In particular, individual property owners shall 
remain obligated to fund, construct, and/or dedicate the improvements, public facilities and/or 
pay other exactions authorized or required by, but not limited to: (1) the city of Rancho Cordova 
public works department improvement standards; (2) the Sacramento County municipal 
services agency improvement standards; (3) the Quimby Act (Section 66477 et seq. of the 
Government Code) and implementing ordinances (Chapter 22.40 RCMC); (4) school impact 
fees (Section 65970 et seq. of the Government Code) and implementing ordinances; and (5) 
Sacramento County drainage fees (county water agency Ordinance No. 1). Any credits or 
repayments pursuant to RCMC 16.84.110 and 16.84.120 shall not include credits or repayment 
for the funding, construction or dedications described in this section. 

B. The construction of facilities by a private owner pursuant to RCMC 16.84.110 and 16.84.120 
shall be performed and contracted for only as required by law, including, but not limited to, 
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compliance with the department’s improvement standards and requirements for public works, if 
applicable to the particular facility. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 
 
Section 2.  Effective Date 
 
Within fifteen (15) days after adoption, a Summary of this Ordinance shall be published once in 
the Grapevine Independent, or the Sacramento Bee, a newspaper of general circulation printed 
and published in Sacramento County and circulated in the City of Rancho Cordova, in 
accordance with Government Code Section 36933.  This Ordinance shall take effect and be 
enforced thirty (30) days after its inception. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the 
_____ day of _____, 2013 by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
 
 ____________________________ 
 Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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Chapter 16.84 
ESTABLISHMENT OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES TO FINANCE THE COST OF 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

Sections: 

16.84.010 Purpose. 

16.84.020 Definitions. 

16.84.030 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation fund. 

16.84.040 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 

administration fund. 

16.84.050 Imposition of transportation impact fee. 

16.84.060 Payment of transportation impact fees. 

16.84.065 Payment of transportation fee – Temporary deferral. 

16.84.070 Adoption of the transportation system capital improvement program plan and compliance 

with priority list of city of Rancho Cordova transportation development impact fee 

program. 

16.84.080 Establishment of transportation impact fees and creation of areas. 

16.84.090 Calculation of transportation impact fee. 

16.84.100 Establishment of costs per unit for land uses within the city of Rancho Cordova. 

16.84.110 Credit for construction of transportation facilities. 

16.84.120 Reimbursement for construction of transportation projects in advance of the 

transportation system development impact fee program priority list schedule. 

16.84.130 Annual program fee adjustment. 

16.84.140 Alternative method and compliance with other laws. 

Prior legislation: Ords. 19-2003, 27-2003, 32-2005 and 35-2005. 

16.84.010 Purpose. 

A. The general plan of the city of Rancho Cordova requires that areas chosen for urban expansion shall 

be capable of being provided, within a reasonable period of time, with an adequate level of public facilities 

including, but not limited to, roadway facilities and transit facilities. 

B. The general plan further requires the preparation of a plan that identifies a mechanism for financing 

those facilities necessary to serve urban development in areas designated for urban expansion. The 

general plan also contains additional policies for supporting funding and use of developer dedications, 

development fees, and other means to pay for an acceptable level of transportation facilities. 

C. The purpose of this chapter is to implement the general plan requirements set forth in subsections (A) 

and (B) of this section and to use the authority in Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution by 

imposing development fees to fund the cost of certain transportation facilities, the need for which is 

directly or indirectly generated by the type and extent of development proposed in the city of Rancho 

Cordova on which the fees will be imposed. 

249

AGENDA ITEM 10.2



ATTACHMENT 4 
 

 

D. It is the further purpose of this chapter to require that adequate provision is made for developer-

financed public facilities within the city of Rancho Cordova as a condition to any rezoning and prior to 

approval of certain permits within the city. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.020 Definitions. 

“Areas” means those geographic areas established for public facilities financing purposes within the city 
of Rancho Cordova depicted in Figure 1 attached to the ordinance codified in this chapter and 

incorporated herein by reference. Area 1 comprises the infill area within the city. Area 2 comprises the 

specific plan new growth area for new development within the city. A detailed map of each area depicted 

on Figure 1 is on file with the city public works department, and such maps are incorporated by reference 

herein. 

“Building permit” means the permit issued or required for residential development, nonresidential 
development, commercial development, or other development within the city, pursuant to and as further 

defined by the city of Rancho Cordova building code. 

“City” means the city of Rancho Cordova. 

“City of Rancho Cordova transportation administration fund” means that special interest-bearing trust fund 

established pursuant to RCMC 16.84.040. 

“City of Rancho Cordova transportation fund” means that special interest-bearing trust fund established 

pursuant to RCMC 16.84.030. 

“Commercial development” means buildings constructed for the purpose of occupancy by retail, services, 
and other principally nonoffice businesses located on sites zoned SC shopping center, LC limited 

commercial, TC travel commercial, AC auto commercial, or GC general commercial in accord with the city 

of Rancho Cordova zoning code or designated commercial or commercial mixed use (CMU). For 

purposes of this chapter, residential dwellings constructed on sites designated CMU or another 

commercial zone pursuant to the zoning code are residential development rather than commercial 

development. 

“Costs” means amounts spent, or authorized to be spent, in connection with the planning, financing, 

acquisition and development of a public facility or infrastructure including, without limitation, the costs of 

land, construction and inspection, engineering, administration, and consulting fees. 

“Council” or “city council” means the city council of the city of Rancho Cordova. 

“Department” means the city of Rancho Cordova public works department. 

“Development impact fee” or “transportation development impact fee” or “transportation impact fee” 
means the fee levied by this chapter and due upon the approval of one or more building permits. 
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“Development unit” means a dwelling unit, for residential development, or square foot of building floor 
area, for nonresidential development. 

“Director” means the director of the Rancho Cordova public works department. 

“Facilities” means those public facilities designated in the Rancho Cordova transportation system capital 

improvement plan and transportation development impact fee program. 

“Fee resolution” means the resolution and fee schedule adopted by the city council, as may be amended 
from time to time, that approves the amount of the transportation development impact fees. 

“Improvement plan” means the site plan of property proposed for development showing all required 

improvements that must be approved by the Rancho Cordova public works department pursuant to 

Chapter 12.03 RCMC prior to the issuance of a building permit for the property. 

“Land use category” means detached dwelling units, attached dwelling units, multi-familymobile homes, 

commercial lodging units, or commercial, office, or industrial/manufacturing uses as further defined in the 

fee resolution. 

“Multi-Family residential units” means all units within a structure that have 5 or more units, all of which are 

offered for rent to the general public, or all units within a structure that have 5 or more attached units that 

(i) are available to sale to individual owners, and (ii) have living areas less than or equal to 1,200 square 

feet. 

“Nonresidential development” means a subdivision map, parcel map, or permit for the original 
construction, grading or installation of buildings other than single-family detached homes, single-family 

attached homes, duplexes, townhomes, condominiums, apartments, manufactured homes and mobile 

homes, or improvements thereto. Nonresidential development includes commercial development. 

Typically, nonresidential development consists of buildings to be occupied by retail, service, or other 

commercial businesses or by offices as regulated by the city of Rancho Cordova zoning code, but may 

also include buildings for use by churches, day care centers, private schools, and other institutional uses. 

Mixed-use buildings consisting of both dwelling units and commercial and/or office areas will have the 

respective building areas treated as either residential development or nonresidential development for 

purposes of this chapter. 

“Office development” means buildings constructed for the purpose of occupancy by principally business 

and professional office uses located on sites zoned BP business and professional office in accord with 

the city of Rancho Cordova zoning code or designated commercial or CMU commercial mixed use. 

“Planning director” means the planning director of the city of Rancho Cordova. 
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“Priority list” means those facilities included in the transportation capital improvement plan and 
transportation development impact fee program, as identified in order of priority by the Director, to avoid 

substantial congestion levels on key roadways. 

“Program fee per development unit” means the development impact fee per development unit for a 
particular category of facilities. Such program fees, identified in the fee resolution, were established using 

an allocation of transportation system costs, as identified in the transportation system capital 

improvement plan and development impact fee program, and dwelling unit equivalents (DUE’s) total 

additional trip miles based on land use categories identified in the nexus study developed for the 

transportation system development impact fee program. 

“Programmed cost” means the estimated cost of constructing a facility based upon the unit costs for each 
construction item plus a fixed 30 percentfixed percentages for engineering, and permits and a fixed 15 

percent for construction contingency as set forth in the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 

development impact fee program and its public facilities project cost estimates, as periodically updated 

and adopted by resolution of the council. 

“Residential development” means a subdivision map, parcel map, or permit for the original construction, 
grading or installation of dwelling units for residential use including detached and attached housing for 

owner or rental occupancy. For purposes of this chapter, residential development includes construction of 

or improvements to buildings or portions of buildings consisting of dwelling units constructed on sites 

designated CMU or another commercial zone. Institutional uses or other nonhousing development 

allowed by special use permit to be constructed on sites zoned for residential use are nonresidential 

development for purposes of this chapter. 

 “Single-family residential development” means buildings consisting of individual dwelling units or no more 
than two attached dwelling units for residential occupancy as single-family detached homes, single-family 

attached homes, duplexes, halfplexes, manufactured homes, mobile homes, and residential accessory 

dwellings. 

“Single family attached” residential development includesmeans all units within a structure thant have 2-4 

attached units, whether such units are offered for rent or for sale to individual owners, orand all units 

within a structure that haves 5 or more attached units that (i) are available tofor sale to individual owners, 

and (ii) have a living area greater than 1,200 square feet. 

“Single family detached” residential development includes all single family detached residential units. 

 “Transportation system capital improvement planprogram” means the projects identified and the cost 
estimates prepared, and as may be updated, for the transportation system facilities identified in the 

interim general plan circulation element and on the roadway sizing diagram within the city limits that are 

needed to meet  traffic demands as identified in the Nexus Study. 
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“Transportation system development impact fee program” or “transportation impact fee program” means 
the fee schedule, including any amendments thereto, adopted by resolution by the council for financing of 

designated public facilities to serve the city of Rancho Cordova, including, but not limited to, a designation 

of those facilities to be constructed with the development impact fees collected pursuant to this chapter, 

the priority list (“priority list”) for commencement of construction, the estimated cost of construction of the 
facilities and the total number of dwelling unit equivalents within each area of the city of Rancho Cordova 

as established. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.030 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation fund. 

A. There is hereby created by the department of finance in the city treasury a special interest-bearing 

trust fund entitled the city of Rancho Cordova transportation fund. All amounts collected from 

transportation impact fees from Area 1 and Area 2 pursuant to this chapter shall be placed in said fund 

and shall be expended by the city of Rancho Cordova or its successor agency solely to pay the costs 

identified in the transportation capital improvement planprogram of the city of Rancho Cordova transit 

system and/ or development impact fee program and nexus study. 

B. The transportation fund shall be administered by the director. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 

24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.040 Establishment and administration of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation 

administration fund. 

A. There is hereby created by the department of finance in the city treasury a special interest-bearing 

trust fund entitled the city of Rancho Cordova transportation administration fund. All administration fees 

collected from Area 1 and Area 2 pursuant to this chapter shall be placed in said fund and shall be 

expended by the city of Rancho Cordova or its successor agency solely to pay the costs associated with 

administering the city of Rancho Cordova transportation impact fee program. 

B. Commencing with the updated Nexus Study adopted January 22, 2013, administrative costs are 

incorporated into the transportation development impact fee, and shall no longer be placed in a separate 

fund. The administrative portion of the transportation development impact fee shall be expended by the 

City of Rancho Cordova or its successor agency solely to pay the costs associated with administering the 

transportation development impact fee porogram. 

BC. The transportation administration fund shall be administered by the director. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 

33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.050 Imposition of transportation impact fee. 

No change in a land use zoning designation shall be approved within the city of Rancho Cordova unless 

payment of the transportation impact fees established by this chapter is required of the property owner as 

a condition of such approval. No building permit shall be approved for property within the city of Rancho 

Cordova unless the development fees for that property are paid as required by this chapter. [Ord. 6-2006 

§ 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 
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16.84.060 Payment of transportation impact fees. 

The transportation impact fees imposed pursuant to this chapter shall be paid by the property owner to 

the department, in an amount calculated pursuant to RCMC 16.84.090. The fees shall be calculated upon 

the approval of subdivision maps and shall be paid upon issuance of building permits. For projects that 

are subject to building permits, but not subdivision map approval, the fees shall be both calculated and 

paid upon issuance of the building permits. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.065 Payment of transportation impact fee – Temporary deferral. 

Notwithstanding any other requirement in RCMC 16.84.060 or this chapter, due to the temporary and 

acute nationwide slowdown in the housing market, the city manager shall have the authority to consider 

and approve requests to defer payment of development impact fees imposed pursuant to this chapter to 

the earlier of 24 hours prior to scheduling of final inspection, issuance of a temporary or final certificate of 

occupancy, or one year from the date the deferral is approved by the city manager. This section shall 

automatically expire and be of no force and effect after June 30, 20132016. [Ord. 32-2010 § 3; Ord. 10-

2009 § 3; Ord. 14-2008 § 2]. 

16.84.070 Adoption of the transportation system capital improvement program plan and 

compliance with priority list of city of Rancho Cordova transportation development impact fee 

program. 

A. The council shall by resolution adopt the city of Rancho Cordova transportation system capital 

improvement plan of the city of Rancho Cordova transportation system development impact fee program. 

The council shall review the transportation capital improvement plan not less than annually and may 

amend it by resolution at its discretion. 

B. With the exception of facilities approved by the director for construction by a property owner pursuant 

to RCMC 16.84.120, all facilities shall be funded in accordance with the priority list established for the city 

of Rancho Cordova transportation development impact fee program. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; 

Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.080 Establishment of transportation impact fees and creation of areas. 

A. A separate transportation impact fee is hereby established for each of the following categories: 

1. Specific plan transportation impact fee; 

2. Infill transportation impact fee; 

3. Regional transportation impact fee; 

4. Transportation administration fee. 

B. There are hereby created two initial areas of the city of Rancho Cordova, as shown in Figure 1, 

attached to the ordinance codified in this chapter and incorporated herein by reference. 
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C. The specific plan transportation impact fee shall apply to property within Area 2. The infill 

transportation impact fee shall apply to property within Area 1. The regional transportation impact fee 

shall apply to the Sunridge specific plan area and the Villages of Zinfandel special planning area within 

Area 2 and Area 1, respectively. The transportation administration fee shall apply to all property within 

Areas 1 and 2. 

D. Future areas of the transportation system development impact fee program may be created as 

additional public facilities financing plans are implemented for remaining undeveloped areas outside of 

the city of Rancho Cordova that may be annexed to the city in the future. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 

§ 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.090 Calculation of transportation impact fee. 

A. For residential development, the transportation impact fee shall be calculated by multiplying the 

number of units per land use category by a per unit cost as identified in the transportation impact fee 

program and fee resolution. 

B. For nonresidential development, the transportation impact fee shall be calculated by multiplying the 

number of building square feet per land use category by a per square foot cost as identified in the 

transportation system development impact fee program and fee resolution. 

C. For the purpose of calculating the transportation impact fee for land use categories not specifically 

named in the transportation impact fee program and fee resolution, the planning director is hereby 

authorized to determine the land use category that corresponds most directly to the land use in question. 

Alternatively, the planning director can determine that no land use category adequately corresponds, and 

request the public works director to determine the transportation impact fee. Said transportation impact 

fee will be determined using the applicable trip generation factors as found in the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual or equivalent method. 

D. For the purpose of calculating the regional fee, the regional fee shall be calculated as the difference 

between the transportation impact fee for Area 1 or Area 2 (depending of the location of the property at 

issue) and the transportation component of the specific plan fee, if any. If no specific plan fee exists, then 

the regional fee and the transportation impact fee are equivalent. 

E. The transportation administration fee per building permit shall be calculated as two percent the 

percentage identified in the transportation development impact fee program of the sum of the 

transportation impact fees calculated pursuant to subsection (A), (B) or (C) of this section. 

F. The transportation impact fees shall be paid by the property owner in the amount as calculated 

pursuant to subsections (A), (B), (C) and (D) of this section for the categories of facilities established by 

RCMC 16.84.080, and shall include an additional administrative fee per building permit which will be 

calculated as provided in the transportation development impact fee program nexus study. 
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GF. For the purpose of calculating transportation impact fees pursuant to subsections (A), (B), (C), and 

(D) of this section for properties with an approved use permit which significantly changes the underlying 

use of the site or properties within a special planning area, the director is hereby authorized to determine 

the per-unit or per-square-foot costs for each fee category that corresponds most directly to the use and 

density. 

HG. For the purpose of calculating transportation impact fees pursuant to subsections (A), (B), (C), and 

(D) of this section for building permits for land use categories not specifically named in this chapter or the 

transportation development impact fee program, the director is hereby authorized to determine the per-

unit or per-square-foot costs for each fee category that corresponds most directly to the use and density. 

[Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.100 Establishment of costs per unit for land uses within the city of Rancho Cordova. 

A. Fees per unit for various land uses identified in the fee resolution were established using an allocation 

of transportation system costs as identified in the transportation system capital improvement plan and 

total additional trip miles based on land use categories identified in the nexus study developed for the 

transportation impact fee program. 

B. For specific land uses not identified in the fee resolution, the cost per daily trip-miledwelling unit 

equivalent established by the nexus study and the trip generation rates established by the Institute of 

Traffic Engineers or equivalent method shall be used to calculate the fee per dwelling unit. [Ord. 6-2006 § 

3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.110 Credit for construction of transportation facilities. 

A. Upon application by the property owner or his authorized agent, the director may authorize the 

construction of any transportation facilities, or portions thereof, in order of priority as designated on the 

priority list in for the transportation system development impact fee program in lieu of all, or a portion of, 

the transportation impact fee required by this chapter. If so authorized, the credit toward transportation 

impact fees, excluding the administrative fee, to be provided to the property owner for such in-lieu 

construction shall be equal to 80 percent of the programmed cost of the facility, as set forth in the 

transportation system development impact fee program in effect at the time when the in-lieu construction 

is so authorized, including, but not limited to, unit prices, quantities and project descriptions. Prior to credit 

being given and/or issuance of any of the approvals set forth in RCMC 16.84.060 (e.g., approvals of 

building permits, subdivisions or zoning amendments), the construction of any facility authorized by this 

section must either be accepted by the department, or the property owner must post security for the 

complete performance of the construction in a form acceptable to the director and the city attorney. 

B. Upon acceptance of the completed facility and after reconciliation of the final facility costs, the 

remaining 20 percent of the programmed cost as designated in the transportation system development 

impact fee program may be issued as a credit balance to the property owner that may be utilized within 

the city of Rancho Cordova as determined by the director. 
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C. Where the amount of the credit is less than the amount of the transportation impact fee otherwise 

applicable to the development in question, the property owner must pay to the city the difference in 

accordance with RCMC 16.84.060. 

D. Where the amount of the credit is greater than the amount of the transportation impact fee, the 

property owner shall be paid the difference only from the applicable transportation fund within a 

reasonable time after the project is accepted by the department pursuant to RCMC 16.84.120 in order of 

priority on the priority list in the transportation system development impact fee program when funds are 

available. 

E. Where a facility is proposed for construction by the property owner, the director at his discretion may 

either (1) provide the property owner with a credit pursuant to this section or (2) enter into a 

reimbursement agreement with the property owner pursuant to RCMC 16.84.120. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 

33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.120 Reimbursement for construction of transportation projects in advance of the 

transportation system development impact fee program priority list schedule. 

A. Upon application by the property owner or his authorized agent, the director may enter into a 

reimbursement agreement authorizing the construction of any transportation facilities, or portions thereof, 

designated in the transportation system development impact fee program. In addition to the requirements 

of subsection (D) of this section, the agreement shall set forth the amount to be reimbursed, the time and 

manner in which payments are to be made, and shall state that reimbursement by the city will only be 

made from the applicable transportation fund when funds are available. 

B. The amount of reimbursement shall be the actual cost of the facility up to the programmed cost of the 

facility as set forth in the transportation system development impact fee program in effect at the time the 

construction contract is awarded for that specific facility. The time of reimbursement shall be the end of 

the fiscal year in which the facility is scheduled for construction, based on the priority list in the 

transportation system development impact fee program, or as different timing is otherwise authorized by 

the director. 

C. By entering into a reimbursement agreement, a property owner is not relieved of the obligation to pay 

the transportation impact fees in the manner and amount specified by this chapter. 

D. If the director enters into an agreement authorized by subsection (A) of this section, or credit 

agreement as authorized by RCMC 16.84.110(C), the agreement shall provide that: 

1. The general fund of the city is not liable for payment of any obligations arising from the 

agreement; 

2. The credit or taxing power of the city is not pledged for the payment of any obligations arising 

from the agreement; 
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3. The landowner shall not compel the exercise of the city taxing power or the forfeiture of any of 

its property to satisfy any obligations arising from the agreement; and 

4. The obligation arising from the agreement is not a debt of the city, nor a legal or equitable 

pledge, charge, lien, or encumbrance, upon any of its property, or upon any of its income, 

receipts, or revenues, and is payable only from the transportation impact fees deposited in the 

applicable transportation fund. 

E. The property owner or his authorized agent shall apply for reimbursement as set forth in subsections 

(A), (B), (C) and (D) of this section no later than four years after the transportation project is constructed 

and accepted. The property owner shall waive the right of reimbursement for construction costs payable 

under this section when the reimbursement is not applied for within said four-year limitation. [Ord. 6-2006 

§ 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 

16.84.130 Annual program fee adjustment. 

Beginning March 1, 20142, annual adjustment of the program fee per development unit for each type of 

development in each fee category shall be suspended for a period of one year. 

Commencing March January 1, 20143, and thereafter each year no later than March January 15th, the 

finance director shall authorize the adjustment of the program fee per development unit for each type of 

development in each fee category, which shall be adjusted as followsaccording to the methodology 

described in the transportation development impact fee program nexus study.: 

A. A “mean” index will be computed by averaging the index for 20 U.S. cities within the index for San 
Francisco by resort to the January issue of the Engineering News Record magazine construction cost 

index of the year in which the calculation is being made. 

B. An adjustment factor shall be computed by dividing the “mean” index as calculated in subsection (A) of 
this section by the “mean” index for the previous January; however, the March 20143 adjustment factor 

shall be computed by dividing the “mean” index as calculated in subsection (A) of this section by the 
“mean” index for January 201308, and if a new program fee has been adopted after January of the 

previous year, the adjustment factor shall be computed by dividing the “mean” index from the month that 
the fee was adopted. 

C. The adjusted program fee per development unit shall be calculated by multiplying the adjustment 

factor, as calculated in subsection (B) of this section, by the program fee per development unit in place 

prior to the annual adjustment. 

D. The estimated cost of the facilities used in the transportation system capital improvement program and 

for calculating credits and reimbursements pursuant to RCMC 16.84.110 and 16.84.120 shall be adjusted 

annually using the same adjustment factor pursuant to subsections (A), (B) and (C) of this section. [Ord. 

5-2012 § 1; Ord. 3-2011 § 1; Ord. 5-2010 § 1; Ord. 7-2009 § 1; Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 

24-2005 § 3]. 
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16.84.140 Alternative method and compliance with other laws. 

A. This chapter is intended to establish a supplemental method for funding the cost of certain facilities the 

need for which is expected to be generated by the level and type of development proposed in the city of 

Rancho Cordova. Except as provided in Section 4 of the ordinance codified in this chapter (continuance 

in effect of roadway and transit development fees established by Sacramento County), the provisions of 

this chapter shall not be construed to limit the power of the council to impose any other fees or exactions 

or to continue to impose existing ones on development within the city of Rancho Cordova, but shall be in 

addition to any other fees, exactions or other requirements that the city is authorized to impose, or has 

previously imposed, as a condition of approving plans, rezonings or other entitlements within the city of 

Rancho Cordova pursuant to state and local laws. In particular, individual property owners shall remain 

obligated to fund, construct, and/or dedicate the improvements, public facilities and/or pay other exactions 

authorized or required by, but not limited to: (1) the city of Rancho Cordova public works department 

improvement standards; (2) the Sacramento County municipal services agency improvement standards; 

(3) the Quimby Act (Section 66477 et seq. of the Government Code) and implementing ordinances 

(Chapter 22.40 RCMC); (4) school impact fees (Section 65970 et seq. of the Government Code) and 

implementing ordinances; and (5) Sacramento County drainage fees (county water agency Ordinance 

No. 1). Any credits or repayments pursuant to RCMC 16.84.110 and 16.84.120 shall not include credits or 

repayment for the funding, construction or dedications described in this section. 

B. The construction of facilities by a private owner pursuant to RCMC 16.84.110 and 16.84.120 shall be 

performed and contracted for only as required by law, including, but not limited to, compliance with the 

department’s improvement standards and requirements for public works, if applicable to the particular 
facility. [Ord. 6-2006 § 3; Ord. 33-2005 § 3; Ord. 24-2005 § 3]. 
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November 19, 2012 City Council Meeting 

City/BIA Joint Recommendation

• Modify the Transportation Fee Program
– Shorten the timeframe

– Reduce projected development– Reduce projected development

– Revise transportation improvements to 
match projected development

2
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Joint Recommendation

Implement an interim Transportation Fee of 
$15,500 until the new Transportation Fee 
Program is adopted.

November 19, 2012 City Council Meeting 

City/BIA Joint Recommendation

Program is adopted.

3
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Interim Transportation Fee

• Nexus Study prepared to satisfy 
requirements of Measure A 
Transportation Fee Program.

– Residential fee established at $15,500 (20% – Residential fee established at $15,500 (20% 
reduction).

– 20% reduction also applied to non-residential 
rates.

– Existing reduced rates in the infill area 
maintained.
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Fee Update

Proposed Transportation Development Impact Fees
Effective January 1, 2013

New Growth Area

Existing Fee Revised Fee

Single Family Detached > 1200 SF per Unit $ 19,519 $ 15,499

Single Family Detached ≤ 1200 SF per Unit $ 19,519 $ 13,639

Single Family Attached per Unit N/A $ 13,639

Multi-Family per Unit $ 13,288 $ 10,849

Commercial per SF $ 14.32 $ 11.37

Office per SF $ 10.99 $   8.73

Industrial/Manufacturing per SF $  5.60 $   4.45
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Recommendation

• Adopt Fee Resolution and Ordinance
– Approves Nexus Study and Updated 
Transportation Development Impact Fee 
Program (TDIF).Program (TDIF).

– Approves Fee Schedule retroactive to 
January 1, 2013.

–Makes modifications to RC Municipal Code 
for minor amendments and consistency with 
Nexus Study.
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Mindy Cuppy

Subject: FW: Support of Impact Fee Reduction

Importance: High

 
 
From: Stacy Leitner On Behalf Of Ted Gaebler 
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 3:21 PM 
To: Mindy Cuppy 
Cc: Joe Chinn; Stacy Delaney 
Subject: FW: Support of Impact Fee Reduction 
Importance: High 
 
 
Stacy Leitner, CAP-OM 
Executive Assistant to the City Manager 
City of Rancho Cordova 
City Manager's Office 
2729 Prospect Park Drive 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 
Phone/Fax: (916) 851-8805, Cell: (916) 342-6633 
www.cityofranchocordova.org 
www.ranchocordovaiaap.org 
 
From: Joshua Wood [mailto:joshua@regionbuilders.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 1:36 PM 
To: David Sander; Robert McGarvey; Donald Terry; Linda Budge; Dan Skoglund 
Cc: Joe Chinn; Ted Gaebler 
Subject: Support of Impact Fee Reduction 
 
Rancho Cordova City Council, 

Region Builders is a building industry coalition that was founded by the Sacramento Regional 
Builders Exchange in conjunction with 13 local trade and professional associations.  We are in 
support of the item tonight to reduce transportation impact fees on commercial and residential 
development for new growth areas.  
 
As an industry trade association that is focused on commercial development, we are excited to see 
that this item will reduce fees on:  

 Multi-family development by 21% per unit, 
 Commercial development by 21% per square foot, 
 Office development by 21% per square foot, and  
 Industrial/manufacturing development for the entire city by 19% per square foot.   

Our understanding is that these fees will be reviewed through a CIP study and we look forward to 
working with the city staff on evaluating capital improvements.  
 
We applaud the city's effort for working with the BIA to review fees for new development areas.  But, 
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we would request the opportunity to work with city staff on evaluating fee structures for infill 
development with special attention to incentivizing commercial development. 
 
If you have any questions, you can reach me at the information below. 
 
--  
Sincerely, 
 
Joshua Wood 
Executive Director 
Region Builders, Inc. 
1400 S Street  | Sacramento, CA 95811 
P: (916) 397-4776 | regionbuilders.com  
  
This message w/attachments (message) is intended solely for the use of the intended recipient(s) and contains information that is privileged, confidential or proprietary. Note: dissemination of 
the information contained in or attached to this message is prohibited. If you are not an intended recipient, please notify the sender, and then please delete and destroy all copies and 
attachments, and be advised that any review or dissemination of, or the taking of any action in reliance on, the information contained in or attached to this message is prohibited.   
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City Council Staff Report 1 of 2 Endorsement of the Next Economy 
January 22, 2013   

 
 

 MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: January 22, 2013 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: Micah Runner, Economic Development Manager 
 
SUBJECT: ENDORSEMENT OF THE NEXT ECONOMY CAPITAL REGION PROSPERITY 

PLAN 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adopt Resolution 3-2013. 
 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Adoption of this Resolution will demonstrate City support for the Next Economy Prosperity Plan 
Executive Summary (Attachment 2) and allow staff to align our current and future initiatives with 
the effort. 
 
BACKGROUND 
Launched in August of 2011, the Next Economy effort is a business and volunteer driven 
initiative to grow a more diversified, robust and sustainable regional economy.  Under the 
regional leadership of the Sacramento Metro Chamber, the Sacramento Area Commerce and 
Trade Organization (SACTO), the Sacramento Area Regional Technology Alliance (SARTA) 
and Valley Vision, a Capital Region Prosperity Plan has been created for the Capital Region (EI 
Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties). This initiative uncovers 
competitive strengths and maps out a set of interlocking strategies that can accelerate job and 
wealth creation and boost new investment across the region. 
 
The year-long research and planning phase is complete and has produced or will produce three 
different products.  First, the Executive Summary is the overview of the action plan that lays 
out the 68 specific strategies based on the research and expert feed back to reach the five 
overarching goals of the Next Economy.  This is the document the Next Economy leadership is 
requesting the City Council to endorse and is attached to the staff report.  The second product is 
the longer Strategic Plan that carries the many details, strategies, the research data and the 
measures of performance to support the Plan.  The third product is an Implementation Plan 
that includes the specific tactics to be undertaken, the champions, and the timeframe to 
complete the specific actions.  The implementation plan, expected to be available sometime in 
February 2013, will be the document that will help the City review our own strategies and align 
them with the Next Economy strategies. 
 
Numerous City of Rancho Cordova business leaders, government officials and not-for-profits 
participated in the process of developing the Plan.  Many staff attended the last teleconference 
briefing by the Next Economy leadership held in December.  The City Economic Development 
initiatives already align well with the strategies laid out in the Next Economy Plan. Endorsement 
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City Council Staff Report 2 of 2 Subject 
City Council Meeting Date   

by the City Council will allow the Economic Development staff to further integrate the economic 
development initiatives with the Next Economy Prosperity Plan and bring increased economic 
vitality and job creation to the City of Rancho Cordova and the entire region by working 
together. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT(S) 
 

1. Resolution 3-2013 
2. Next Economy Executive Summary 
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Resolution No. 3-2013  Page 1 of 2 

CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 3-2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
ENDORSING THE NEXT ECONOMY REGIONAL PROSPERITY PLAN AND AUTHORIZING 
THE CITY MANAGER TO ALIGN THE CITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS IN 

SUPPORT OF ITS IMPLMENTATION 
 

WHEREAS, the Capital Region has experienced economic hardship and associated 
lagging recovery as a result of the “Great Recession;” and 
 

WHEREAS, our economy competes and succeeds as a region; and 
 

WHEREAS, our individual jurisdictions strive to work together to improve our region’s 
economy to compete within the state, nation and international economies; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Next Economy is a business-led, volunteer-driven regional effort to grow 
the $97 billion annual Capital Region economy; and 
 

WHEREAS, given the size and complexity of the challenges, economic development 
activities must be strategic and synchronized if they are to have lasting impact; and 
 

WHEREAS, realizing that no single organization can accomplish the broad range of 
strategies and actions encompassed within the Next Economy, business, government leaders, 
educations institutions, not-for-profit economic development organizations and private industry 
must come together to positively impact our regional economy; and  
 

WHEREAS, the public sector, as a leader and integral partner with the private sector in 
any regional economic development success, must be fully engaged; 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Rancho Cordova has supported the effort both financially, and 

with staff resources to assist in the development of the plan; 
 
WHEREAS, the current and planned economic development efforts align with the 

strategies and actions contained in the Next Economy plan. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF RANCHO CORDOVA endorses the Next Economy Regional Prosperity Plan and authorizes 
the City Manager to actively engage in shaping and implementing the plan and to integrate it 
into the City economic development activities. 
 
  
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Rancho Cordova on the 
_____ day of _____, 2013 by the following vote: 

 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:   
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Resolution No. 3-2013  Page 2 of 2 

ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
 
 
 ____________________________ 
 Linda Budge, Mayor 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
      
Mindy Cuppy, CMC, City Clerk 
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CALL TO ACTION: AĐĐĞůĞƌĂƚĞ JŽď CƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ NĞǁ IŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ CĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ͛Ɛ CĂƉŝƚĂů RĞŐŝŽŶ 

Through this action-oriented Prosperity Plan, the Capital Region of California, covering El Dorado, 
Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties, joins together to pursue a competitive and 
strategic economic development agenda to bring about resiliency, vitality and a wide range of new 
opportunities for job creation, innovation and increased investment.  

Next Economy is a business-led, volunteer-driven regional endeavor that strives to move a $97 billion annual 

economy that has suffered economic hardship and a lagging recovery into one that is diversified, robust and sustainable. 
Recognizing that competition in today’s global economy increasingly occurs at the regional level, and that the Region’s economic 
advantages are narrowing under dated models, business leadership from the Sacramento Metro Chamber, the Sacramento Area 
Commerce and Trade Organization (SACTO), the Sacramento Regional Technology Alliance (SARTA) and Valley Vision 
launched Next Economy as a collective response.  This initiative uncovers competitive strengths and maps out a set of 
interlocking strategies that can accelerate job and wealth creation and boost new investment across the Capital Region.   
 
Given the size and complexity of the challenge, economic development activities must be strategic and synchronized if they are to 
have lasting impact. It is clear that broad based job creation efforts are necessary to revive economic health on a regional scale and 
that a series of independent, localized steps will not bring about true economic growth and prosperity for all.  
 
More than a plan, Next Economy is a movement. It aims to align regional economic development activities and focus them for 
maximum impact. To do so, Next Economy poses a region-wide CALL-TO-ACTION: Mobilize private industry, government, 
academic and civic leadership to focus on a set of common strategies and actions to accelerate job creation and new investment in 
California’s Capital Region with the goals of supporting innovation and entrepreneurship, diversifying the regional economy, and 
improving the business climate for economic growth.  
 
Realizing that no single organization can accomplish the broad range of strategies and actions encompassed within the Prosperity 
Plan, Next Economy challenges government leaders, educational institutions, not-for-profit economic development organizations 
and private industry to initiate bold new approaches to bring about economic recovery and to actively work together to make those 
approaches succeed. In this way, Next Economy is deliberately designed to invite direct participation from the broadest array of 
organizations and people possible who are committed to widespread prosperity across the Region. This Prosperity Plan sets the 
stage to transform the Region’s economy by mobilizing leaders around a common playbook for action, enabling organizations to 
select certain “plays” that suit their strengths and capabilities, and put them in action in ways that fit the needs of those they serve.   
 
In the end, however, success lies in ensuring that Next Economy strategies and actions are deeply integrated into organizations’ 
work plans with strong accountability mechanisms and champions across all segments of the Capital Region's leadership. We 
encourage you to take part in this important movement to accelerate job creation and investment and together we will move the 
Capital Region to the Next Economy. 
 

Mark Otero    |    Susan Peters    |     Martha Lofgren    |    Jim Williams    |    Brice Harris    |    Craig McNamara 
            BioWare                  Sacramento County                   Brewer Lofgren               Williams + Paddon      CA Community Colleges       Sierra Orchards 
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 MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  January 22, 2013 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: Cyrus Abhar, Public Works Director  

Adam Lindgren, City Attorney  
 
SUBJECT: PRIVATE BUSINESS DIRECTIONAL SIGN POLICY 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council consider various policy options related to private business directional signs in the 
public rights-of-way and provide direction to staff as appropriate.   
 
RESULT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Staff will act appropriately given the direction provided by Council. 
 
ADVANCES GOALS: 1, 2, 5, and 6. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City of Rancho Cordova currently has no formal policy guiding directional signs. However, a 
uniform signage system is desirable.  At a May 15, 2012, public Work Session, Council was 
presented with a directional sign discussion that sought guidance on a policy to determine what 
should be included on directional signs, and what the look of those signs should be.   
 
Staff’s understanding of Council guidance, based on the May discussion, was that a City 
signage system should include public facilities (such as Hagan Park, City Hall, Police Station, 
etc.), that it might possibly include certain areas or neighborhoods throughout the City (such as 
Olson Island, Capital Village, certain neighborhoods, etc.), and that private businesses were not 
desired as listed points of interest. 
 
Since the May discussion staff has received further guidance that any directional sign designs 
should be put on hold until such time as the City’s branding effort has taken place.  The stop to 
substantive design work was to accommodate the broader desire for a City-wide branded look 
that will be included on directional signs. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Many cities and communities utilize directional signs to help direct traffic, both vehicular and 
pedestrian, to certain points of interest.  Directional signage quality, design, and complexity tend 
to vary based upon the number and concentration of points of interest, as well as based on the 
desires of a given community.   
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Recently, the City received two separate requests from Cordova Casino and National 
University, to place entity specific directional signs directing traffic to their businesses (it should 
be noted that other businesses have approached the City in the past with similar signage 
requests).  As part of these new requests for business specific directional signs, there has been 
an offer to pay for the signs and provide space for directional signs to public facilities as well.  
This would reduce the overall cost of the signage program to the City.    
 
As a policy discussion, staff is not looking for a definition from Council on the quality, design, or 
complexity of a signage system at this time.  Rather, the intended purpose of the discussion 
tonight is, instead, to clearly provide policy direction about what points of interest should be 
included in a signage system in Rancho Cordova, and whether or not those points of interest 
should include private businesses.   
 
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
In addition to policy and branding considerations, the City Attorney advises that allowing private 
businesses to have directional signs in the City would raise a number of complex legal issues.   
 
The City generally has the authority to prohibit off-site commercial signage as long as:  

1) It seeks to implement a substantial government interest (such as traffic safety or 
aesthetics); 

2) The regulation directly advances that interest; and  
3) The regulation reaches no further than is necessary to accomplish its legitimate 

objective.   
 
Sign regulations should be content neutral.  “Content neutral” means the regulation of signs is 
limited to the size, location, and other physical traits of signs, but does not extend to the content 
of the message on the signs.  Thus, if the City allows some businesses to have directional 
signs, it likely would not be able to prohibit other businesses from having similar signs, 
particularly if the determination is based on anything other than the physical characteristics of 
the sign.  For example, it would be difficult to justify a sign regulation that allowed certain types 
of businesses to have a directional sign, but prohibited other types of businesses from having a 
similar sign based on the nature of the business or the content of the message on the sign.  
That type of regulation extends beyond the traffic safety and aesthetic rationale for restricting 
signs, and puts the City in the constitutionally problematic position of deciding which messages 
it will allow on the signs.      
 
The City may have some very limited discretion to distinguish between different types of 
commercial speech; however, it has almost no discretion to selectively regulate noncommercial 
speech.  It is also important to note that the City cannot be more restrictive of noncommercial 
speech than it is of commercial speech.  In other words, the City cannot allow off-site 
commercial advertising in a location where political signs or other noncommercial speech is 
prohibited.  To justify content-based sign regulations of noncommercial speech, the ordinance 
would have to be necessary to justify a compelling government interest.  This is a very difficult 
test to meet.  The constitutional limitations on sign regulations discussed above apply both 
within and outside of public rights of way.    
 
In addition to these broad constitutional parameters related to the City’s regulation of signs, 
there is also a general prohibition in the California Outdoor Advertising Act against advertising 
displays within the right of way of any highway.  The Business and Professions Code, unlike the 
Vehicle Code, broadly defines “highway” to include “roads, streets, boulevards, lanes, courts, 
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places, commons, trails, ways or other rights-of-way or easements used for or laid out and 
intended for the public passage of vehicles or of vehicles and persons.  The Outdoor Advertising 
Act allows off-site advertising outside of highway rights of way, subject to certain limitations.     
 
If the council provides policy direction to City Staff and the City Attorney to draft a directional 
sign ordinance, additional legal review, after considering the Council’s policy objectives, will be 
necessary to determine the exact legal limitations on the details of the ordinance.  This review 
can be time consuming, costly and still result in legal risk due to the case law that exists 
pertaining to sign regulation.  The relevant case law is factually intensive, legally complex, and 
at times inconsistent.    
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Designed directional signs have a cost of approximately eight to ten thousand ($8,000 - 
$10,000) dollars each, to manufacture and install (this cost does not take into account any 
design, planning, or staff work).  Sign life is generally around ten (10) years.  If the City has 
private businesses included as points of interest then costs could be recovered by private 
entities placing their name on the signs.  If private businesses are not included as points of 
interest then the City would need to cover the full cost of signs.  
 
Placement of signs throughout the City would depend largely on Council guidance on definition 
of points of interest.  However, general staff discussions have assumed the total number of 
signs city-wide would be somewhere between eight signs and fourteen signs.  This puts total 
cost for signs in the range of approximately eighty thousand ($80,000) to one hundred forty 
thousand ($140,000) dollars.   
 
POLICY DIRECTION 
 
In light of the requests the legal, financial and practical considerations discussed above,staff is 
seeking clear policy direction on the following two options:   
 

Option 1 - Private Businesses Allowed – Should private businesses be allowed to place 
their names on directional signs?  If this is Council’s direction, some further issues for 
consideration include:  

 
• In Order to create a uniform procedure for placing business names on City-designed 

sign system; what are criteria for business selection?  How does City determine who 
gains access to limited space on City designed signs?  

 
Option 2 - Private Businesses NOT Allowed – City precludes private entities from having 
access to public rights-of-way for directional signs.  Further issues to consider:  
 

• Do City-designed directional signs include only public assets (Hagan Park, City Hall, 
Police Station, etc.)?; or  
 

• Do the signs also include recognizable “places” around the City (i.e. Capital Village, 
Anatolia, Olson Island, etc.)?  

 
 

281

AGENDA ITEM 11.2



 

282

AGENDA ITEM 11.2


	AGENDA
	1. REGULAR MEETING - CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL
	1.1 ROLL CALL PLACEHOLDER

	2. METRO CABLE TV TELEVISION ANNOUNCEMENT
	3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
	4. INVOCATION
	The Mayor will call on someone in attendance to give an invocation.

	5. PRESENTATIONS
	5.1 Presentation of Proclamation to Junior League of Sacramento President Aimee Gillum in Recognition of the League’s 70th Anniversary.
	5.2 Presentation of Proclamation to AMPAC Fine Chemicals Senior Capital Buyer Brad Nye  in Recognition of Their Community  Volunteerism.

	6. PUBLIC COMMENT
	7. COUNCIL REPORTS
	8. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS - ROLL CALL VOTE
	8.1 Meeting Minutes of December 17, 2012 Regular Meeting and January 8-9, 2013 Special Meeting.
	[12-17-12 Meeting Minutes.doc]
	[1-8-13 Council Meeting Minutes.docx]

	8.2 Ordinance Amending Rancho Cordova Municipal Code Chapters 6.20 and 6.21 on Solid Waste and Recycling; Resolution Granting the Public Works Director the Authority to Negotiate and Execute Non-exclusive Commercial Solid Waste and Recycling Collection Agreements.
	[Ordinance.docx]

	8.3 City-Sponsored Zoning Code Amendment – Digital Freeway Signs – Applies Citywide.
	[Ordinance]
	[Exhibit A Section 23.743.150]

	8.4 Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Approve a Change Order for Additional Paving in the Amount of $18,000 with Douglas Veerkamp General Engineering Increasing the Folsom Boulevard Phase 3 Total Contract Value to $4,954,984.
	[Staff Report.doc]
	[Resolution.doc]
	[Exhibit to Resolution.pdf]

	8.5 Resolution No. 8-2013 Awarding Construction Contract to Tim Paxin’s Pacific Excavation, Inc. for the Bicycle Traffic Signal Detection Project in an Amount of $149,876.
	[Staff Report.doc]
	[Attachment 1 - Bid Summary Sheet.pdf]
	[Attachment 2 - Resolution.doc]
	[Exhibit to Resolution - Contract.pdf]

	8.6 Approval of Council Member Appointments to Regional Boards, Commissions and Committees for 2013.
	[Staff Report]
	[Appointments Matrix]


	9. CONSENT PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS - ROLL CALL VOTE
	9.1 Safeway Fueling Center #1746 Conditional Use Permit and Minor Design Review; Project No. DD7653 – Located at 10605 Folsom Boulevard. CONTINUED FROM DECEMBER 17, 2012.
	[Staff Report]
	[Attachment 1 - Resolution]
	[Attachment 1 - Exhibit A]
	[Attachment 1 - Exhibit B]
	[Attachment 2.pdf]
	[PowerPoint Presentation]

	9.2 Action Items Related to the Formation of the City of Rancho Cordova Community Facilities District No. 2013-2 (Police Services)
	9.3 Action Items Related to the Formation of the City of Rancho Cordova Community Facilities District No. 2013-1 (Storm and Flood Protection Services).

	10. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
	10.1 Rancho Cordova Travel and Tourism Multi-Sport Facility Administrative Use Permit and Variance; Project No. DD7735 – Located at 2561 Mercantile Drive.
	[Staff Report.docx]
	[Attachment 1 - Resolution.doc]
	[Attachment 1 - Exhibit A.pdf]
	[Attachment 1 - Exhibit B.pdf]
	[Attachment 2.pdf]
	[Attachment 3.pdf]
	[PowerPoint Presentation.ppt]

	10.2 Resolution Approving an Updated to the Transportation Development Impact Fee Program and Nexus Analysis.
	[Staff Report.doc]
	[Attachment 1 - Rancho Cordova TDIF Nexus Study.pdf]
	[Attachment 2 - Resolution.doc]
	[Attachment 2 - Exhibit A.doc]
	[Attachment 3 - Ordinance]
	[Attachment 4 - Revisions to RCMC Chapter 16.84.pdf]
	[Transportation Fee Update PPT.pptx]
	[1-22-13 cc meeting supplemental.pdf]


	11. REGULAR CALENDAR ITEMS
	11.1 Endorsement of the Next Economy Capital Region Prosperity Plan.
	[Staff Report - Next Economy Endorsement.doc]
	[Resolution - Next Economy Endorsement.doc]
	[Next Economy Executive Summary November 2012.pdf]

	11.2 Private Business Directional Sign Policy.
	[Staff Report - Private Directional Signs.docx]


	12. COUNCIL REQUESTS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
	13. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
	14. ADJOURNMENT
	15. CLOSED SESSION - CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
	15.1 ROLL CALL PLACEHOLDER

	16. CLOSED SESSION
	Conference with Legal Council, Existing Litigation. (Paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Section 54956.9). Name of case: City of Rancho Cordova and Successor Agency to the Rancho Cordova Redevelopment Agency v. Ana Matosantos, Julie Valverde, John Chaing, California State Board of Equalization. Case Number 34-2012-80001356.

	17. OPEN SESSION - REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION
	18. ADJOURNMENT

