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CITY COUNCIL MEETING
June 21, 1991

City Manager Peterson introduced the agenda subject
"Development Impact Fees". Public Works Director presented
the following responses to questions that were raised at
the May 28, 1991 Development Impact Fee public hearing.

What 1is the “Value" of existing Parks and Recreation
Department in $/Acre for the existing City compared to the
new fees (Terry Piazza)?

Since the "existing standard"” as defined is the same as
that used for calculating the fee, the “"value" would be the
same if replacement value of existing facilities was used.
The estimate for future park facilities took into account
the existing inventory shown in Table 9-2 on Page 80 of the
study. Thus, the new park tacilities are comparable to
existing facilities. Explicitly answering the question
would require a more detailed inventory and additional
estimates; both requiring significant staff time and
consultant expense.

Sewer RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design
Standards and Water RAE (Steve Pechinj.

The Design Standards while based on the various Master
Plans, were written to cover the design of facilities
within a development project. The impact fee study
relied on city-wide flow data taken directly from the
engineering consultants who worked on the General Plan.
The unit flow factors are not necessarily the same and are
more conservative in the Design Standards; thus, comparing
the RAE schedule to the Design Standards will not provide
consistent results.

However, 1in reviewing this issue, the consultant found
discrepancies 1in both the Water and Sewer RAE schedules.
The scheduies have been recalculated as follows:

Category Water RAE Sewer RAE
Residential

Low Density 1.00 1.00

Medium Density 1.96* 1.96%

High Density 3.49* 3.49%

East Side 1.00 1.00

PR-LD 1.00 1.00

PR-MD 1.96* 1.96*

PR-HD 3.49* 3.49*
Commercial

Neighborhood 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
General 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
Downtown 0.64 0.94 {was 1.25)
OfTice 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
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Industrial
Light .26 (was 0.92) 0.42 (was 0.33)
Yeavy 0.26 (was 0.92) 0.42 (was 0.33)

*Original figure was rounded to nearest 0.1; used nearest
0.01 to be consistent with other categories

Storm Drain RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design
Standards and Water and Sewer RAE's (Steve Pechin).

The storm drain relative factors are the same as those
presently in effect. They were determined by the City in
1988 as part of the update of the Master Storm Drain System
Master Plan and Fee Program. An analysis was done on the
total cost of providing trunk lines, basins and pumping
facilities for residential versus commercial development.
The Design Standards orly address runoff calculations.
While it could be argued that a more refined breakdown is
possible (for example, commercial versus industrial}, the
cost difference would be less the difference implied by the
Design Standards which is only 13%.

Incidentally, the storm drain fees need to be recalculated
due to land use changes in the adopted General Plan and the
omission of two existing storm drain reimbursement
agreements that are to be paid out of the impact fee fund.

How does additional water system revenue from metering
affect the fee program (Steve Pechin)?

Presumably, water rates will be set to cover maintenance,
replacements and contributions to general fund and no new
capital facilities. Of course, actual water rates are set
by the City Council. To the extent water conservation from
metering reduces the need for additional wells, future
updates of the General Plan and the Water Master Plan would
reduce the number of new wells —“eeded. Then the fee could
go down.

What 1is the effect of removing Lodi Lake from the
calculation on existing park standarda (Steve Pechin)?

The lake itself accounts for 35 acres of the 101 acres of
Lodi Lake Park included 1in the existing standard.
Eliminating acreage from the existing standard and reducing
the new park acreage to match the existing standard will
reduce the fee. The exact reduction amount will depend on
the results of the cash flow analysis. Based on the
average cost of new parks, Table 1 (see Exhibit A attached)
presents the approximate effect of reducing the acreages as
shown.

Question wusing $100,000 per acre as value for Tland
acquisition (Steve Pechin, Dennis Bennett, Jeff Kirst,
Council).
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Based on comments from other developers, staff feels the
$100,000 figure is reasonable considering the City will
have to have appraisals done and pay prevailing market
rates at the time of purchase. This action will occur
nearer to development time, thus land will be more
expensive than land purchased years ago on speculation.

In computing the area of existing community buildings, ware
leased facilities included and how doss it effect the
program; is there a list of the existing facilities (Steve
Pechin, Jeff Kirst)?

The facilities used in determining the existing standard
are:

Hutchins Street Square Cafeteria 6,400 SF
Camp Hutchins Room 6,006 SF
Hutchins Street Square North Complex 19,600 SF
Hutchins Street Square Pool Area 5,400 SF
Hutchins Street Square Fine Arts Building 8,700 SF
Recreation Annex, North Stockton Street 3,500 SF*
Kofu Park Building 1,800 SF
Lee Jones Building (@ Legion Park) 900 SF
Grape Festival Pavilion** 32,000 SF*
Grape Festival Chablis Hall 9,600 SF*
Recreation 0ffice Meeting Room 900 SF
TOTAL 94,800 SF

(use of indoor school facilities not included)
*Leased )
**Payilicn only available 5-1/2 months/year

This square footage was used in determining the amount and
cost of new community buildings (44,100 SF @ $100/SF =
$4,410,000). Reducing this square footage has a similar
effect on the fee as reducing park acreage, although the
amounts are smaller. See Table 1 (Exhitit A attached) for
some approximate alternatives.

Were revenues from renting/leasing community buildings
included in the program {Steve Pechin}?

No, City policy in setting rental rates is to attempt to
recover operating expenses only.

Police RAE’'s the land use is not as important a factor as
the area of town (Steve Pechin).

Possibly, but this s not accounted for in the methodology
and it would probably not be iegal to do so.

Residential impact fee comparison - Tracy is going down,
Galt's figure is only for certain parts of town and include
Mello-Roos figures, also the comparisons are distorted,
misleading and inaccurate (Dennis Bennett).
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Tracy's storm drain fee has been reduced from $5,204 to
$4,564; however, many of the other categories have gone
up. The total of $23,116 shown in the comparison is now
§23,661. We have also been informed that a suit is being
filed over Tracy's fees.

Based on correspondence from Bennett and Compton, the
City's comparison is accurate except in two categories:

Water - Depending on the area being developed, the fee is
$950 instead of $1,800.

NE Area - These fees were established to reduce the
Mello-Roos bond payments. They are used for capital
facilities 1including the types of facilities in Lodi's
proposed program, and in our mind fit the definition of an
impact fee.

Their letter provided the following fee examples:

1,331 SF home in NE area: $12,623.64
1,250 SF home not in NE area: $ 8,763.20

The City comparison showed $12,677 for a 2,000 SF home.
Given the wide variation in fee programs and situations, we
feel the comparison 1is sufficiently accurate for the
purpose intended.

The fee comparisons were not intended to te precise. Doing
so would require a specific project design in a specific
area for each city. The proposed City of Lodi fees are
based on providing the facilities listed for the General
Plan service area. The City Council may, as a matter of
policy, reduce the fees in order to be "competitive”.
However, this will transfer the burden to the General Fund
and/or Utility Funds. As discussed at the public hearing,
arbitrarily adjusting the fees opens the City to legal
challenge. Reducing the fees can be done by:

1. Lowering the service standard and
eliminating projects - This would uniformly
reduce the fee in each land use category for
the reduced standard fee category (i.e.,
Police, Fire, etc.).

2. Reduce the fee per RAE in any or all of the
fee categories - This would require
subsidies from other City funds in order to
maintain the service standard or would mean
deferring or eliminating projects, in effect
reducing the level of service.

3. Directly subsidize land use categories (such
as low income housing) by paying all or a
portion of the fee out of the General Fund
or other City funds.
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Fee, collection at Final Map versus Building Permit stage
(Dennis Bennett).

tater collection will increase fees and create much more
administrative burden, i.e., billing and tracking every
parcel versus one map. Charging to collecting all fees at
building permit would mean recalculating to a square
footage basis for commercial/industrial and presumably per
dwelling unit for residential. We could split with some
categories at map and others at building permit. We
already collect storm drain fees at map stage.

Parks standard distorted especially considering Lodi Lake
and School acreage, need more analysis (Dennis Bennett).

The standard is a policy decision; the data is there for
Council to decide. The first Parks project is a new Parks
Master Plan which will more precisely define the nature of
the new parks, improvements to be inciuded, etc. Staff
suggests that is the time to do more analysis and fine-tune
the fee program.

School acreage was not included in the existing standard
nor included in future additions since the City has no
control over either situation.

Need more analysis on General City Facilities Fees (Dennis
Bennett).

Again, this is a policy decision on the Ccuncii's part as
to what projects should be paid out of fees versus the
general fund or simply deleted. All the City Facilities
included are needed to accommodate growth.

Effect on house price of borrowing money to pay fTees at
Final Map stage (Dennis Bennett).

The impact fees for a single-family subdivision at 5 lots
per acre total $7,634 per lot. At 15% interest for 18
months, the additional cost to be passed on the home buyer
is approximately $1,700 plus whatever the developer and
builder mark up their costs. These numbers are comparable
to a realtor's fee on a $150,000 sale ($9,000 @ 6%).

This is over-estimated however, since it includes the time
spent building the house. In collecting at building permit
stage, there is still 6 months' or so interest while the
house is being built. In collecting at that later stage,
the fee will have to be approximately 4% higher to account
for the loss of interest revenue in the fee program. These
two factors would reduce the additional amount
approximately $800 plus markup. We also would assume that
with the growth management program, we will not see
excessive numbers of 1lots mapped so there shculd be a
shorter time between map filing and home construction.
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Lodis proposed Park standard is 3.4 acres per 1,000
persons served. What 1is the parks standard for other
agencies (Council)?

Stockton - 3 acres per 1,000 residents (considering
commercial/industrial impact)

Davis - standard is area/distance based
Tracy - 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents
Manteca - 5 acres per 1,000 residents

Woodland {(draft) - 3.2 acres per 1,000 persons served plus
additiona. standards for facilities and regional parks

Relationship/methodology between Commercial land use and
Police, Fire and General City Facilities and sales tax
revenue (William Mitchell).

No credit was offered for potential sales tax revenue.
These sources don't even pay for Police, Fire, and Parks
and Recreation operations, let alone new capital facilities.

Difference/relationship between commercial fees (especially
streets) based on per acre basis versus per 1,000 SF of
building area (William Mitchell).

The basic decision to use CGeneral Plan land use categories
to keep the fee program simple and to collect at map stage
means that acreage must be used since specific project
plans are not available then. This also evens out small
differences in land use and is much simpler to administer
(fewer arguments over trip rates for specific types of land
use nor worrying about minor changes in land use). Given
this, there will always be at least 50% of the projects who
fecl they are below the average and should get a fee
reduction. That could be done, but only if we charge the
other 50% a higher fee.

Why have parallel water mains on certain streets (Council)?

This is done on major streets and provides better service
to what are wusually large parcels needing many fire
services. It reduces the need to cross the major street
repeatedly which is expensive since such crossings are
usually bored rather than open cut.

Police "existing persons servaed" is 80,207 per Table 7-1.
This seems high (Council).

The naumber includes an accounting of residents and
employees based on the various General Plan documents. It
is consistently used in the existing land use and project
land use, although it is recalculated separately for each
fee category.
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The. additional number of firefighters appears to be more
than that needed for the new station. Is it “"top heavy"
.(Counci1)?

The projects/equipment shown on Table 8-1 are per the Fire
Long Range Plan which includes:

- A 4-person "quint" (combined truck/engine) at the new
Station 4, which includes 1 captain (mid-management)

Adding a firefighter to the east side truck company

Adding 2 fire inspectors

~ Adding 1 public education specialist

Adding 1 hazardous materials specialist

A1l are firefighting personnel. This is a totai of 23
positions for which equipment costs only are included.

We are collecting fees for a fire station that will not be
built for a few years (Council).

The collection of fees for future projects is in compliance
with State law given that we have a long-range Capital
Improvements Program.

Parks and Recreation, Page 78, Paragraph 2 says 770 SF is
the existing building standard (Council).

That is a typographical error; the correct figure is 1,800
SF.

If a service club or private donation builds a park
improvements, what happens to the fee (Council)?

When a project included in the fee program is funded from
another source, the cost estimate would be changed at the
next fee program update along with any other changes and/or
cost increases; thus the total fee would be adjusted
accordingly.

why don't we reimburse the City for the cost of land
already purchased (Council)?

That could be done. However, then the land could not be
counted as part of the existing standard. For example, the
semi-developed portion of Pixley Park {C-Basin) was counted
in the existing standard. It could be removed from the
standard and included in new parks. In some specific cases
(such as the rest of C-Basin), the undeveloped land was
purchased with impact fee (Master Storm Drain) funds so it
would not be appropriate to “buy" it again. In other
cases, such as the 13-acre lLodi Lake Park expansion, the
land was acquired many years ago {more than 10) and it
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would be difficult to determine the purchase terms and
conditions. In the case of streets where we included
recent widening projects, the cost of land (Right-of-Way
dcquisition) was included. We would include some allowance
for park land already owned if Council so desires and City
provides specific direction. This would of course increase
the fee. An example is shown in Table 1.

Why 1is the level of service standard for City Hall being
increased per Page 91, Table 10-1 (Council)?

The analysis for City Hall reflects that fact that the
existing building 1is overcrowded, thus the total cost of
the project cannot be placed on new development. The term
"level of service standard" in this case is misleading
since it is a statement of existing conditions, not a
desired level of space allocation. The future total is
based on the present plans for the expansion of the
building and matches the projections of City Hall personnel
increases throughout the life of the General Plan.

Additional Discussion

Although there were no specific questions, the issue of
"affordable housing” was discussed. This issue involves
much more than just impact fees and includes land prices,
construction costs, interest charges, profit margins and
"the Market". However, the following discussion Jjust
addresses impact fees.

Certainly anything that increases expenses to developers
and builders has the potential of increasing the final sale
price. The issue of “who ultimately pays” is not clear and
depends on many local factors. According to the latest
information staff received at a recent seminar on impact
fees, there have been very few rigorous studies that
attempt to answer this question. These few indicate that
while there 1is an increase, it is "trivial" when compared
against increases due to other factors.

This seminar included some discussion on the "impact" of
impact fees. Ten suggestions on offsetting their impact
are attached as Exhibit A. Given the City's 2% Growth
Management Plan, some of these suggestions are not
possible. Note that No. 7 suggests fees be charged as
early as possible in the approval process. Numbers 9 and
10 and similar alternatives would require a much more
active role by the City in the area of housing programs.
Suchk programs could be handled by other public agencies on
a contract basis, by a consultant, or by new City staff.

Recommendation/Action

At this point, staff needs Council direction ¢en how to
proceed with the Development Impact Fee Program in order to
complete the enabling ordinance and implementing
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resplution, The draft fees as presented need to be
recalculated anyway becsuse of the changes. Also, the
calcuiations started with revenue and expenses in fiscal
year 1990/91. Obviously, the program will not start then.
We do wish to proceed as quickly as possible; the City
cannot collect any of its county-wide 1/2¢ saies tax
(Teasure K) allocations until we have a traffic fee in
place.

Council decisions are needed on the following issues that
have been raised which will also affect the fes calculation:

1. RAE Schedules - In addition to the water and
sewer changes, if the Council has
questions/concerns on other schedules (such
as Parks and Recreation and
commercial/industrial land use), these
should be resolved.

2. Projects/Standards - A decision should be
made on the project list and standards used,
especially in Parks and Recreation where the
most questicns were raised; also the land
value figure should be agreed upon.

3. Fee Collection - The issue of collecting at
Final Map versus Building Permit is
critical. In changing to building permit,
staff would recommend changing the
residential acre equivalent factors (RAE's)
to a dwelling unit  and 1,000 SF
commercial/industrial basis.

ke e o
Also presented for Council review was the feHewing Reviser
Draft (June 20, 1991) of the proposed 1991 Fee and Servic:
Charge Schedule.



CITY COUNCIL MEETING
June 21, 1991

Following a lengthy discussion, with questions being posed
by members of the Lodi City Council and members of the
audience, the City Council took the following actions:

a) On motion of Council Member Snider, Sieglock
second, the City Council determined that the
Parks Standards as described in the Fee
Study, including the acreage standard of 3.4
acres per 1,000 persons served, be adoptad.
The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Council Members - Pennino, Sieglock,
Snider and
Hinchman {Mayor)

Noes: Council Members - Pinkerton
Absent: Council Members - None

b) On  motion of Council Member Sieglock,
Hinchman second, the City Council
unanimously voted that the parks residential
acre equivalent factors described in the Fee
Study be approved and that a Parks and
Recreation Master Plan study be done.

c) On  motion of Mayor Hinchman, Sieglock
second, the City Council unanimously voted
that all of the projects shown in the Fee
Study be included in the Fee Program.

d) On motion of Council Member Snider, Sieglock
second, the City Council unanimously voted
that the Fee Program provide for fees to be
collected at Final Subdivision Map or, when
not applicable, at Buiiding Permit.



A AN B

o ot AR TR AT £ TR

- ST

GUIDELINES AND STANDARD CONDITIONS APPLYING TO ALL
NEW DEVELOPMENT

1. PROPOSED OPERATION OF PHASED ALLOCATION PLAN
Pive Year Plan

A "rollihg” five-year phasing period will be in effect, whereby

~ the City will annually plan the unit phasing for an additional

year, and make modifications as needed to prior phasing
determinations. Annual amendments will, however, ke lim

=14 mited to
approving additional areas or units for earlier phasing, but not
removing earlier phasing approval unless requested by the
applicant, upon legal expiration of an approved tentative map, or
other circumstances particular to that project.

City consideration for modifying prior allocations should include
financial commitments (subdivision improvement agreements, etc.)
and requirements of executed development agreements.

II.  GUIDELINES

The following are the guidelines that apply to the phased
allocation system and the standard conditions that apply to all
projects within the phasing system. Exception or modification to

these Guidelines is subject to approval from the City Council and
would require the adoption of a resolution.

A. EXCEPTIONS:

The following types of uses would be permitted to be processed
and approved at any time, in addition to those

base units
‘approved for the 5-year phasing plan, provided

all developnent
conditions are met and required infrastructure

is or will be
provided: .
1. Housing units granted allocations prior to adoption of
the Phased Allocation Plan provided the original
project has not been rezoned; these units are subject
to the standard conditions adopted in the corresponding
allocation, rather than those of this phasing plan:
2.

All commercial and industrial development, until and
unless the City Council finds probable cause that the
proposed timipg of such development threatens the

City's fiscal balance relative to Prop. 4 (Gann limit):
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3.

All types of development, including residential, within
*he Ccre Area;

Infill residential development on 10 gross acres or
less for lcts created prior to January 1, 1989, and
with a residential land use designation on the General
Plan Map, such lots may be further subdivided:;

Affordables housing units meeting or exceeding the
designated inclusionary standards for very low and low,
50% and 80%, respectively, of median income for the
MSA.

B. STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR PRCJECTS INCLUDED IN THE

ALLOCATION SYSTEM:

1.

Each preject shall be considered based cn a master plan
sketch map and any other information provicded by a
project applicant.

Each» project allocation shall include a review for
adequacy of existing and anticipated City services and
facilities.

Unless specifically released with the project approval,
a minimum of 15 percent of the lots are o be sold to
other builders, including owner/buvilders, not to
include those builders who are otherwise included in
the current S5-year phasing plan. The developer is
required to sell such lots to other builders and a gcod
faith effort at sales must be demonstrated. The
Community Development Director may recommend releasing
the project from this requirement, subject to City
Council approval. The intent is to provide
construction opportunities for local, small builders
within major development areas of the City.

?he degree to which the affordable housing or other
incentives are being met will be examined and taken
into account at the time of the annual review.

Each prcject shall be required to submit an internal
project phasing plan, including the proposed phasing
for both single-family and nulti-family units approved
during the 5-year Phased Allocation Plan at the
tentative map or final planned development stage of
each project approval.
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6. INCLUSIONARY HOUSING: Phasing of a2ll residential
projects invclving lots, existing as of Januvary 1,
1389, that are more than 10 gross acres in size are to
be subject to the project's provision for inclusionary
nousing units. Inclusionary housing units are those
affordable to moderate, low, or very low income
households as per standards defined by HUD. These

units are also referred to as "affordable units" in
this plan.

a. The inclusicnary housing provisions shall be as
adopted by the City in the General Plan and shall
include adopted implementing programs, if any. AsS
applicable each development project shall:

1) Designate the location of inclusicnary units
for specified parcels on either the tentative
map or the final planned development map. If
a developer defers such designation to the
final planned development map siage,
additional environmental review may be
necessary.

2) Construct inclusiocnary units prior to or
concurrently with the allocated market rate
units to be constructed during the five-year
development phase.

b. If a density bonus option is exercised, the number
of increased units approved could be constructed
in addition to the base allocation of units for
that project. The additional units due to a
density bonus may not be constructed before the
designated affordable units are being constructed,
»r have been constructed.

PROJECT BUILD-OUT: Any project which is approved for
development would be permitted %o build-out within a maximum
of 15 years from the first year the project was allocated
units, provided minimum development conditions are met. A
project may be permitted to build-out in less than 15 years.

A minimum of S0 percent of the remaining units of a
residential project may be develcped during the 6th through
the 10th year after the first units were complete, and the
balance of the units may be developed during the 1lth

3
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through the 15th year after the first units were completed.
During each of the 15 years which woculd constitute the
maximum permitted Build-out period, some porticn of the
remaining units will be permitted tc be constructed each
year. The annual determination of this number will occur
during the annual updates of the S5-year Phased Allocation
Plan. :

UILDING PERMIT APPLICATION: Building permnits for the number
¢f units eligible for issuance within a given fiscal year
will not be accepted prior to July 1 for the following
fiscal year, with one initial exception. For 1989 onlv,
building permits will be accepted one month prior to the
beginning of the fiscal year, i.e. June 1lst.

ANNUAL REVIEW PROCEDURES FPOR MONITORING DEVELOPMENT PROGRESS

1. Staff will review actual development of all projects
within the current S-year phasing perieod, relative to
the unit completion projections. Aall applicants of
projects within the prior 5-year phasing period are
requested to submit either:

a) Confirmation of intent to proceed with development
schedule as proposed in the initial phasing plan
for the next fiscal year:

b) Requests to delay the timing of development of
units from that proposed in the initial annual
phasing.

2. Staff will analyze and report to the Planning
Commission and City Council on overall development
status, including development of affordable units, and
any request for delays in initial proposed development,
and will propose findings regarding any reasons for
development delays which appear to be beyond the
control of the developer(s), versus those determined to
be within the control of project developers. Reasons
beyond the control of the developer would include
regional and/or national detrimental economic
conditions such as prohibitively high interest rates,
or a major recession.

Based on evidence regarding lack of due diligence in

4
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develcping units and upon making appropriate findings,
the City may act to revoke units previously allocated,
by rescinding and/or suspending allocation of units for
subsegquent years. :

If the above action is taken, the commitment to permit
a maximpum build-out within 15 years from the first year
in which the procject received an allocation could also
be rescinded.

Any requests for mocdifications to annual unit
allocations for a project are to be included in the
developer's report on the construction status of the
projects allocated units. Interim modification
requests may be considered only when necessitated by
economic and financial constraints. All such resquests
shall include information as requested by the City, and
shall be subject tc the approval of the Planning
Commission and City Council.

Housing units which are allocated, but for which
building permits -are not issued, in any given fiscal
year, may receive building permits in the succeeding
fiscal year and shall not be subject to administrative
review through the annual review process. Housing
units which have been allocated for more than two
fiscal years prior to the annual review, but for which
building permits. have not been issued, shall be subject
to City review.

PROJECTS NOT INCLUDED IN INITIAL 5 YBAR ALLOCATICN: 2Zoning

and development applications for projects not included

within the initial 5 year allocaticn will be processed for

approval, consistent with Council-approved staff workload
and determination of General Plan consistency.

(phs.cen/jr2)

NN
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Gentlemen, «

I am writing at the request of Dennis Bennett regarding the
discussion of residential impact fee comparisons during the May
28th workshop. Mr. Ronsko requested any additional information
we may have regarding the fee structure in Galt, a community in

which we are developing and building.

I would 1like to start by delineating "impact" fees from
"standard" fees. Following the order of the exhibit labeled
"residential impact fee comparison", I offer the following:

WATER: This is not an impact fee, but a hookup fee. The

$1,800.00 cost is charged only if the project 1is not
participating in a well development program, i.e. on-site well,
storage tank, or participation in an assessment district that
provides these facilities. Of the 4 on-going projects we are
building in Galt, and the 5 future projects we are developing,
all are participating in assessment districts, thus our water fee
will be $950.00 per unit, payable at building permit. I should
add that to my knowledge there are no subdivisions in Galt of any
size, (25 lots or more), that are paying the $i,800.00 water fee.

BEWER: The $3,000.00 fee shown i3 the hookup fee for all
projects in the City and is paid at permit.

STORM DRAIN: This fee represents the acreage drainage fee paid
prior to final map approval. The fee is $1,800.00 per gross acre
and has been at that level for at least 3 years.

SBTREETS & ROADS: The amount shown of $1,139.00 per unit is
representative of the traffic Capitel impact fee changed at
building permit, if the project is outside the Northeast Specific
Plan Area. Projects within the NEASP area are charged $550.00

per unit at building permit.

POLICE & FIRE AND GENERAL CITY FACILITIES: These fees are
accurate representations of the capitol impact fees charged
City-wide and payable at building permit.

777 Sowvtibym bone, S e PO Box 1597 @ Lodli, California 95241 © (200) 33463805 ¢ (2000) 467-ROOO ¢ St License NO 434035
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NE AREA IMPROVEMENTS8, AND

NE AREA WATER STORAGE: These fees are unique to projects
within the NE area. They are not "impact fees"; they are per
unit costs of providing the improvements described and other
infrastructure, such as road construction, sewer tank lines, etc.
These fees came into existence at the reguest of the landowners
within the NE area in an effort to Xeep Mello Roos tax
assessments at a maximum $500.00 per year per lot level. These
3 fees are paid at building permit. '

Not including school fees our most recent permits paid in Galt
are as follows:

1331 sq. ft. within NE area $12,623.64
1250 sq. ft. outside NE area $ 8,763.20

In May of this year, a 60 lot project we own was approved as a
final map in Galt. The total fees collected by the City for that
project were approximately $166,000.00, or $2,766.00 per lot.
None of the final map fees paid were impact fees. I have
included the cost breakdown for that project for your files.

As I stated in a previous workshop session, and Dennis Bennett
stated during the May 28 session, we feel strongly that impact
fees should be charged at a point in time after final map. Other
than a small portion of General City Facilities, Fire, and
Police, the impacts created on the services are non-existent
until well after home construction begins. As Denn’s stated
during the May 28 workshop, the additional carrying costs of a
project having to pay 1mpact fees at final map will significantly
impact the cost of housing in Ludi, which is already unaffordable
to over 75% of it's residents.

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please feel
free to contact Dennis or myself. We look forward to developing
{(again!) in Lodi.

Sincerely yours,

%4f4£/4

Dale N. Gillespie
Project Coordinator

DNG/rle
cc: Dennis Bennett

City Council Members
Tom Peterson, City Manager

A:\WS2\LODI.IMP



068

EXHIBIT A

FEE SCHEDULE ~ MITCHELL ESTATES

1. Parkland Dedication $100,182.70
2. Computerized Input S 400.00
3. Map Updates $ 440.00
4. Final Map Review $ 553.00
5. Addressing $ 190.00
“6. Plan Check $ 14,366.28
7. Inspection $ 21,732.57
8. Storm Drain $ 25,614.00
9. Materials Testing ({deposit) $ 4,0.0.00

TOTAL $165,683.55



CITY OF LODI 1991 Fee and

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT Service Charge Schedule J
- , ™)
Development Impact Mitigation Fees:. | Revised Draft -
RAE = Residential Acre Equivalent ' 6/20/91
tand Use Catsgory Toral Fes Water Sewer Storm Drainage Streeta
per Acre RAE Fea/Acre RAE FeajAcre RAE Feo/Acre RAE Fee/Acre
Rasidentisl
Low Densitv $39,160 1.00 $5,500 1.00 41,080 1.00 $7.380 1.00 45,380
Madium Density $59,820 1.96 $10,780 1.96 $2,129 1.00 $7,380 1.96 $10,540
High Density $105,200 3.49 419,200 3.49 43,770 1.00 47,380 3.05 418,410
East Sids Residential $41,130 1.00 $5,500 1.00 $1,080 1.00 37,380 1.00 35,380
Planned Low Density 839,160 1.00 $5,500 1.00 $1,080 1.00 $7.380 1.c0 35,380
Planned Med. Denaity $59,820 1.86 310,780 1.96 $2,120 1.00 47,380 1.98 410,540
Ptanned High Dansity $105,200 3.49 813,200 3.48 $3,770 1.00 47.380 3.05 316,410
Commercial
Neighborhood $40,280 0.64 43,520 0.94 $1.020 1.33 $9,820 1.80 310,220
General $48,270 0.64 343,520 0.34 $1,020 1.33 49,820 3.82 $20.550
Downtown $40,280 0.64 $3,520 0.94 $1,020 1.33 $9,820 1.90 $10,220
Office 453,530 0.64 $3,520 0.94 $1,020 1.33 49,820 3.27 417,590
Industrial
Light $29,930 0.28 §$1,430 0.42 $450 1.33 49,820 2.00 $10,760
Haavy $28,870 0.26 41,430 0.42 $450 1.33 49,820 1.27 46,830
Police Fire Parks & Recreation General City
] RAE Fee/Acre RAE Fee/Acre RAE Feel/Acre RAE Feo/Acre
Residentisl
tow Density 1.00 $1,130 1.00 $510 1.00 311,810 1.00 48,37C
Medium Density 1.77 $2,000 1.96 $1,000 1.43 416,890 1.43 $9,110
High Density 4.72 45,330 4.32 $2,200 2.80 333,070 2.80 $17,840
East Side Residential 1.09 41,230 1.10 $560 1.10 412,990 1.10 47,010
Planned Low Density 1.00 41,130 1.00 $510 1.00 $11,810 1.00 48,370
Planned Med. Density 1.77 42,000 1.86 $1,000 1.43 $16,890 1.43 33,110
Flanned High Density 4.72 $5,330 4.32 42,200 2.80 $33,070 2.80 417,840
Commercial
Neighborhood 4.28 $4,840 2.77 31,410 0.32 $3,780 0.89 $6,870
General 2.59 $2,830 1.83 4380 0.32 43,780 0.89 45,670
Downtown 4.28 $4,840 2.77 41,410 0.32 33,780 0.89 35,870
Office 3.72 $4,200 2.46 41,250 0.54 $6,380 1.53 49,750
Induatrist
Light 0.30 3340 0.64 4330 0.23 $2,720 0.84 $4,080
Heavy 0.19 4210 0.81 $310 0.33 43,900 0.93 $5,920
See Note 4.

Refsrsnce: LMC $15.64.000¢ & Resolution 91—m

Notes

1. This schedula is & summeary only; refer to the referencs cited for details of applicability and interpretations.

2. LMC = Lodi Municipal Code; PWD = Public Works Department

3. Fees must be paid before wark is scheduled or applicabls Map/Permit issued.

4. Spacial zres asesssments or charges required by reimbursement agreements sre not included in this summery.

L Approved: Jack L. Ronsko. Pubiic Works Director Oate J

Page 4 ot 4  May 1991 PWODFEE4.XLS



MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi, Public Works Department

TO: City Council

City Manager
FROM: Public Works Director
DATE: June 20, 1991

SUBJECT:  Development Impact Fees - Public Hearing Questions and Responses

Following are responses to questions raised at the May 28 Development
Impact Fee public hearing. The questions are paraphrased from the tape of
the meeting. Some additional discussion is provided at the end of the
memo.

1. What is the "Value" of existing Parks and Recreation Department in
$/Acre for the existing City compared to the new fees? (Terry Piazza)-

Since the "existing standard" as defined is the same as that used for
calculating the fee, the "value" would be the same if replacement
value of existing facilities was used. The estimate for future rark
facilities took into account the existing inventory shown in Table
9-2 on Page 80 of the study. Thus, the new park facilities are
comparable to existing facilities. Explicitly answering the question
would require a more detailed inventory and additional estimates;
both requiring significant staff time and consultant expense,

2. Sewer RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design Standards and
Water RAE (Steve Pechin) -

The Design Standards, while based on the various Master Plans, were
written to cover the design of facilities within a development
project. The impact fee study relied on city-wide flow data taken
directly from the engineering consultants who worked on the General
Plan. The unit flow factors are not necessarily the same and are
more conservative in the Design Standards; thus, comparing the RAE
sche?u?e to the Design Standards will not provide consistent
results.

However, in reviewing this issue, the consultant found discrepancies
in both the Water and Sewer RAE schedules. The schedules have been
recalculated as follows:

MCCI101/TXTW.02M



City Council
June 20, 1991

Page 2
Category Water RAE Sewer RAE
Residential
Low Density 1.00 1.00
Medium Density 1.96* 1.96*
High Density 3.49~* 3.49*
fast Side 1.00 1.00
PR-LD 1.00 1.00
PR-MD 1.96* 1.96*
PR-HD 3.49% 3.49*
Commercial
Neighborhood 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
General 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
Downtown 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
Otfice 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
Industrial
Light 0.26 (was 0.92) 0.42 (was 0.33)
Heavy 0.26 (was 0.92 0.42 (was 0.33)

*Qriginal figure was rounded to nearest 0.1: used rearest 0.0l to
be consistent with other categories

3. Storm Drain RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design Standards
and Water and Sewer RAE's (Steve Pechin) -

The storm drain relative factors are the same as those presently in
effect. They were determined by the City in 1988 as part of the
update of the Master Storm Drain System Master Plan and Fee Program.
An analysis was done on the total cost of providing trunk lines,
basins and pumping facilities for residential versus commercial
development. The Design Standards only address runoff calcuiatioms.
While it could be argued that a more refined breakdown is possible
(for example, commercial versus industrial), the cost difference
would be less the difference implied by the Design Standards which is
only 13%.

Incidentally, the storm drain fees need to be recalculated due to
land use changes in the adopted General Plan and the omission of two
existing storm drain reimbursement agreements that are to be paid out
of the impact fee fund.

4. How does additional water system revenue from metering affect the fee
program? (Steve Pechin) -

Presumably, water rates will be set to cover maintenance,
replacements and contributions to general fund and no new capital
facilities. Of course, actual water rates are set by the City
Council. To the extent water conservaticn from metering reduces the
need for additional wells, future updates of the General Plan and
Water Master Plan would reduce the number of new wells needed. Then
the fee could go down.

MCCO101/TXTW.02M
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City Council
June 20, 1991
Page 3

5. What is the effect of removing Lodi Lake from the calculation on
existing park standard? (Steve Pechin) -

The lake itself accounts for 35 acres of the 101 acres of Lodi Lake
Park included in the existing standard. Eliminating acreage from the
existing standard and reducing the new park acreage to match the
existing standard will reduce the fee. The exact reduction amount
will depend on the results of the cash flow analysis. Based on the
average cost of new parks, Table 1 presents the approximate effect of
reducing the acreages as shown.

6. Question using $100,000 per acre as value for land acquisition (Steve
Pechin, Dennis Bennett, Jeff Kirst, Council) -

Based on comments from other developers, staff feels the $100,000
figqure is reasonable considering the City will have to have
appraisals done and pay prevailing market rates at the time of
purchase. This actior will occur nearer to development time, thus
land will be more expensive than land purchased years ago on
speculation.

: 7. In computing the area of existing community buildings, were ieased
§ facilities included and how does it affect the program; is there a
1ist of the existing facilities? (Steve Pechin, Jeff Kirst} -

The facilities used in determining the existing standard are:

Hutchins Street Square Cafeteria 6,400 SF
Camp Hutchins Room 6,000 SF
Hutchins Street Square North Complex 19,600 SF
Hutchins Street Square Pool Area 5,400 SF
Hutchins Street Square Fine Arts Building 8,700 SF
Recreation Annex, North Stockton Street 3,500 SF leased
: Kofu Park Building 1,800 SF
] Lee Jones Building (@ Legion Park) 900 SF
i Grape Festival Pavilion 32,000 SF leased*
3 Grape Festival Chablis Hall 9,600 SF leased
5 Recreation Office Meeting Room 900 SF

94,800 SF Total
i {use of indoor school facilities not included)
t *Pavilion only availabile 5% months/year

; This square footage was used in determining the amount and cost of

; new community buildings (44,100 SF @ $100/SF = $4,410,000). Reducing
this square footage has a similar effect on the fee as reducing park
acreage, although the amounts are smaller. See Table 1 for some
approximate alternatives.

8. Were revenues from renting/leasing community buildings included in
the program? (Steve Pechin) -

No, City policy in setting rental rates is to attempt to recover
operating expenses only.

MCCS101/TXTW.02M



City Counci)
June 20, 1991
Page 4

9. Police RAE's the land use is not as important a factor as the area of
town (Steve Pechin) -

Possibly, but this is not accounted for in the methodology ard it
would probably not be legal to do so.

10. Residential impact fee comparison - Tracy is going down, Galt's
figure is only for certain parts of town and include Mello-Roos
figures, also the comparisons are distorted, misleading and
inaccurate (Dennis Bennett) -

Tracy's storm drain fee has been reduced from 35,204 to 34,564,
however, many of the other categories have gone up. The total of
$23,116 shown in the comparison is now $23,661. Ve have also been
informed that a suit is being filed over Tracy's fees.

Based on correspondence from Bennett and Compton, the City's
comparison is accurate except in two categovies:

Water - Depending on the area being developed, the fee is $£350
instead of $1,800.

NE Area - These fees were established to reduce the Mello-Roos
bond payments. They are used for capital facilities including
the types of facilities in Lodi's proposed program, and in our
mind fit the definition of an impact fee.

Their letter provided the following fee examples:

1,331 SF home in NE area: $12,623.64
1,250 SF home not in NE area: $ 8,763.20

The City comparison showed $12,677 for a 2,000 SF home. Given the
wide variation in fee programs and situaticns, we feel the comparison
is sufficiently accurate for the purpose intended.

The fee comparisons were not intended to be precise. Doing so would
require a specific project design in a specific area for each city.
The proposed City of Lodi fees are based on providing the facilities
listed for the General Plan service area. The City Council may, as a
matter of policy, reduce the fees in order to be "competitive".
However, this will transfer to burden to the General Fund and/or
Utility Funds. As discussed at the public hearing, arbitrarily
adjusting the fees opens the City to legal challenge. Reducing the
fees can be done by:

1) Lowering the service standard and eliminating projects - This
would uniformly reduce the fee in each land use category for the
reduced standard fee category (i.e., Police, Fire, etc.).

2) Reduce the fee per RAE in any or all of the fee categories - This
would require subsidies from other City funds in order to
maintain the service standard or would mean deferring or
eliminating projects, in effect reducing the level of service.

MCCS101/TXTW.02M
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Page 5

11.

12.

13.

14.

3) Directly subsidize land use categories {such as low income
housing) by paying all or a portion of the fee out of the General
Fund or other City funds.

Fee collection at Final Map versus Building Permit stage (Dennis
Bennett) -

Later coliection will increase fees and create much more
acministrative burden, i.e., billing and tracking every parcel versus
one map. Changing to collecting all fees at buildinag permit would
mean recalculating to a square footage basis for
commercial/industrial and presumably per dwelling unit for
residential. We could spiit with some categories at map and others

at building permit. We already collect storm drain fees at map stage.

Parks standard distorted especially considering Lodi Lake and School
acreage, need more analysis (Dennis Bennett) -

The standard is a policy decision; the data is there for Council to
decide. The first Parks project is a new Parks Master Plan which
will more precisely define the nature of the new parks, improvements
to be included, etc. Staff suggests that is the time to do more
analysis and fire-tune the fee program.

School acreage was not included in the existing standard nor ircluded
in future additions since the City has no control aver either
situation.

Need more analysis on General City Facilities Fees (Dennis Bennett) -

Again, this is a policy decision on the Council's part as to what
praojects should be paid out of fees versus the general fund or simply
deleted. All1 the City Facilities included are needed to accommodate
growth.

Effect on house price of borrcwing money to pay fees at Final Map
stage (Dennis Bennett) -

The impact fees for a single-family subdivision at 5 lots per acre
total $7,634 per lot. At 15% interest for 18 months, the additional
cost to be passed on the home buyer is approximately $1,700 plus
whatever the developer and builder mark up their costs. These
numbirs are comparable to a realtor's fee on a $150,000 sale (59,000
@ 6%).

This is over-estimated however, since it includes the time spent
building the house. In collecting at building permit stage, there is
still 6 months' or so interest while the house is being built. In
collecting at the later stage, the fee will have toc be approximately
4% higher to account for the loss of interest revenue in the fee
program. These two factors would reduce the additional amount to
approximately $800 plus markup. We also would assume that with the
growth management program, we will not see excessive numbers of lots

MCCO101/TXTW.02M
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

mapped so there shohld be a shorter time between map filing and home
construction.

Lodi's proposed Park standard is 3.4 acres per 1,000 persons served.
What is the parks standard for other aagencies (Council) -

Stockton - 3 acres per 1,000 residents {considering
commercial/industrial impact)

Davis - standard is area/distance based
Tracy - 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents
Manteca - 5 acres per 1,0C0 residents

Woodland (draft) - 3.2 acres per 1,000 persons served plus adgitional
standards for facilities 2nd regional parks

Relationship/methodolegy between Commercial land use and Folice, Fire
and General City Facilities and sales tax revenue (William Mitchell) -

No credit was offered for potential sales tax revenue. These sources
don't even pay for Police, Fire, and Parks and Recreation operations,
let alone new capital facilities.

Difference/relationship between commercial fees (especiaily streets)
based on per acre basis versus per 1,000 SF of building area {William
Mitchell) -

The basic decisions to use General Plan land use categories to keep
the fee program simple and to collect at map stage means that acreage
must be used since specific project plans are not available then.
This also evens out small differences in land use and is much simpler
to administer (fewer arguments over trip rates for specific types of
land use nnr worrying about minor changes in land use). Given this,
there will always be at least 50% of the projects who feel they are
below the average and should get a fee reduction. That could be
done, but only if we charge the other 50% a higher fee.

Why have parallel water mains on certain streets? (Council) -

This is done on major streets and provides better service to what are
usually large parcels needing many fire services. It reduces the
need to cross the major street repeatedly which is expensive since
such crossings are usually bored rather than open cut.

Police "existing persons served" is 80,207 per Table 7-1. This seems
high. (Council) -

The number includes an accounting of residents and employees based on
the various General Plan documents. It is consistently used in the
existing land use and project land use, although it is recalculated
separately for each fee category.

MCCI101/TXTW.02ZM
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The additional number of firefighters appears to be more than that
needed for the new station. Is it “top heavy"? (Council) -

The projects/equipment shown on Table 8-1 are per the Fire Long Range
Plan which includes:

° A 4-persor "quint" (combined truck/engine) at the new Station &,
which includes 1 captain (mid-management)

Adding a firefighter to the east side truck company

Adding 2 fire inspectors

Adding 1 public education specialist

Adding 1 hazardous materials specialist

o 0 0 0

A1l are firefighting personnel. This is @ total of 23 positions for
which equipment costs only are included. '

We are collecting fees for a fire station that will not be built for
a few years (Council) -

The collection of fees for future projects is in compliance with
State law given that we have a long-range Capital Improvement Program.

Parks and Recreation, Page 78, Paragraph 2 says 770 SF is the
existing building standard (Council) -

That is a typographical error; the correct figure is 1,800 SF.

If a service club or private donation builds a park improvement, what
happens to the fee? (Council) -

When a project included in the fee program is funded from another
source, the cost estimate would be changed at thc next fee program
update along with any other changes and/or cost increases; “hus the
total fee would be adjusted accordingly.

Why don't we reimburse the City for the cost of land already
purchased? (Council) -~

That could be done. However, then the land could not be counted as
part of the existing standard. For example, the semi-developed
portion of Pixley Park (C-Basin) was counted in the existing
standard. It could be removed from the standard and included in new
parks. In some specific cases {such as the rest of C-Basin), the
undeveloped land was purchased with impact fee (Master Storm Drain)
funds so it would not be appropriate to "buy” it again. Ir other
cases, such as the 13-acre todi Lake Park expansion, the land was
acauired many years ago {more than 10) and it would be difficult to
determine the purchase terms and conditions. In the case of streets
where we included recent widening projects, the cost of land
(Right-of-Way acquisition) was included. We would include some
allowance for park land already owned if Council so desires and City
provides specific direction. This would of course increase the fee.
An example is shown in Table 1.

MCCOI01/TXTW.0ZM
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25. Why is the level of service standard for City Hall being increased
per Page 91, Table 10-12 (Council) -

The analysis for City Hall reflects that fact that the existing
building is overcrowded, thus the total cost of the project cannot be
placed on new development. The term "level of service standard" in
this case is misleading since it is a statement of existing
conditions, not a desired level of space allocation. The future
total is based cn the present plans for the expansion of the building
and matches the projections of City Hall personnel increases
throughout the life of the General Plan.

Additional Discussion

Although there were no specific questions, the issue of "affordable
housing" was discussed. This issue involves much more than just impact
fees and includes land prices, construction ceosts, interest charges,
profit margins and "the Market". However, the following discussion just
addresses impact fees.

Certainly anything that increases expenses to developers and builders has
the potential of increasing the final saie price. The issue of "who
ultimately pays" is not clear and depends on many local factors.

According to the latest information staff received at a recent seminar on
impact fees, there have been very few rigorous studies that attempt to
answer this question. These few indicate that while there is an increase,
it is "trivial® when compared against increases due to other factors.

This seminar included some discussion on the "impact” of impact fees. Ten
suggestions on offsetting their impact are attached as Exhibit A. Given
the City's 2% Growth Management Plan, some of these suggestions are not
possible. Note that MNo. 7 suggests fees be charged as early as possible
in the approval process. Numbers 9 and 10 and similar alternatives would
require a much more active role by the City in the area of housing
programs. Such programs could be handled by other public agencies on a
contract basis, by a consultant, or by new City staff.

Recommendation/Action

At this point, staff needs Council direction on how to proceed with the
Development Impact Fee Pregram in order to complete the enabling ordinance
and jmplementing resolution. The draft fees as presented need to be
recalculated anyway because of the changes in the final adopted General
Plan and the Water and Sewer RAE factor changes. Also, the calculations
started with revenue and expenses in fiscal year 1990/91. Obviously, the
program will not start then. We do wish to proceed as quickly as
possible; the City cannot collect any of its county-wide 1/2¢ sales tax
(Measure K} allocations until we have a traffic fee in place.

Council decisions are needed on the following issues that have been raised
which will also affect the fee calculation:

MCLI101/TXTW.0ZM
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1. RAE Schedules - In addition to the water and sewer changes, if the
Courcil has questions/concerns on other schedules (such as Parks and
Recreation and commercial/industrial land use), these should be
resolved.

2. Projects/Standards - A decision should be made on the project list
and standards used, especially in Parks and Recreation where the most
questions were raised; also the land value figure should be agreed
upon.

3. F-e Collection - The issue of collecting at Final Map versus Building
Permit is critical. In changing to building permit, staff would
recommend changing the residential acre equivalent factors (RAE's) to

a dwelling unit, and 1,000 SF commercial/industrial basis.
évo[\ fn«\%’

Jick L\ Ronsko
Phblic Morks Director

JLR/RCP/mt

cc: Concerned Citizens
Nolte and Associates
McDonald and Associates
Assistant City Engineer
Department Heads

MCCI1G1/TXTW.02H



Table 1
APPROXIMATE PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE REVISIONS

"Existing" Future Cost of Fee Diff.

Standard Additions Future per PAE
Additions
Parks
With Lodi Lake 177.8 Ac 83.0 Ac  $12,991,000* 511,810 -
Deduct Lake 35 Acres 142.8 Ac 66.7 Ac  $10,450,000 {approx.) $10,210 -S1,600
Deduct 50% of Lake 35 Acres 160.3 Ac 74.8 Ac  $11,710,000 (approx.} $11,000 -S 810

Camunity Buildings

With A1l Facilities 04,800 SF 44,100 SF $ 4,410,000 $11,810 -
Deduct All Leased Facilities 49,700 S 23,120 SF $§ 2,312,000 (approx.) $10,490 -51,320
Prorate Pavilion SF 77,470 S 36,040 SF $ 3,604,000 (approx.) S$11,310 - 500

Land Peirbursement

Lodi Lake 13 Acre Expansion - - $ 1,300,000 {approx.) $12,630 +S5 820

*Master Plan, Comunity Buildings, and miscellaneous projects subtotal $5,749,000 for $18,760,000 total program

MCCO101/TXTW.02M



Exhibit A

Offsetting the Impacts of Impact Fees

Connerly (1988) argues that impact fees are simply bad policy because of their
tendency to force higher prices and thereby displace lower- and middle-income house-
holds. Huffman, Nelson. Smith, and Stegman (1988) warn that impact fees may displace
development to areas that may be less able cope with that development. They also warn
of fiscal effects. The problem is that public officials have not generally come to grips with
these or other eifects of impact fees. Where impact fees are relatively small, bowever as
they scem to be at the present time in most communities assessing them — any impact of
impact fees will be practically meaningless.

Nevertheless, where communities are concerned about prospective adverse impacts
of impact fees, they may pursue any of several mitigating policies / Weitz, 1984). The aim
of such policies is to shift as much of the burden back to ow sers of vacant land as
possible, soften the magnitude of impact fee effects on housing prices by encouraging
greater land use intensity, and distribute the remaining burden among tenants of new
development and developers so that no party is burdened with the whole impact. What
exactly are those policies? Ten are suggested here.

1. Assure that long-range community plans adequately foresee future development
demand by providing enough land for that developmeni. That land must be
providud with suitable infrastructure. These efforts will keep the land market from
internalizing supply shortages attributable solely to unserviced land.

2. Give adequate advance notice to developers of impending impact fees. This may
be done through public hearings aad delayed effective dates. The objective is to
give developers enough time to negotiate more favorable land purchase prices.

3. Tailor impact fees to the effects that specific developments will have on com-
munities. Fixed fees fail to account for projects have relatively higher impacts
because of their location in more congested areas. Setting fees by service area of
facilities is one workable solution.

4. Attempt to provide a competitive market. In a tight market where demand for
developable land exceeds supply in the short term, public officials might allow
greater development density (where facilities can accommodate it), or allow
annexations.

S.  Assure consistent land use practices. When landowners perceive that zoning or
planning changes are easily acquired, they will force developers to pay prices
reflecting those expectations. Cornmunities shouid bold firm to land use designa-
tions.

6. Many communities under-assess vacant land or extend it certain open space tax
preferences. Such practices subsidize speculative behavior, allow landowners to
hold land for longer periods, and enable landowners to demand higher prices than
the market would otherwise justify. They should be reconsidered.

30
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Assess impact fees at the stage in the development process that ca. have the least
impact on prices. Consideration might be given to assessing the fees upon approval
of a project. This has the effect of forcing developers to internalize the fee as a
cost before selling land to builders. It should encourage developers to negotiate
lower land prices.

As a practical matter, the farther along in the development process the fee is

assessed, the more likely it will passed along to buyers. Assessing the fee at the building
permit stage has the advantage of raising revenue approximately when the impact is felt
while keeping the fee relatively far away from buyers. Assessing fees upon completion or
explicitly shifting fees to buyers will not put downward pressure on sellers of vacant,
buildable land and will instead guarantee forward linkage of the fee.

8.

10.

Communities should consider more flexible use of local improvement districts. If
communities can extend to new development lower borrowing rates and allow
repayment of the fee over a long period of time, the potentially adverse effects of
impact fees may be greatly reduced.

Communities should aggressively pursue subsidized housing programs offered by
the federal and state governments. Connerly (1988), for example, calculates that
the impact fee burden on lower-income households can be nearly completely
eliminated by use of federal low income housing tax credits.

Some communities pay the impact fee for lower- and middle-income housing from
the general fund or other sources. This has many attractive features. First, there
is little adverse impact on the construction of affordable housing. Second. the
impact fee revenues are in fact raised and put into necessary, earmarked accounts
for use by specific facilities. Third, it is the community at-large that subsidizes such
housing with payment of the fees. Loveland, Colorado, and Broward County,
Florida, are among communities that do this.

Communities should consider an impact fee mitigation policy package comprised of the
combination of those policies that together show the greatest promise for offsetting the
impacts of impact fees.

Source: "A Practitioner's Guide to Development Impact Fees" by

James C. Nicholas, Arthur C. Nelson, Julian Juergensmeyer

Course notebook from 1891 seminar on Development Impact Fees
81



MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi, Public Works Department

70: City Manager
Department Heads

FROM: Public Works Director

DATE: January 23, 1991

SUBJECT: Administrative Draft of Impact Fee Study

Attached is a copy of the administrative draft of the Impact Fee Study
prepared by Nolte/Angus McDonald. Richard Prima will be attending our
next Department Head meeting on January 28 to review with all of us the
general concepts that were used in the development of this proposal.
Richard will hopefully be able to answer any general or minor questions
that you have concerning your portion of the study at this meeting. If
necessary, we will make arrangements to also meet with you on an
individual basis to discuss this draft.

It is important that we provide our comments back to Nolte/McDonald by
February 1 in order that we can keep this project moving ahead. Once this
draft is revised, the Public Works staff, together with Nolte/McDonald,
will be meeting with local developers and engineers to review this
document. We do not want to make this information public until this draft
is revised. -

Table 2.2 shows a recap of all proposed fees.

If you have any questions concerning this prior to the Department Head
meeting, please contact me.

’égz«,éz
\ ;
Jack L. Ronsko
ubliic Works Director

JLR/mt

Attachment

cc: Assistant City Engineer
Nolte and Associates, Wally Sandelin
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; Purpose of the Fee

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION e

INTRODUCTION /,f’ ) 25

The enactment of AB 1600 (Government‘tbde §66000 et. seqg.) has generated~
formal and stringent requ1rement$3?br documenting the basis for valid
development impact fees. In rékponse to the changing legal clxmate, as well

as the desire to have a cqmprehens1ve financing plan for ths various public:,
facilities in Lodi, thepkurrent fees must be updated and,new ‘numerous fees "
need to be 1mp1emented ' L L L

The goal of th'Publ1c Facilities Financing P}an 1s,to prepare development
impact feeswwh1ch will provide funds to construct-various types of
1mprovements such that the City of Lodils_ adopted level of service is
maintdined throughout the planning period. --This" -goal will be attained

cofisistent with the requirements of AB;ISOB" T

" The purpose of the dexe]op ant 1mbact fees is to provide adequate financing
-for the var1ous/pébT*c faci ity projects that ara required to implement the

01ty s General“Plan. .The fee is imposed such that new development will bear
1h5 fair sﬁare of pnny1d1ng adequate 1nfrastructure

Thefﬁees coT]ecféd w111 be used to finance the<des1gn, constructicn, and

lnspeqtion of streets and roads, Water, Seuer, Yrainage, Parks and Recreation,
Policé; Fire, and General City facx]wtxes. The fee revenue will also be used
for a mﬁdor update of the fee prograng*wh1ch is to be performed every 5 years.

o

Planning P@r1od -

-
The proposed ‘General Plam before the City of Lodi covers a planning period of
April 1987 to 2QQ__,/ or the purposes of the fee study, the planning period
was broken down into fiscal year increments: 1990/91, 1991/92, 1992/93,
1993/94, 1994/95, 1995/96, 1396/97, 1997/98, 2001702, 2002/03 and 2006/07.

The pianning increments are the basis for projecting fee co!lections, capital
improvement expenditures and cash flow analyses.

Basis of Costs

Capital improvement schedules have been prepared for the Proposed General Plan
that cover water, sewer, storm drainage, streets and roads, police, fire, and
General City facilities. Capital costs included in the general facilities
category are, for example, city hall expansion and remodel, library
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construction, fee program monitoring, parking lot construction, and
miscellaneous projects not falling into other irfrastructure categories.
Project descriptions for each project were developed with the assistance of
City staff, other City-retained consultants, and the authors. For ‘each major
project, estimates of cost have been prepared utilizing current costdata from
the City, recent bids for similar projects, contractors and suppliersy.
Estimates of cost are based upon Januarx,r’ 1990 dollars throughout th?s
report. Estimates of construction cost'are based upon the Engineering Nkws
Record 20-Cities Average Construcbddn Cost Index for January 1990 of 467&—

r u _,

Background - Deve]opnent Eorecast

e

The first step in cat£ﬁ1at1rg a valid development 1mpact fee is .to prepare a ;}
forecast of the timing and rate at which the City-will-develop.” This forecast -
must be cons. 4Lent with Lodi’s General Plan and?Grouth Management Ordinance.

The deve}opment forecast serves two qustes

The development forecast provides; the/basis for determining when the _/“J
required infrastrmicture must-be compTeted to maintain the targeted ]eve]

of cervice set fortc/byvthe aity [ )

<

ﬁ:- The development rorehast p]ays a significant role in forecast1ng cash

) flow. The amount-of de&e]opment that occurs throughout the planning
;f period determines the amount of the fee and the deveJopment in any
- part1cu1ar year determ1nes the total dollars that are available to fund
= improvement prajécts.

( S

The Fdrecast of final mapping was prepared, par gross acre by the City of Lodi
and is-presented in Appendix A. Because. the City will collect these fees at
the time of the final subdivision map,ﬁt recorded, a forecast of final mapping
was used‘to estimate the inflow of-cash. A second forecast was prepared by
the City that presented the t1msﬁg of construction and is also provided in
Appendix B. Ferecasts of conStruction reflect the estimate of cash outlay for
capital 1mprovements The annual update of the fee program will include an
assessment of the extenit to which development in Lodi has been occurring as
forecasted. If rates of development begin to depart substantially from
expectations, the development forecast and fee program will be updated based
on a forecast that reflects then-current expectations.

‘«._r/

Residential Acre Equivalents

After the amount of development was forecast for each iand use category, a
conversion was made into the number of Residential Acre Equivalents {RAE’s)
that would be developed, for each category of public improvements. An RAE
factor measures the use or burden a land use places on a category of public
improvements (e.g., water supply or roadway improvements) relative to the use
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or burden placed on those improvements by an acre of 51ngle fam11y dwellings
in the low-density residential category. ) .

As one simple example, the water service RAE factors™ ref1ect relative water
consumption. Since the Low Density residenti31/Category is selected;as the
use from which all other land uses are measuréd, this land use categogy has a
RAE factor for all services equal to the,eXpected density of 1.C unit per
acre. A1l other RAE factors for the. qafegory of public services being ©
considered are scaled relative to‘£h1s "base" RAE factor for the Low Density

land use category. 1\r\* .4;,= .
For this example, the KAE'Yactors for water are calculatad’ln\the fol1ow1ng
manner for low density“and medium density r951dentialiaand use-categor1es i;
Assume a population'and unit density as shown belaw’ P i
Land U§g* -~ Population Un1b-ggns1tz
Low Density 2.75/unit o~ 5/acre y
~"Medium Density 2. 25/unit j /,”‘*“12/acre ;f;“

f!Also, assume a per capita.gwé?age\uatér consumption of 285 gallons perAday
! Therefore, the water de gé? aere can be calculated as follows: -~

Low Density/, —“\Bémhnd = 2.75 x 5 x 285 = 3,919 ga]/day/acre
z, ., Mediun Densny. /’, Demand = 2.25 x 12 x 285 - 7, 695 “gal/day/acre

By tﬁis methohé;the results indicate that the demand of medium density
residential land exerts a 2 times (7695/3919:% 1.96) greater demand upon water
supply-and transmission facilities than does low density residential.
Thereforg, a RAE factor of 2.0 is assigfied to medium density residential for
water remémbering, of course, that tow density residential is the baseline
having a RQ; factor of 1.0. -~

; THIS T A DRAYT (0
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P CHAPTER 2 _

o METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS -
SUMMARY OF FUNDING SOURCES e ’ ﬁii
Capital improvement projects to suppqrt the Proposed General Plan and otﬁer
City improvements are to be fundedithrough a number of sources. _In the cpurse

pe of identifying Proposed GeneraJTP1an capital improvements, a uumﬁer of -
existing deficiencies were identified in each of the service’ “areas that are:

e not to be funded by dqyg]bpment impact fees. City staff has projected, wherei
possible, the sourcessof funds to finance those projects and/ocportions of -

g projects that are/not development related as summarized ~in Table 2-1. 5,

4 4 /‘ -’.'_,f
Phasing of lmprovements for Maximum Eff1c1ency;

R

- The match1ng of required public 1mprovement~pn03ects to revenues from the P
development impact fee program was an | qtezat‘ve process that included close -~

p f/coordination with the Growth‘nanagement?fTan Two objectives were served -

X ‘ o The location and t1mxﬁg gi/new pub11c improvements in Lodi were- p]anned to

- help assure an ordgr%yrand cost-efficient pattern of development
- . T
erf @-, Public impr0vements were timed to assure that Leve] of Service (LOS)
targets for eachlserv1ce were maintained.

SZ Insofar as practrcal the growth rates that are part of the Growth Management

i Plan ¢an be accommodated throughout the City:" Development can occur
simultaneously in several areas of the Cify, rather than be concentrated in

?? one area’at a time. A temporary quasj‘monopoly on supply of developable land

toe is avoided. P

= The fol]ow;ﬁg paragraphs descf3be some of the basic assumptions and concepts

] that were used in arriving at project phasing. Additional informaticn
concerning specific facilities is included at the end.

5 iJ Assumptions/Concepts

. The following assumptions and concepts guided the process of preparing the

- development forecast and staging public improvements to meet LOS targets.

ot/

o Development of new residential land will be Timited such that the
B population will grow at 2% based on the September 1989 population. This
allows more units (acres) in the early years than in middle years due to
"catch up” after the wastewater moratorium.




TABLE 2-t 01722001
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COSTS AND FUNDING SOURCES

i CITY SHARE 8AN STORM STATE AND LOCAL OPTION
1 OF TOTAL QGENERAL WATER SEWER JOACUN DRAN FEDERAL GAS TAX SALES TAX WPACT
CONSTRUCTION CO FUND FUND FUNO COUNTY FUND FUND FUND FUND (1) OTHER FEE FUND

1. Weter Service 28,571,000 ] 30 0 0 0 » » » 33,571,000
2. Swwer Service 31,615,753 154,600 2 $24,000 0 E) ] ® $726,500 $681,753
3 Seor Dratnage 818,027,000 20,000 % ® 0 30 »© ) ® » 16,907,200
4 Sweens and Roade 814,700,187 109,300 © 0 287,000 ”® 538,000 $137,600 52,242,000 0 311,844,387
5 Purks and Racreation 338,572,000 87,273,300 ®© 0 © 0 ” 0 © $11.048,600 314,052,100
& Polos $2,578,000 L L] % E] ] 20 20 0 $148,000 52,430,000
7. Fre 62,185,000 $1,000,000 0 0 »0 %0 ® 0 0 0 $1,006,000
8. Owasrsl Chiy Facliies $15501,219 $1,230,270 $187,600 0 0 0 t 4 s 0 ] $14,074,449

o

{1} inchudes Meneurs X Fuading
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¢ Commercial development will tend to follow residential_@eye]opment, except
where one major development is currently being processed (Lodj Shopping
Center, also called Sunwest Plaza, at the SE corner of Lower Sacramento

Road and Kettleman Lane). s ‘>
e Industrial develcpment was assumed to growxhniformly f};
=

» The implementation of the Growth, ﬂanagement Plan will discourage neWJ
developments that require extpabrd1nary extension of utilities or other
improvements, such as truak:Yines through agricultural property Th1s
will help lower the costJBf development and reduce dwspupt1on of
agricultural activlﬁes o o

i}

Procedure for Staging Public Improvenents

The specifie’ steps that led to the staged Cap1tal’fmprovements Program are
descr1bed in the following paragraphs.

- T~ W

o7 The annual number of units to be a owed'was converted to acres based on. -
an average of seven units peEn acre f sér the Draft General Plan. -
/’ £ i 1 T
e Sub-areas surrounding thgycf%y wé?e identified based on available’ ‘storm
drain basins, u,Jl\ty trunk lines, major streets, Genera] Plan Timits, and
natural boundarfes ; N\ -

S i

o:°, The acreages were,matched with the sub-areas and. bruken into three phases:

he

.one 7 year, block followed by two 5 year bIocks.a
e
. The above iwo steps were repeated until, xﬁe acreage provided in each phase
matched the number of units in the f.rst step.
The major1ty of the projects were_ then placed in the appropriate phase
coincidingﬂuith development of the adjacent area. This would include projects
in which the impact fee fundfkou)d be used in conjunction with frontage
improvements by a developer such as for oversized lines and major street
crossings. As-noted in the assumptions, there should be few cases in which a
utility must be extended outside the development. (Exceptions and
clarifications are noted below.)

Careful attention was paid to the timing of construction of public
improvements, compared to increases in development and demand for services.
Each improvement was staged to insure that it would be completed and in place
before the actual level of service had declined below the City’s Level Of
Service target.

In support of the objective of avoiding degradation of service level, the City
of Lodi intends to collect development impact fees in advance of the date of
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I”ETransportation,a/f~ \

final inspection or the date a Certificate of Occupancy is issued. Delaying
residential fees to the time of occupancy would assure that completion of
public improvements would considerably lag the resident1a1 development that is
creating a significant percentage of the demand for “the improvements. To
avoid this situation, the City’s fee ordinanceS/prov1de that deve]dﬁgent
impact fees are due at the time that a fin;l/subdivis1on map is filed:, Public
capital improvements can then be construefed in parallel with the prodéss of
readying parcels for development and*ccnstructing residences. The serVice
capacity provided by the public Improvements can be in p]ace at the timethat
increased demand actually occufs’ :

e

g
3

The present document chstitutes a .proposed construcfion schedule or

plan...‘ for seventeen years. The variou5\fee ordinances wi]l ‘gnsure that ¢

*...an account has”been established and funds appvdprjated... “Accordingly,
the requirements of Government Code Section 66007 have been met. Lodi can
collect resfdent1a1 impact fees in advance of" fwna1 inspection or occupancy.

= P~ N
~ — L
[ o
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:Ccuunnts on Specific Projects and Servﬁg/ f’:\7 Rz;f

"4//

;’ The following paragraphg’gxp1a) xhe reasons for the staging of certain key

projects. .\\ S \\r-

‘\ \\.- A
A \,‘) L

2§J The nghway l)iﬁxbttleman Lane) Project Study Repert ‘was placed early in

“~ the program. ~This Report will take some time-ta do and the results will
'affect the;§cope and cost of subsequent groJects.

o Street capacity improvements were phé&ed based on examination of the
present and future volumes, capacity of existing improvements and the
capacity after the new improvement

-

Parks and Recreation ,,/’//

e The Haster -Plan_Study was placed early since it will take some time to do
and the results will affect the scope and cost of subsequent projects.

e Parks would be completed by the end of the phase in which adjacent
development occurred.

Water

o No new wells would be required in 1990/91 since no annexations/new housing
would be occupied in that year.

Y
A
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e Wells were added in each of 15 of the remaining 16 years_ in the Program.
It was assumed that the first wells to be added would-fiot require Granular
Activated Carbon (GAC) filtration units. Since the water system is highly
interconnected, wells need not be constructed within the area that is
being deve]oped It is possible to decide. where to drill an 1nd3V1dua]

well at the time that the additional cgpac1ty is required. \uh
/ ":{\
Police, Fire and Seneral Faci]itiesvg’ L
\ ‘\ﬁ \-'.'"

e Projects were phased basedfbﬂ discussions with the Police and Fire Chiefs
and other department head§ <

e The west side fltﬁ‘ﬁbuse was placed inithe frrst,bhase since it is located'
in the corresponding area.

e

Identifyinngrojects Curing Existing Def1c1enc1es
The entire T1ist of capital improvementS‘uas-rev1ewed to identify projects

which primarily cured existing def1c1¢¢cj¢s’“~Pr039cts that were excluded from” g

~the fee program based on thi luatipn are any type of replacement, repair

P

~ or renovation of an existjﬂg/ﬁgc litx'hhich provides for 1little or ne. _added

capacity. s //y’

-In addition, 1ap92fprogec%s‘ or groups of projects, in Parks.- and Recreation,

Police and Genera] City Facilities were evaluated on an_.jhdividual basis. The
rqsu]ts of ‘this level of analysis is that certain projcts were split between
neu.deve]opment {fee'program funded) and ex1sting -development . (other financing
souree) N 5

r

Two Tier Fee - The Case of Lodi General CTty Facilities

f

An example from Lodi’s fee programxcan illustrate the concept of the two tier
fee. The'gxample is illustrated”in Figure 2-1. The General City facilities
fee can be summarized with,tﬁe following facts. (A1l figures are in constant
January 1. 1990 do]lars))’

e During the perfod from 1990/91 through 2001/02 the total cost of the
improvements to provide capacity required to serve new development at the
targeted level of service is $8,093,369. The projects funded by the

General City Facilities fee are not curing any existing deficiencies.

Ay



FIGURE 2-1

Sewer Fee - City of Lodi
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s« During 1990/91 through 2001/02, a total of 1,568 General City Facilities
Residential Acre Equivalents (RAEs) will deve]op o

e The average cost in the period 1990/91 through/2001/02 is $5, 161 per RAE
and the fee necessary to fund the improvements in this period 1€,$5,482
per RAE. (The slight difference is due to interest payments, whigb are
explained subsequently.) - ﬁ%)

e The improvements constructed d&§§ng 1990/91-2001/02 will provide some-,
capacity that will be availaBle to serve development after-2001/02. Tbe
capacity available to_dévelopment after 2001/02 is a by-product of "lumpy
projects” (e.g. the~2fty Hall expansion) which can not be ‘broken down inte
smaller units. "creation of some excess capacfty, incidental to the -
demand created-by new development, is frequentfy unavoidabTe for temporary -
periods of time. . A

If development for period 2002/03-2006/07 happens, only an additional
$1,550,400 is required to serve the 73{*RAEs.foreCasted to develop in this o
period at the targeted level of service. ~This would require a fee of only ..~

-'$2,150 per RAE if the increment_of groyfﬁ occurring between 2002/03 and

2006/07 were charged for neeessapy incremental capacity and were allowed to
enjoy, at no cost, the {n¢iderital excess capacity financed by those-who
developed between 199_/91 knd 2001/02. .

This "free ride would be xnequitable On. the other hand; 2 fee during the
period 2002/03 2006/07° ‘of $4,482 would be sufficient to-fund the improvements
sTated for this pertod, as well as fully reimburse~a fair share of the
incidental excess capacity funded by development 4n 1990/91-2001/02. The fee
during 2002/03-2006/07 is higher than the qverage cost through 2006/07 of
$4,212 'because the funds collected subjec®'to contingent reimbursement are
reimbursed with interest, based on a_pate 2% above inflation.

./'

Conceptua?-}ssues and Concerns,

The nature and timing of>the General City Facility projects is such that they
are required texgxpVJde the targeted level of service to the new development
leading up to their construction. The projects will provide incidental excess
capacity which future development would then buy into. However, it should be
noted that the requirement for the capacity a project is providing, and the
timing of its construction is based on the development occurring prior to its
construction, not afterwards. In other words, if development occurred which
triggered the requirement for the project to be built, and no other
development subsequently occurred, that project would still be required to
provide the desired level of service for the then existing development. This
is an engineered finding supported by Nolte and Associates.

Separate fees are recommended for two distinct time periods.
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1. Fee For The Period 1990/91-2001/02: The impact fees.collected during this
period would finance the improvements that are requﬁred to meet Lodi’s
level of service target for new development during this time period.
Further, improvements financed by these fees are the minimal se¥;of
improvements that will provide the capacity required to serve theupew
development over this period. Due to ‘the fact that projects must Be built
as complete units they unavoidabﬂy*prov1de excess capacity inc1dent§1 to
the demand that would be p]acqﬁ;on them by new development through the
year 2000. C§: T -

'\J e

2. Fee For The Period. 2902/03 2006/07: The fee charged;dhring the period 'iiu

this period wou]d\ﬁe sufficient to meet three requirements =

/ -
e The additional facilities required to.se efnew deveiopment in the
period 2002/03-2006/07 would be funded. Lff

Those who necessarily f1nanced}fnc7denta1 ’excess capacity during the

A,ff' period 1990/91-2001/02 would b%’teimbursed with interest compounded on

the balance due (ah;ggzreal) i

e The final ba1ance(inxéa’h~fee account would be approx1mate]y’2ero

nghe fee for the perfod 1990[91 2001/02 has two components

/,

Portion of'Feg Not Subject To Contingent Reimbursement: “This component is
coTlected per\acrefef development and charged for the entire planning period.

Portidn of Fee SubJect To Contingent Reilbur52nent The portion of the fee
subjec¢t to contingent reimbursement is imposed per acre on new development 1in
the earYjer yéars of the fee program to insure funding for improvements on a
timely baS1s If development occurs according to the forecast, this charge
would not»Qe imposed through the“entire planning period. Those who develop in
the early years would be reimbursed from fee receipts from future development
if, and whenj that develepment occurs. The reimbursement would include
lnterest over th\?genrod for the portion subJect to contingent reimbursement
that was outstand The reimbursement- is not guaranteed as it is contingent
on future development actually occurring.

Method of Calculation

The portion of the fee not subject to contingent reimbursement is
approximately equal to the total cost of all improvenents, divided by the
total number of RAE’s that have been forecast to develop through the year
2006/07. This relationship is approximate, rather than exact, because the
balances in each development fee account earn interest, and interest is earned

/



‘-successive]y man1puTated udtll

by, and paid on, the outstanding portion of the fee that 1s subJect to
contingent reimbursement. - .,

The calculation of the portion of the fee subject to contwngent re*mbursement
is more complex. A heuristic algorithm is employed and successive 7z
modifications of three separate variables are “made. The first two va{jab]es
are the level of the portion subject to contingent reimbursement and the years
it is collected. The third variabley 5" the years in which the portion §hbJect
to contingent reimbursement, p1us¢atcrued interest, is repa1d from the funds
then available in the deve]opméht fee account.

v

A project phasing schedg?e is prepared, as determined by- thezdeveIOpment "5
forecast and the adonfed service standard, :showing the‘ttmlng ‘of the
expenditures required for each improvement. A forecastiof Residential Acre
Equivalents is'prepared then converted into aforecast of the amount of fee
not subject-to contingent reimbursement and fee subJect to contingent
reimbursement that will be collected En\each year. The fee and cost of
cap1ta1 improvements are inflated for jparppses of’analysis at the same rate. .
However, it was assumed that the inf]gﬁioﬁ’effects on the fee are lagged one -

0¥

< year due to the fact that tgg:fea is bpfy updated at the end of each year.~

The amount of both compdhent;:d? tbe fee, along with the years the. portlon
subject to contingen;~reimburfement is imposed, and subsequently repaid, are

. AN projects have been constructed at their then attua] year cost;

i

. {AJI yearly-ﬂéfic1ts in the Development Fee«account have been eliminated;

. The portion subject of contingent relmbursement balance, along with
accumulated interest, has been fully repaid. The balance in this account
at tke end of the plann1ng period is zero;

e Only a nom1nal surp]us_pemalns in the Development Fce account at the end
of the planning perjod’

Summary of Fees

A summary of the development impact fees is presented by General Plan land use
category in Table 2-2. This summary presents the summation of the impact fee
imposed for each of the relevant facility categories in the public facilities
financing plan. The fee for each particular cztegory of public improvement is
presented in the applicable chapter (e.g. Streets and Roads - Chapter 6).

Each fee, except the sewer impact fee is imposed citywide throughout the
entire planning period, and a portion of the fee is subject to contingent
reimbursement.




TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

ALL SERVICES
Total
M Feou Watet Sower Sorm Drainage Srects & Fowds
Portion Nat Portion Portion Kot Portion Portion Not Portion Portion Not Portion Portion Not Porion
Land Uss Categories  Uokt | Subject To SubjectTo  Total Subject To Subject To Total Subject To Subject To Total Subject To Subject To Total Subject o Subject To Total
Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent
Ralmbursement Reimbursement Reimbursament  Reimbursement Reimbursement Reimbureement Reimbursement Reimbursement Reimbursement Reimbursement
RESIDENTIAL
Low Deachty Acre 534,016 $2.610  $41.52% 4,187 £ E ALY 3500 5200 $700 £7,800 8276 38,078 4,726 $100 4,828
Medium Denalry Acrs 54,164 54,087 p02,220 8,374 0 937 $1,000 #6220 80 57,300 8278 58,078 39,281 1198 0,457
High Denwity Acte $102,487 84,136 $110,622 814,685 0 $14,655 .,7%0 o 52,800 7,800 £278 £3,075 ¢4y 808 s14.718
Easi Side Rasideniial Acre 541,023 $2.790 343,821 (ARt w sy 3500 0 5780 7,800 218 3,078 uB $100 34028
PLANMED RESIDENTIAL
Low Cenalty Acre 28,918 52,610 841,528 34,137 0 4,187 3500 260 3700 57,800 276 38,075 3,725 $100 34,826
Medium Denslry Acre $38,154 4,067 302220 #8376 0 $8,374 £1,000 52 $1,520 $7,800 §276 $s,076 $9,28t $1e8 39,457
High Density Acre $102,487 $3,135 $110,822 $14,065 0 514,655 $1,750 o0 2,600 $7,600 s278 $8.075 4an 506 $14.8
COMMERCGIAL
Neighborhood Comwmercia  Acre 340,311 54,403 54,774 s.e80 0 2,680 3625 025 5950 £10,374 68 $10,740 38,970 $190 9,108
Ganedal Commercial Acte $48,847 $.768 350,618 $2.680 ®n 2,880 3825 3328 3950 $10,374 5388 $10,70 $18,050 282 $18,432
Downtown Commercial Ao $a0,311 HAQ TN 32,680 0 32,680 3628 5328 $950 $10,374 5368 310,740 58,978 $190 N,168
Office Commercial Acts 0,61 35,725 386,088 $2.680 % 82,000 3628 5328 $960 310,374 68 $10,740 342,300 $891 2.0
INDUSTHIAL
Light lndustrial Acre 22,334 31,770 334,104 .52 0 $3,852 $188 $86 $261 510,374 $368 $10.7¢0 LX) $200 $9,850
Heavy Indusirial Acte $2.739 RO 536,264 $.482 © 3,862 $168 s28 $251 $10,374 5388 $10.740 36,004 s127 $8.120
Indusirial Reserve Acre $32,334 $1.770  $34,104 33,852 Y $3,852 $165 336 5251 $10,374 $368 510,740 $9,450 $200 $9.650
Parks and Genetal City
Pulice Fite Focreation Facilitivs
Portion Not Portion Portion Not Poction Portion Not Portion Portion Not Portion
Land Use Categories  Unit Subject To Subject To Total Subject To Subject To Total Subject Tu Subject To Total Subject To Subject To Total
Contingont Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingent Contingant Contingent Contingent
Reimbursement Reimbuisement Reimbursement Reimbursemant Raimbursement Rgimbuisement Reimbursement Reimbursement

RESIDENTIAL

Low Density Astr #1241 8426 $1,606 $518 5200 $718 512,024 2 s1200 87,92 51080 $9.273

Medium Density Acto $2.201 $754 $2.956 $1.017 %2 51,410 517,178 IRt AY) 511,322 51929 313,251

High Deasity Acre $5,853 $2.005 $7.858 $2.240 865 33,108 $33.610 30 $£33.619 $22,158 $3,778  $25.904

East Side Nesidentiy Acre $1.347 $a81 $1,808 $569 220 s788 $13.197 50 $13,197 .69 51,482 $10.180

PLANNED) RESIDENTIAL

Low Denslty Acre $1,241 $425 31,066 $518 $200 5713 512,02 0 $12021 57,920 51350 $9.273

Medium Density Acte .21 $754 $2.955 $1,017 £93 $1,410 $17,178 0 s12.a78 $NAR 51,029 $13.291

High Oensity Acre $5.853 $2.005 $7.858 $2,240 5365 $3,195 533,619 30 S8 322,158 2778 325904

COMMERCIAL

Heighborhood Commerds Acre $£,318 $1,821 $7.139 $1,435 8564 519N 53,018 LS SR AT 37.088 AR DA R

Genecal Commercial Acre .21 $1.102 $4.320 $1.000 $s6 $1,385 016 0 RNME 57,085 31207 S8R

Downtown Commercial  Acre $8.318 $1.821 $2,039 $1,435 $55¢ $1.9% $3.816 0 P8 57.085 $1.207  sew

Oftice Commrercial Acre 4,60 81,582 56,202 $1.27¢ 492 $1.766 $0.343 S0 36,543 12,08 320720 $1as

INDUSTRIAL

Light ladusuial Acre $374 5120 $502 $339 s128 $A61 $2.728 0 52,726 $5.081 3862 35823

Heavy \ndusuial Acre 202 £ 347 81 3318 $123 $4aat $3,95 $0 52,953 $7.338 51,250 58,584

Ingustial Reserve Acre $374 5120 3502 3333 $128 3461 52,726 30 52726 $5.061 362 55923

L L R 1 i, Y, AN RN
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tach fee will be fine-tuned annually to reflect 1nf1at1on and other minor
adjustments. 7 \
The various fee ordinances should provide for an’ automatac annual 1nérease in
proportion to the Engineering News Record ConStruction Cost Index, iy the
event that, for what ever reason, a more/réfined annual update is not done.
ﬁ‘ l.
Further, each fee will be subjecteﬂ:to a major revision every five years and
every time an event occurs, sudh“as a General Plan update, which could have a
significant effect on the fé€.” A major update should reflect changes in the
development forecast, g;uing of proposed projects, the projectxlist itself,
and changes in cost s¥nce the last revisiom. A maJor%rev1510n 5 year update)
of the financing ptan should extend the time frame’so that no Tess than 15 .,
years worth of'growth and required projects are used’to determine the fee
structure -

Changes In Land Use Entitlements

,fParcel may undergo redevelopme Pr a, ange to a more intensive land use.-
/ The development impact fees-th

i]]Lbe due reflect the difference between
the fee appropriate to tﬁe mo¥Fe “Intense use and the fee that would have been

f:appropriate to the pteyidus’use In concept, the various classes of
-jnfrastructure had;tﬁe~qapaqjty to meet the demand placed by. ‘the original land

use. The intensificatﬁpn of use will create additional dimand. Additional
capacity must‘be purchased through the 1ncrementa] deveﬁopment impact fee.

The oppos1te example to an intensification of. use’wou1d be a parcel that
develops at a use that is less intense than, i#ts land use entitlement. The
various fee ordinances should provide for-a “exception procedure” to deal with
instances that simply were not contemplated at the time that the ordinance was
adopted. “As a generalization exceptions should be granted sparingly.
Faci]ities‘were sized based on.-the expected land uses and in many cases
capacity wil] be provided ja“advance of total demand because of the inability
to build certain classes-6f projects in stages. If exceptions are granted
easily, particilarly-in the later years of the planning period, sufficient
development impact fees will not be available to complete the Capital
Improvements Program.

An additional consideration is that although a parcel may be developed
initially in a less intense use, it may undergo redevelopment in future years.
As a specific example assume that a parcel with commercial entitlements is
originally developed as a residence. The full commercial fee would be due.
If, subsequently the parcel was redeveloped, it would receive credit for the
fact that the full commercial fee had been paid. Only if the future use was
more intense than the commercial land use category would a higher fee be due.




LB

The amount and timing of redevelopment and reuse cannot be predicted with any
accuracy. Accordingly, the development forecast on whicbfﬂie fees were based
includes only new development. If pr0posals for srgntf1cant amounts of
redevelopment or reuse are forthcoming in futurel;ears, the effect” of this can
be considered during the annual update of the fee ord1nances 73

A
‘./

Successfully implementing a 17 year, 5734t96 558. Capita] Improvements

Program is a major undertaking. It w1¥1 require a very serious effort at
program management and monitor1ng¢&f actual performance as compared to ptan.

The Capital Improvements Broéram contains specific line items to provide the

cost of staff or consu]&;nt services to act as Program Managergfor the Capit}]

Improvements Programc, “A budget is also pravided for-& major General Plan s

gggate/Cap1tal Improvements Program and Dnvelopment'lmgact Fee ‘Update every ~
th year. -7 . L

The prqgram management function shou]d,include 2 “responsibility to monitor .
actual performance compared to plan. | ~manitoring function can be combined -
with any environmental impact monitor{ g,ardgram that is recommended either in’

.~ Environmental Impact Report j b on e h update of the City’s update of the
General Plan or in the EIBks’for~manp projects. .

K 2

7

13 The monitoring functigp caa'also include a responsibility to mon1tor actual
- fiscal performqpc9fof\t e" t%ty compared to the expectat1ons that were forecast

in the fiscal~aha]yszshof e General Plan.
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CHAPTER 3
WATER SERVICE

7 :< -7
OVERVIEW P : 3
/f } ",'_
Water service to Lodi residents is prov?ded by the City. Major componeﬁts of
the water system include wells, di§tribution piping and a single elevated-,
storage tank. The following sétfions will describe the City’s-existing sugp1y
and distribution facilities,>turrent planning for expansion-of the system, ...

policy relating to cost; .§haring for major fac1]1t1es, and ex.sting water -
service def1c1encie5f ) - -

7
-

Supply

Water for~ the City of Lodi is pumped directly from wells located within the
City timits. At present, wells discharge-d1r\gt1y into the distribution P
system. Of the 25 existing wells in the effy~—20 are currently producing. .~

~Two wells are not producing//ge:to con mination and a third well is be1ng

equipped for production. s
R\' /,/

lkwater quality in the agu\fkrs tapped by City wells is generally. good
“Recently adopted—DEpartmeht\of Health Service (DHS) standards-for

dibromochloropropane (DBCP) will impact the City because.the DBCP
cencentratlon at 12 well sites exceeds the new State athndard Presently, the
City is preparing. to conduct pilot studies of granuiar activated carbon
fiitration units~to remove the DBCP from the water. With respect to DBCP, the
betten we]]s are located in the northeast se;tor of the General Plan area.

Groundwater ievels within the basin heve stead11y dropped over the last vears.
Concerns” for salt water intrusion_is a regional concern but may not be a
threat to° Eodi due to influence-6f the Mokelumne River as a major contributor
to rep]enishment of the gronndwater basin.

Well yields in -Lodi_ are good. Individual wells produce an average of 1,600
gallons per minute.” Pumping levels vary across the well field by
approximately 80 feet, with the shallowest water in the northeast area and the
deepest water in the southwest area. The City operates a Supervisory Control
and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system to assist in operating the well field,
maintaining pressures in the system, and recording operating data.

Distribution System

Existing distribution piping within the City ranges in size from 2 to 14 inch.
By current standards, any distribution piping smaller than 6 inches is

N -
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+ Existing (1987) average day dgmﬁqd is

substandard. Smaller pipe was primarily used in the older portions of town
and it has, in many cases, been constructed in backyards,ahd aTTst

Backbone of the City distribution system consists, ef'a network of IO and 14
inch pipe laid on an intersecting grid. Grid/}ntersections are typf@a]]y
separated by a distance of 1/4 to 1/2 mile e ’
Pressures within the distribution s em are maintained using an elevated tank
and with assistance from the SCADA&system Water elevations in the tank- -are
consistently 165 to 180 feet”Aresulting in a 49 to 55 pound ger/square inch
pressure at the tank. -

,—1 Y‘(
Water Master Plan { \

Current olannind for the expansion of water supply and distr1bution facilities
to serve the‘C1ty through the period of the General Pian is embedied in the
"Water Master Plan” prepared in 1990. .Based upon. the General Plan projected ;
popu]ation and average water demands df‘éBD\gallods per capita per day, tota] _/
avérage day water demand at 2007 will/pe 22 T-million gallons per day. .
/ .58 million gallons per day.

A number of planning andfﬁes&éﬂ recoggnndations were presented in the Water

. Master Plan. Those mperidations that affected the xnformat1on ‘presented in
“this report are. sumﬁgéfzed‘he]ow

.

LR B Desjgg for fufiire wells should conform to tha:}Tor recently
3 constructedﬁwells 21, 22, and 23. ,;JJ
fﬁ_ Well and distribution system shoulgsﬁe capable of meeting maximum day
i demands with 20% of the wells ourfbf service.
e
3. Ear each 2,000 equivalent.persuns added to the system, a new well
1d be constructed,/
\

4. One o{ three welkﬁ//;;uld be equipped with standby power.

\/
5. Re-evaluate the Water Master Plan at least every 5 years.

Water Reimbursement Policy

Under the City’s Water Main Extension policy, applicants are reimbursed a
portion of the construction cost of oversize mains and major crossings.
Commonly, city’s and agencies share in the cost of constructing special items
of infrastructure, especially, since these special items are typically part of
the backbone of the system.

THIS 15 A ORAT
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.‘correct the pipeline and :;;3;:quality

For oversize mains, the reimbursement policy applies to water mains larger
than 8 inches in diameter. Major crossings covered by this policy are
Woodbridge Irrigation District canals, Southern Pacific Transportation
Company, Central California Traction Company, Highway 99, Highway 12 west of
Highway 99, Lower Sacramento Road, and Hutchiq;/SEreet south of Kett%sman
Lane. For major crossings, the City will reimburse one half the costrof
construction. //// =

“« Lr’\
For the purposes of this report, p&dmbursable construction costs are assumed
to include materials, construction, administrative, engineering and B
inspection. Administratiyeand engineering reimbursement is Timited to IOX{Qy

N

City policy. X PRE \ <
o0 \ e Ny ‘
Existing Deficiencies //,45?'/,92 ;

~ T
The Water Master Plan identified a number of exist{ng deficiencies in the
water distribution system. These deficiencies ‘generally include replacement
of older pipe and construction of par{ el-pipes” Significant water quality .
(DBCP) deficiencies exist at 12 of the 20-proddcing wells. Estimated cost to
‘déficiencies is $8.2 million. Pipeline
reconstruction will be fu ;hﬁquggﬁthe City water fund. DBCP facilities
will be constructed usin§(135ﬂe3\sgi e funds that will be repaid by customers

. through water service_ratey:
e N Y

PLANNED WATER-FACILITIES -
< A \r\"

s s - R
Water facilftles to“serve buildout of the General Rlan were identified in the
Water Master R}an. As part of the public facilities financing effort of the
General Plan, speci” : project descriptions wére generated for those
improvements identified by the Water Maste¥ Plan. Generally this effort
included defining the length and size.of pipe and appurtenant facilities;
defining the additional equipment to be provided at the wells; and identifying
the canaly-street and railroad erossing that involve cost sharing by the City.
A summary of these facilities is presented below and described in Table 3-1.
Progect nugb?(s Tisted in-Table 3-1 are used to identify the project locations
on Figure 3-1-~._ 7
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TABLE3 ~1
WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

Project
Noumber

Deecription

Fund 190001 190182 1902/83 190/04 100495 1905/08 196697

1997-2002

WATER MAIN EXTENSIONS

MWS1003

Tumer Rd. Wansmiesion main
conaisting of 2,050 If 10-insh
wates main from eastedy of the
Central Calit. Waction Co.
{oversized main)

MWSXD10 Tumer Road tansmission main

(MW3SX001) Includes construction
of th:e maia under the Central Calit.
Traction Co. {cost sharing)

Ludt Avenue tranemiseion main
consiating of 1,200 if 10-nch
‘waler main sacterly from Clufl
Ave_ %0 Contral Calif. Traction
Company (oversized main)

Gulld Avenue transmission
main consisting of 8,600 i
10-4nch watsr main along
Rsture Guild Avenue betwaen
Ping and Kettleman,

Transmission mein paraliel and
adjacent 1o Central CaiM.
Traction Co. consisting of
betwean Pine and Kettisman,
{oversized main)

PAGE10OF 8

$16,000 0 L 0 ] 30 0 30

$10,000 30 0 0 $0 0 0 0

$11,000 £ L ] $0 $0 $0 $11,000 $

£36.000 0 $0 $0 $0 o 0 30

351,000 $o 30 o $0 $o $o $0

$2,613

$1,470

$13.387

$10,000

$7.530
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WATER SYSTEM

TABLE3 -1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

ozam

N O o

199041

190182

19623

1903/04

199405

190607

1997-2002

2002-2007

MWSI006 Industrial Way transmision main
consisting of 900 If 10-inch
waler miain 10 the west of Cluff
Mm.(wudzodmﬁudy
constructed)

MWS1007 Industrial Way transmission main

- conslsting of 1,180 ¥ 10-inch
watai maln 30 the east of Cluff
Aveaus extending MWWS1008,
{oves - "20d maka)

' MWSI008 Beckman Road tranemission mein
consisting of 1,300 ¥ 10-inch
water main 10 the north of
Kettonann Lane. (oversized main)

MWSK08 Clult Avenue tranemission main
. consieting of 2,650 if 10-inch

MWS51010 Kettleman Lane ranemission main
consieting of 3,360 i 12-inch
walst maln westerly kom Lower
Sacramento Aoad io Milts Avenue.
(oversized main)

MWSI011 Tuner Road transmiselon main
coneleting of 2,800 ¥ 10-Inch
water makn from Lower Sacramento
Road. (oversized main)

FPAGE20F ¢

$10,000

$20,000

30,714

$10,000

$3,007

$20,000

$17.000

$1,084

$40,000
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TABLE3 -1
WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

Maakly MNER onEl R

Project  Dwecription
| Nuxher

Impect
Fee
Fund 190081 199182 1962/3 1903/84 199405 199500 190697

1097-2002 2002-2007

A Apph d Drive iselon mair
consisting of 1,300 If 10-inch water
main consisting of 1,300 it 10-inch
waber main southedy kom Turnae Roed
0 the exdeting main, (oversize main)

MWS013 Lower Sacramento Road transmissio
main consisting of 560 i 10-inch
‘waler main northerly from Yosemite
Avenue. (Oversize main)

MWSI014 Applewood Drive Wanemission main
oconsisting of 13,480 if 10-inch :
waler maln southerty fom wdeting
Appiewcod o Hamey Lane. (oversized
main)

MWSX001 Applewood Drive transmiesion main
MWSI014 also Includes construction
ol a 10-inch waler line under the
W.LD. Canal {cost shasing)

MWSX002 Applewcod Drive transmission main
(MW S1014) also include construction
of 8 10~-inch waler ine accroes
Lower Sacramento Rosd {cost sharing)

Evergreen Dstve H main
consisting of 3,200 )1 10-inch waler

sty and rty from existi
Evecgreen Dvive 10 Lower Sacramento
{overeize main)

PAGESOF &

$10.000 30 $4,857 $1.603 $1,532 $1.5085 $542 $0

$105,000 0 ® 0 $0 0 $0 0

$25,000 0 $12,143 $3.759 $3,831 $3,812 $1,355 $0

$0 $105,000
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TABLE3 -1
WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

H k) H II ;

Project  Description

mpact
Fee

Fund 1000/01

190182

1997-2002

2002-2007

MWSI018  Lodi Avenue transmission main
consisting of 2,600 it 10-inch
water main westerly from Lower
Sacramento Road 10 General Plan
Boundary. {oversize main)

7 Vine Strest main
consisting of 2,250 ¥ 10-inch
water main westerly of Lower
Sacramento Roed along a future
strest alignment. (ovecsized main)

MWSI018 Kettioman Lane ransmission mein
oconalsting of 4,350 If 10-inch
water main westerly of Lower
Sacramento Road to Sylvan Way.
{oversized main)

MWSI019 Lower Sacramento Road transmissio
maln consieting of 5,200 i 10-inch
walsr main northerly o Kettleman
Lane to the W1.D. Canal.
{ovorsized main}

MWSX003 Kattleman/Lower Sacramento Road
tranemiseion maine (MWSI018 and
MWSI019) sleo Inctudes boring under
the two existing rosds. {cost sharing)

MWSI020 Milts Avenue transmiseion main
consisting of 1,400 W 10-inch
water main northerly from Kettieman
Lane to W.LD. Canal {oversized main)

. PAGE4OF9

$20,000 ®

318,000 3o

$34,000 0

$41,000 $0

$13,000 £0

$11,000 $0

23208

2939

$13,000

$11,000

$18,734

$15,081

$28,448

316,734




WATER SYSTEM

TABLE3 -1

o229t

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

oo GGl SN ey

Project  Deecription
{Number

mpact
Fee
Fund

190001

190152

1963/94

1967-2002

. MWSXD04 Miks Avenuue transmission main
adeo inchud otk
s (4
of the main under the W.1D. Canal.
{coet sharing)

Milis Avenue ission main
(MWSI0120) also includes construction
of the main under Xetieman Lane
{cost sharing)

MWSI021  Century Bivd transenission maln
consieting of $,300 i 10-inch
waler main westerly om Sage
Way slong future Century Bivd,
alignment 1o join the existing
main, (oversized maln)

MWSI022 Century Bivd. tranemiselon main
consisting of 2,760 ¥ t0-inch
‘water maln along Ruture alicnment
rom Lower Sacrameato Road to
general plan boundary. (oversized
main)

MWSXDO7 Century Bivd. trensmission main
(MWS1021) and MWS1022) aiso Inckides
construction of the main under Lower
Sacramanio Roed. (cost sharing)

MWBSI023 Future transmission main consisting
of 2,800 it 10-inch aligned between
and parallel 10 Century snd Hamey,
thence southerty from the canal to
Harney. (oversize main)

PAGE5OF 9

$0,000

$51,000

%0

30 $10,000

$0.000

318,408
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TABLE3 -1
WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
Impact
Project  Desoription Foo
Numbes Funi 190001 190182 1002/83 1983/94 190406 1006/98 190097 1997-2002 2002-2007
MWS5i024 Hamey Lane banemiesion main $32.000 s $0 0 30 0 0 %0 0 $20,000
consisting of 7,800 ¥ 10—nch
waler main westerty rom Ham Lane
o the boundary of the genersl
plan aree. (Oversized main)
MWSX008 Hamey Lane ¥anemission (MWEX02 $9,000 0 $0 $0 0 L ] 0 ] $8.000 $0
Includes conetruction of & 10-nch
weaker Bne undor the W.1.D. Canal.
{oost sharing)
MWSX008 Hemey Lane Yanemiesion main $9,500 30 0 0 $0 30 $0 0 $0 $9,500
(MWSX024) inchudes construction
of the main under Luver Sacsamento
Road. fcost share)
MWSI028 Century Bivd. Wansmission main $8.000 $0 $3.380 $1,203 $1.228 $1.262 $434 $0 $0 0
consieting of 1,00C N 10-inch water
main sasterty fom Stockton 5t 0
Chickades Lane. {oversized maln)
MWEI268 Wanemission main $73,000 $0 $35.458 $10,975 $11.188 $t1.424 . 83087 %0 30 0
coneieting of 4,700 i 10-inch water
main sasterty fom SP ralirosd slong

PAGEROF @
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TABLE3 -1
WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

o221

|Project  Deeceiption
Number

Impact
Fee
Fund 190001 190182 199203 199304 199496 1906/06

100097

10072002

2002-2007

WATER WELLS

MWWI001 Inetaltation of Water Welt *A”
with pusaping capacity of 1,500
GPM and a Granules Activeted
Carbon Filter.

MWWIO0Z Inetaillation of Water Well 8
with pumping capecity of 1,500
GPM and 8 Granular Activated
Carbon Filer.

MWWI003 Instaltadion of Water Well *C*
with pumping capacity of 1,500

GPM, & Granular Activated Carbon

Fiiter, and Standby Powar.

MWWI004 instaltation of Water Well D
with pumping capacity of 1,600
. GPM and a Granular Activated
Carbon Filter,

MWWI00S installstion of Water Wel "E*
with pumping capecity of 1,500
GPM and & Granuler Activated
Carbon Filler,

MWWI008 Instaliation of Water Wek *F*

with pumping capacity of 1,500
GPM and Slandby Power.

MWWIOO? Instafiation of Water Welt *G*

with pumping capacity of 1,500
aPM.

PAGE7OF R

$723,000

$723.000
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TABLE 3 -1
WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
mpact
Froject Description Fee
Number Fund 1000/91 190102 1902/93 1963/%4 190498 190556 10006/57 1997-2002 2002-2007
MWWIOOS installation of Water Well “H* $346,000 0 $345,000 0 0 ® . 0 0
with pumping capacity of 1,500
GPM and Standby Power.
MWWIO09 Instaiation of Watesr Well *1* $343,000 $0 $0 $345,000 $0 30 ® g $0 $0
with pumping capacity of 1,500
GPM and Standby Power.
MWWIO10 installetion of Water Well *J* $205,000 0 0 0 $295,000 E 0 0 $0 30
with pumping capacity of 1,500
GPM.
MWWIO11 Installation of Water Well “K* $285,000 $ 0 3o 0 $295,000 $0 0 30 0
: with pumping capacity of 1,500
; GPM.
MWWIOLZ Tnetallation of Water Welt *L." $723,000 $o 30 30 $0 0 $723,000 $0 o 30
with pumping capacky of 1,500
i +  GPMand a Granular Aciivated
v Carbon Filer,
! MWWIOTS Instaliation of Water Well “M* $773,000 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 . $0 $773,000
; with pumping capecity of 1,500
GPM, a Granuler Activated Carbon
: Fiter, and Standby Power.
{7 MWWIO14 inataltation of Water Well *N° $295,000 ) 0 » 0 © s % 50 295,000
: with pumping capacity of 1,500
aPd.
- WIWWI01E Instaation of Wates Welt “O* $296,000 $0 $0 30 $0 $o $o 0 30 $295,000

PAGESOF 9
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TABLE3 -1
. WATER SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
impact

Project  Deecription Fee
Number Fund 1900/01 19912 199203 1900/04 190495 1905706 190607 1007-2002 2002-2007
WATER CROSSINGS
MWSX000 Evergiosn Drive maln (MWSI015) $3,500 $0 $0 0 ) $9,500 $0 $0 s0 $0

includes construction of the main

under Lower Sacramento Road (cost

sharing)
MWSO001 Water Master Plan-1987 $57.300 357,39 0 0 $0 30 $0 0 $0
MWSO002 YWate: Master Plen $20,000 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0

and C.LP. Update-1907
MWSO003 Wates Master Plan ] $0 0 0 s 0 $0 $20,000 30

and C.1.P. Update-2002

$20,000

[;u. WATER COST

PAGESOF 9
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,;’Treatment /////*~)

* chlorination and gra
- water is not routinety qgjred however, permanent chlorinatfon facilities
will be cons;ructed aﬂ,Sei cted well sites. Granular actﬁVated carbon

Supply ’fr*” \\\

Through buildout of the General Plan, the City wxll/cont1nue to rety upon
groundwater as the sole water supply. Project average day demand at;buildout
is 22.1 million gallons per day. A total gf~15 new wells will be rqujred to
supply to water to the General Plan area«” Proposed locations of the méw wells
marked on Figure 3-1. Seven of theﬁpew wells will be equipped with staﬂdby
power generators. ‘T

T
-

Distribution System A o< - :3

Additional water mains wi?l be required toxdistribuie/Water to, the area. With
regard to fund1ng,ﬂater main extensions, the Clgyérs peSpons1bTe only for
water mains 10-fnches and larger in diameter. z’ﬂbgroxﬂmate location and limits
of these watér mains are shown on Figure 3-1. \Agtual Tocation and alignment
of the water mains may slightly change when s1te speC1fic planning is
comp}eted [rii\x\

L7

Two types of treatment fﬂ] pe’prqyiég; at the wells sites: emergency
!\ activated carbon filtration. Chlorination of lhe

ft]tration units yj}} ~be constructed at 7 of the 15 neﬁ'we1ls

K '\\"“/ﬁ’ il . QUg
ESTIHATED COS?S AND PHASING (fgpg'

In Tab}gy3 1, a summary of the water,pfbjects and estimated costs is
presented- Estimated costs are reférenced to the Engineering News Record 20
Cities Construction Cost iadex.for January 1, 1990 of 4,673. Water main
extension casts represent gnly the City’s fundlng responsibility per the City
Reimbursement, Policy. )mractua} fact, the developer will be constructing the
improvement amd will-réceive back from the City a portion to cover the cost of
oversizing the pipeline‘ and the City’s share (50%) of the crossings.

Phasing of the improvements is presented in Table 3-1 and is based upon the
Forecast of Units Constructed Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A)
provided by the City. In Table 3-1, the phasing is divided by year for the
first 7 years followed by two 5-year increments. Costs for projects serving
General Plan development funded on or before July 1, 1990 are shown in the
current year (1990/91). Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to
the January 1, 1990 dollars.
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Many of the projects listed in Table 3-1 are oversizing projects wherein the
City’s participation is limited to reimbursement to the deve1oper for
oversizing costs. It is not intended that the cost shown in the table reflect
the total cost of construction. Similarly, for projécts sucn as the Public
Works building expansion, the costs have been davided between the wdter and
sewer impact fee funds and the costs shown aré the portion allocated“tp the
water impact fee fund. Also, where a prodbct partially serves the exr&tlng
comnunity and partiailly the generaltpﬂan expansion areas, only the cost-:

e

allocated to the general plan areas»are shown. . -

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE o o

Relationship of Hater Projects to New Development /ﬁﬁj'; \&i; -

A reasonable reTationship must be estab]15hed~§etween (1) a fee’s use and (2)
the type of-development on which the fee is imposed To establish such a
relationship, it must be shown that the type of.development that is going to
be charged the fee actually uses, is servéd\hy, ‘of benefits from the public

facilities that are to be financed by }heffee~revenue L

”ABecause of the logical gronfh/;;zterddyconceived in the Proposed General Plan

and because of the planiing effort set down in the Water Master Plan, the City

'; ensures that all waten_iciIity improvements will primarily benefit the
- residential, commerc?af‘ industrial and quasi-public land uses within the

General Plan-aréa. Each arid every water project to be fifhianced by the fee
prqgram wiTl provide-the same level of service to the:Proposed General Plan
area as currently.provided to the existing community of Lodi. Although other
projects have\bgen identified that will correct eXisting deficiencies, these
project costs will not be included in the feetprogram

Relatioﬂship of Water Projects to Land“Uses

On the basi; that ail land useszw1]1 benefit from the facilities to de
constructed\ the burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in
proportion to\their use of, or benefit from, the improvements.

This 1s accomp11§ﬁéd through the use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for
improvements for each land use category in relation to the single family
detached residential category. A summary of the RAE factors for water is
presented in Table 3-2. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable relationship
betwe$n the cost of the required water projects and financing burden placed on
each land use.
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TABLE 3-2 19—Jan-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
WATER
Charge Per Unit

Portion Not Portion

Subject To Subject To

Contingent Contingent
Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Aeimbursement Total
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acrz 1.00 $4,187 $0 $4,187
Medlum Density Acre 2.00 $8,374 $0 $8,374
High Density Acre 3.50 $14,655 $0 $14,655
East Side Residential Acre 1.00 $4,187 $0 $4,187
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $4,187 $0 $4,187
Medium Density Acrs 2.00 $8,374 $C $8,374
High Density Acre 3.50 $14,655 $0 $14,655
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Com—orciai  Acre 0.64 $2,680 $0 $2,680
General Commercial Acre 0.64 $2,680 $0 $2,680
Downtown Commercial Acre 0.64 $2,680 $0 $2,680
Office Commaercial Acre 0.54 $2.680 $0 $2,680
IND IAL
Light Industrial . Acre 0.2 $3,852 $0 $3,852
Heavy Industriai Acre 0.92 $3.852 $0 $3,852
Industriat Reserve Acre 0.92 $3,852 $0 $3,852

Note: Dollar amounts are in constant January 1, 1990 dollars.
Sources: Noite & Associates and Angus McDonaid & Associstes.




Recommended Fees L

L ~,
A summary of water fees for each land use benefitting from the water projects
is provided in Table 3-2. The total fee for low gensity residential use is
34,137 per acre. For water, the cash flow is_such that a portion of the fee

-

(3% ]

is not subject to contingent reimbursement. N
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CHAPTER 4 L
~
SEWER SERVICE 7
// 3
OVERVIEW 7 : o3

e »‘,’;
The City of Lodi has provided sewerage-Services to its residents since
early 1920’s. Major facilities owied and operated by the City include a”éjty-
wide collection system, sewer -frunk to the treatment plant, and-the White
Slough Water Pullution Control Facility located approxima;g}jﬁG miles '

southwest of the City. . o N 3
) ‘_)({L, \ //;/r,//‘\ '\\ \\) w
Collection System_ -~ S -
s T
The sanitary Sewer collection system within the'€¥ty includes more than 155

miles of -pipeline. Sizes of the main sewers réﬁngfrom 4 to 48 inches in
diameteér, with 6 inches being the mostftoﬁmpni\obﬁEStic and limited industrial -
wastewater flows are kept separate with the“exception of General Mills that -

~’pretreats its wastewater ;z}g;:goxdis Fge into the domestic system.

Five sewer 1ift statjons” VQ¥53%1$9NGQ£98 service to outlying areas-of the

ﬂ City where conditions prohibit gravity systems. These existing.1ift stations
~are: Cluff Avgpgs?§tatxon\>yoke1umne Village, Rivergate, Woodlake, and Park

West. P by, Ry

I \ \ . ,-/’,',-" R "._;}\‘«’J-"
Currently, eight separate domestic and industrial_sewer sheds have been
established within the City. Wastewater from thé/eight sewer sheds is

conveyed to a 48 inch trunk line from the Qj¢3 to the treatment plant.
ot ,O -
Treatment and Disposal e
A

White Slodgh Water Pollution ant?g; Facility is owned and operated by the
City. Curreptly, the plant 4% operating at the design capacity of 6.2 million
gallons per day (MGD). Expansion of the plant to a capacity of 6.8 MGD is
currently under. constrtiction. Future expansion to 10.3 MGD is planned.

Facility costs and financing for wastewater treatment and disposal are not
addressed in this report.

Master Sewerage Plan

Planning for sewerage collection facilities to serve the expanded General Plan
area are addressed in the report by Black and Veatch, "Draft Sanitary Sewer

System, Technical Report, General Plan Update, (July 11, 1990)." Included in
the report are results of a comprehensive hydraulic evaluation of the existing
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collection system and proposed expansions of the co11ect10n system to serve an
expanded City. - \~

o

The Master Plan presents recommendations for grav1ty'and pressure sewer
design, sewer lift station design, and col]ect1on system maintenance,
Recommendations for sizing and location of new facilities are presentgd that
will serve the General Plan expansion area$ as discussed in the section«
"Planned Sewerage Facilities". In add¢ition, Master Plan identifies a number
of collection system def1cienc195u£53t are described in the subsectlon, “j;
"Existing Deficiencies”. N ohd e )
[She P
Sewer Reimbursement Po];gy gi“’ .
Commonly, developers are required to construct seuer ;rnnks witﬁ greater
capacity than peeded in order to provide servjcé to/QXpand1ng areas of a
community. Tt is not very common that a City or-idency is able to get
property.- .6wners to pay in advance for sewer capacity that they do not plan to
use jm'the near future and, as a result;-Cities and agencies pay for the E
oversizing of sewer trunks. Po]iC1es oc;rewﬁbur51ng for oversizing costs 7,5'

~‘vary from community to commungty

Under the City’s Sewer T?unk,f/fen n policy, applicants are reimbursed a

. portion of the estimated:censtruction cost of oversize trunk sewers. For
~oversize trunks,‘the“re1mbuksement policy applies to trunk sewérs larger than

10 inches in_dtameter./ /For’ “the purposes of this report,. -reimbursable
constructioncosts aré assumed to include materials,. eonstruction,
admjnxstrat1on, engineering and inspection. Adm1nxstrat1ve and engineering
re1mbursement fsffimited by City policy to 10‘
\’« P‘

Existing Deficiencies

X
A number’6f existing sewers w1th1n,tﬁe City are operating above design
capacity ap\determined by the methods presented in the Master Sewerage Plan.
Correction” of the problem reqiires the construction of parallel sewers to
relieve the surcharge condition. Listing of these sewers is presented in the
Master Plan. Mainteparice deficiencies within the collection system were also
identified consisting primarily of sewer cleaning that had not regularly been
performed in the past.

e

Based upon construction costs referenced to January 1, 1990 dollars, the
estimated cost to construct those parallel relief sewers is $743,000.
Estimated cost to clean the existing sewers is $165,000. Source of funding
for these deficiencies has been identified by the City to be the Sewer Fund.




jfTreatuent and Disposal P/,?’

PLANNED SEWERAGE FACILITIES

-

Sewerage collection facilities to serve the expanded,pifyAhave béép identified
in the Master Sewer Plan. A summary of these facilities is presented below
and in Table 4-1. Project numbers listed in Tab¥é 4-1 are used to Tﬂent1fy

the project Tocations as shown on Figure 4 -1
':

7 5
Collection System }djsa' ~?;
Expansion of the existing collgct1on system to serve new areas-will requ1re
construction of new gravi;y Sewers and 1ift stations as descrﬂbed in Table '4-
1 and shown on Figure 4-%." Two new 1ift stations and specfal, ‘sewer service f%
areas have been designﬁ ed. One near Kettleman Langcfﬂighway‘lg) and the .
second near Harney-lane. Location of the lift s fons-and boundary of the
service area is-Shown on Figure 4-1. Additiopal gn@ﬂfty sewer trunks will be
required to.serve the General Plan areas. OnTy" zhose trunk lines that are
Targer than 10 inches in diameter are cgpsxdered 1n this report and are listed

in TabTé 4-1. [>\:\\\\2 >

,///'7/

Expansion of the White STough/ﬂ”terw ollution Control Facility is currently

:1 under construction. Costsﬁof the expansion and future planned expansions are
~.not considered in“tﬁ?s.gepo¥t Funding for these improvements has been
. arranged by theCity an

reimbursement will come from City Sewer Connection
Fees collected at the time of building permit 1ssuance;»

~A

Esmmm coswm ‘PHASING = ot
In Tab]e 4-1, a summary of the sewer prq;ﬁrts and estimated costs is
presented. Estimated costs are refereated to the Engineering News Record 20
Cities Construction Cost Index for danuary 1, 1990 of 4673. Sewer trunk
extension\pgsts reflect only theTity’s funding responsibility per the City
Retmbursement Policy and dg,not reflect the total estimated construction cost.

Phasing of the*improyeﬁénts is based upon the Forecast of Units Constructed
Over the General PTan Period (Appendix A) provided by the City. In

Table 4-1, the phasing is divided by year for the first 7 years followed by
two S-year increments. Costs for the projects serving the Gen: al Plan
development funded on or before July 1, 1990 are shown in the current year
(1990/91). Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to the
January 1, 1990 dollar reference.

Some projects listed in Table 4-1 are not included in the overall development
impact fee program. These include projects related to serving the Cluff

27 e e
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Backman Road sewer trunk
comprising 1,100 if of 10-inch
sanitary sewer pipe and manholes
from Pine Street to Lodi Avenue.
(Retief sewer trunk benefitting
Chuft Avenue Eft station
supplemental fee area.)

Waestermn boundary sewer trunk
coasisting of 500 i, 12-inch,
500 I 15-Inch, 2,000 if of
18-inch, 2,000 if of 21-inch,
and 2,500 it of 24-Inch sewer
pipe connecting to the existing
48 Inch sewer interceptor to the

Harney Lane sewer trunk
comprising 2,700 Hf of 12-inch
and 1,000 i of 15-inch sewer
trunk (Gravity sewer benelfitting
Harney Lane kRt station
supplamental tee area.)

$48,000

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING

1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
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TABLE4 -1 01/22/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
SEWER

{Project Description Foo Area

i

Fund 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1953/94 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997--2002 20022007

MSSI004  Hamney Lanae iift station and $262,000
force maln comprising 3-ten
horsepower pumps having a
combined 1,000 GPM capacity and
2,600 It of 8-Inch pipe. (Harmmey
Lane LiR Station supplemental
foe area)

MSSI00S  Kettleman Lana lift station and $171,000
orce main with 2-five
horsepowes pumps and 450 GPM
capacity and short force main
under Kettleman Lane. (Kettleman
Lane lift station supplemental
foe area)

MSSI008  Cluff Avenue lift station and $108,000
force main with 2-fifteen
horsepower pumps and a 1,500
GPM capacity

MSSI007 1,400 It of 18-lnch sanitary $0
Sewer pips with manholes from
Elm Street to Kettleman Lane.

MSSI008 2,500 H of 15-Inch sanitary $0
sewer pipe with manholes from
Lodt Avenue to Elm Street.

PAGE20F3’

g
g
g

$0 $0 $0 $o $0

$42,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$439,000 30 $0  $49,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0

$0

$42,000



TABLE 4 -1 01/22191
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
SEWER
Supplemental Impact B

Froject  Description Feoe Area Feo
Number Fund Fund 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1953/94 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
MSSI009 Harney Lane sewsr trunk $15,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

consisting of 1,400 If of

12-inch plpe trom Lower

Sacramento Road west.

(Gravity sewer benefitting

Harney Lane lift station

supplemental fee area)
MSSI010  Cluff Avenue lift station $77.000 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $o $0 $0 $0

sewer trunk consisting of

1,200 if of 15-Inch pipe east

from the kiR station. (gra~ity

Ssower benefitting Cluff Avenue

ER station supplemental fee

area)
GCFI006  Public Works/Administration $0  $154,000 $0 $0  $154,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $C

+  Building Expansion.

GCFI007  Public Works/Administration $0 $24,000 $0 $0 $0 $0  $24,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

Storage.
MS3SO001 Sewer Master Plan $0 $82,753  $82,753 30 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

[TOTAL SANITARY

PAGE3OF 3
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improvements program, each land use i

Avenue 1ift station service area, the Harney Lane Lift Station Service Area
and the Kettleman Lane Lift Station Service Area. For each “of these areas a
separate supplemental fee is calculated because the beriefit of these projects
can be isolated to a specific area. A separate calculation for these sub-
zones is presented in the section, BURDEN ANAE}SIS FOR SEHER SUB- ZONES

Relationship of Mew Development to Seuet/F}c111t1es Projects *i‘
A reasonable relationship must bawe§%ablished between: (1) the fee’s use»and
(2) the type of development on(wﬁich the fee is imposed. To establish such a
relationship, it must be shown that the type of developmeni: ‘that is going to
be charged the fee actu3}1& uses, is served by, or benefits from the public -
facilities that are to'be financed by the fee revenue‘ S e

\/
el //

Sewer collection facilities are used by reS1deﬂt‘a1/»commerc1a1, industrial
and quasi- pub11c Tand uses. Benefit to each Tan¢/USe is based upon peak

wastewateF generation rates as set forth in the\Sewer Master Plan. Because .
each. Yand use mentioned above benefit#[fromutbe ‘séwer projects in the cap1ta1 -

/'/

algg a-part of the fee program.

' Relationship of Land Uses. tn'Seﬂer Fqgﬁ1it1es Projects

ey

K s

v\ Once the relationship | between the fac111ties to be constructed and the land
~uses has been estab?1shed ‘the burden of financing is to be distributed to

each Tand usezin propcfxioﬁ'to its use of, or benefit fram, the improvements.
THis is accomplished.fhrough the use of a Residential:Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schsdule. A.RAE schedule indicates the relative (dsponsibility to pay for
improvements foﬁ/each land use category in re]ation to the single family
detached residential category. _ \k»

By definition, an acre of low density,s1ngle family detached dwelling units
has a RAE.factor of 1.0. All cotherland use categories have RAE factors that
show their-Police Facilities demind relative to one acre of single family
detached dweJling units. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable relationship
between the cost of the _reéquired Police Facilities projects and financing
burden placed or _each-Tand use. The RAE schedule that has been developed for
the Sewer Facilitfes Fee is shown in Table 4-2.

Recosmended Fees
The Sewer Facilities Fees for each land use are summarized in Table 4-2. The

total fee i $500 per low density residential acre. For Sewer Facilities, the
fee subject to contingent reimbursement {s required.
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b TABLE 4-2 22~an-o1
~ SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
‘ N SEWER
o Charge Per Unit
ve Portion Not Portion
Subject To Subject To
e Contingent Contingent
% " Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement Total
RESIDENTIAL :
P Low Density Acre 1.00 $500 $260 $760
i Medium Density Acre  2.00 $1,000 $520 $1,520
High Density Acre 3.50 $1,750 $910 $2,660
e East Side Residential Acre  1.00 $500 $260 $760
(5
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
L.ow Density Acre 1.00 $5C0 $260 $760
E Medium Density Acre 200 $1,000 $520 $1,520
High Density Acre 350 $1,750 $910 $2,660
. ”: COMMERGIAL
=k Neighborhood Commercial Acre  1.25 $625 $325 $950
General Commercial Acre 1.25 $625 $325 $950
Lo Dcwntown Commarcial Acre 125 $625 $325 $950
S Office Commercial Acre 1.25 - $625 $325 $350
S - " INDUSTRIAL
2 g Light Industrial Acre  0.33 $165 $86 $251
ﬂ Heavy industrial Acra 0.33 $165 $86 $251
. Industrial Reserve Ar 3 0.33 $165 $86 $251
1
.»}

Note: Dollar amounts are In constant January 1, 1990 dollars.
Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates.




BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR SEWER SUB-ZONES -
There are three sewer sub-zones which are not served by/the imprOVements in
the fee program and cannot be funded by the sewer development impact fee.

These areas require 1ift stations and other 1npr6’ements that will benefit
only a specific area of undeveloped land. Sifice the improvements wwfk;have to
be constructed prior to any development taking place, development 1mpaéi fees
do not provide a viable means to finance these projects. ¢_

d\/
The total cost of 1ift stationg"and appurtenant sewers equals. 5]44 000. In
practice, this amount would ‘best be obtained by borrowing_}rbm another City:of
Lodi fund. A special subcarea Impact Fee could then be collected in the three
sewer sub-zores SLfftcfent to repay the borrowing p1u§>an appropriate rate of -
interest. T = o

’ P et
o e ,/ /,/

The a]ternat*ve, three sub-area financing d1st¥1ct§'(5pecial Assessment
Districts or Mello-Roos Community Facilities stﬁricts) would be uneconomic.
The cast of processing would be excess@Ve—comngre& o the funds required.

A"\/

A series of analyses presenting_the butﬂén of financing the improvements in )
" each of these sub-zones is-provrdbd 1n|Table 4-3. The calculations indicate

the approximate amount each acre of-land in each sub-zone will need-to

3%contribute in order to finance the needed improvements. It shou]d be noted
chat the cost of financtng has not been included.

,-/

In'the case\of the Harney Lane 1ift station serv1ce}aré§ existing development
has:been included.in'the sizing of the facilities. At the time of annexation,
it i$, expected ‘that this area will be required<to*pay the supplemental fee
and, therefore, it has been included in the stipplemental fee calculation.

The subhzones are the Kettleman Lift Station Area, Harney Lane Lift Station
Area, andithe Cluff Avenue Lift Station Area. Each area has only one land use
type withfﬁ;its boundaries. -

e 32l
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TABLE 4-3 PN

SEWER SUB-ZONE FEE CAL//EB}TONS N
%
tieman tat -zone - “Z,
/ ’_‘ﬂ
Total Planned Residential Acres: o"‘"‘“/ 100 .
e s

Total Cost of Improvements: A,~.C?‘\""“ $171,000
o

Cost Per RAE: r.;L,'*?‘? : $ 1,385

T = Total

e Total //25,// Total Burden
Descn‘r‘stion Units Developed ~ Fgctor RAES Per Acre

PR < “Low Density Acres ah, N = 87 $1,385
PR - Medium Density Acres 7 2.0 12 $2,769
PR - High Density  Acres =) 7? 3.5 24.5 $4,846"
< ’, 3 wo 1235
N =
- tt?\‘ .‘;,: \‘_ _,—"f
Pt 4 A -
L ,’ ne Lif tion Sub- A
SN f.\‘)"“f&
Totﬂ P‘lanned Residentxa‘l Acres: 215 O~
P
Totai Lost of Improvements $339,000-
Average*’Cost Per RAE: ;/f;iﬁ
’4 e
o e Total
\ P Total RAE Total Burden
Description _Amits Developed Eactor RAEs Per Acre
PR - Low Density ~~  Acres 187.1 1.0 187 $1,277
PR - Medium Density Acres 12.9 2.0 26 $2,553
PR - High Density Acres 15.1 3.5 53 $4,469
215 266
S S
} THIS IS5 A ORAFT DOCUMENT. UNT. Al !

LIS COMPLETED T 5 SUBSECT T0 7
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Clyff Avenye Lift Station Sub-Zone

Total Industrial Reserve Acres:

Total Cost of Improvements:

Average Cost Per RAE:

Description

IR-Industrial ks
Reserve 5,;,,,_,5

e

Sources;:-
/
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CHAPTER § o
STORM DRAINAGE
7 t/;
OVERVIEW e : 53

Storm drainage services are provided<by the City of Lodi. Major features of
the storm drainage system includae€bllection system, runoff storage/detention
facilities, and pumping plant;;fﬁfermina1 drainage for the City-is provided by
the Mokelumne River and the‘Woodbridge Irrigation District {®WID) canal. "

Characteristics of thg;g?facilities are described be]gygff ‘\\\ ig
< \ = > =
Collection System -~ //5?’/4;3 i

Storm drainage services are provided to an area-gncompassing approximately
7,700 acrés. For facility planning purposes, the drainage area has been
divided into planning areas. Storm d';iﬁage\fpdiJities for these planning
areas are incorporated into a City wi3¢ storm-drainage facilities plan.

~Approximately 1,340 acres directly dischirge to the Mokelumne River via

gravity pipelines. Apprqxjﬁateij\anofher 2,290 acres is pumped to thg»r?&er.
The remaining approximatéjx4§;073¢};‘humped to the WID canal from two pump

e ., -
- N \

Discharges to-the WID tinal are controlled by the flow capaCity of the canal

system. By dgreement; the City is limited to a combind total discharge of 80 -
cuic feet per second at the two existing pumping stations. Additional
discharge locatidns are not currently permitted by the agreement. The City
operates a series of interconnected detentiqﬁibasins within this area to store
runoff>prior to pumping to the canal. The City utilizes detention basins in
other areas also to store runoff prior-to pumping to the Mokelumne River.

4. e
Existing ﬁ;;ilities for the collection of storm runoff include surface
improvements like alleys, ditches and gutters, and underground pipelines.
Present desigp standards.-for storm drainage collection facilities only allow
gutter and undergroupd-piping. The use of ditches and alleys for conveyance
of storm runoff {5 currently substandard and not allowed.

New development in the City is required to construct all storm pipeline
smaller than 30 inches in diameter. Pipelines 30 inches and larger are

considered to be part of the Master Storm Drain Plan improvements and are
currently funded by Storm Drainage Fees collected by the City.

A number of deficiencies exist within the collection system. For the most
part, these consist of substandard surface drainage facilities (for example,
ditches and alleys), deteriorated curb and gutter, and undersized pipelines

FUNUINNE: | USROS
OIS IS A DRART GOCUNMENT, ORT.C TSUiTw
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and catch basins. Many of the system deficiencies can be found in the older
central and eastern parts of the City. P ‘\\

e ,
Large scale replacement of deficient facilities, if-ft occurs, will be part of
major street reconstruction projects. Smail scale projects have been
performed by the City to repair sections of _edrb and gutter. Replacément of
the alley systems is not expected due to hfbh cost and grade cond1tfons)
Detention Basins ‘QQ*‘ C%;
As mentioned above, the City‘hperates a system of 1nterconne&téd detention”.
basins that store runoffiprior to pumping to the WID can;f'or the Mokelumne f}
River. These basinsc#}$o function as park-like aniigjuhen not\utilized for -

storage of storm runoff
//

A total of eight basins exist within the C1ty s<d?ilnage service area. Basins
in sheds.-€ (Pixley Park), B (Glaves Park), and ‘€5(Westgate Park) store runoff
prion.tb discharge to the Mokelumne Rivet; -Basins in sheds A-1 (Kofu Park), g
A= 2’(8eckman Park), B-1 (Vinewood Schooll, ~p-JSalas Park), and G store runoff.-
~prior to discharge to the WID canal frgm-pumping stations located on Cabrlllo

/" Circle and at Beckman Park.=~~ s ;f »

i /, PranN "u > e

. Current design standards for the détention basins require storage” capac1ty for

. the 100- -year 48- hcur-’torm" Changes in hydrologic design data over the past

jﬁars way uamufresuntec,ln‘some earlier basins being undgrsized

nas‘;ter Storm nramge ‘Plan c;‘;l
o (J“
City(of Lodi Engineering Division prepared_ the ‘Master Storm Drainage Plan in
1988. “This plan forms the principal basigs for future expansions of the
drainage service area to serve the General Plan area. Major collection system
improvements and detention basin 1mprovements are identified in the plan that

have been\ipcluded in this repert.
s\ P
\ -

PLANNED STORM'DRAINAGE-TRPROVEMENTS

Storm drainage improvements to serve buildout of the General Plan were, for
the most part, identified in the Master Storm Drairage Plan. A summary of
those facilities is presented below and summarized in Table 5-1. Project
numbers listed in Table 5-1 are used to identify the location of projects
shown on Figure 5-1.
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TABLES -1 ot/22/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
STORM DRAINAGE

Fund 198001 1901/82  19G2/33 190304 4/ 1905/98 7 1997-2002 2002-2007

MSDI001

MS007

ME01008

Pbdey Park drsinage basin. $003,000 30 $0 $0 $0 $0  $693,000 $0 0 30
Expansion and development of

Basin "C* according 1o plan

adopied in 1988 (Dwg 83E003)

Tumer Road storm drain. 650 i $213,000 $0 $ 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $213.600
of 607, 800 If of 54, and

1,150 H of 42° storm draine

In Turner Road ard Guild Avenue.

Pine Stroet storm draln $42,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0  $42,000 $0
consisting of 800 i of 30”
etorm drain and manholes.

Thusrman Street storm drian $70,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $70,000 $o
consisting of 1,250 Hf 36
worm draln and manholes,

Basin "C* storm draln $172,000 $0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 $0 $©  $172,000
coltection taciiities

consisting of 42° and 30°

pipes, sxtending south and

east. Expands service area to

Kettleman and Guild.

Evorgreen Drive storm drain $129,000 $ » $0  §129,000 0 % ® $0 $0
Hection facilitios ding :

sonvice area north to Tumer

Road. Improvements include

pipes that will carry runoft to

Basin *E°.

PAGE10F 3
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TABLES -1 01/22/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
STORM DRAINAGE

Project

1900/91  1991/82 19Q243 1903/94 1904/05 1905/960  1906/97 1967-2002 2002-2007

MSDI010

MSDo11

MSDI0)2

MSDio13

MSDI014

PAGE20OF 3

giri

Evergreen Drive storm drain $o 0 $0 $0 $0 $63,000 $0 $0 $o
Bection taciiities extending

sonvice ase south of WID

canal. improvements include

36” and 30° pipes that will

casry runoff to Basin E*.

Westgate Park oxpansion and 2,744,000 $0 $429.000 $420000 $420.000 $429,000 $428,000 0 » %0
desslopment. Pask impr !
ace not included.

Development of new Basin °F°,  $3,619,000 $0 $0 $0 $o $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.610,000
located norsth of Kettieman Lane

and west of Lower Sacramento

Roed. Service area inciudes

land west of Losver Sacramento

Roed, north of Ketttieman, and

south of the WID canal. Pasrk

imp ie are nok included

Basin *F* storm drain $367,009 $o $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $387,000
coliection facilities extending

north of Basin "F* including

547, 48°, and 30” pipes.

Storm drain consisting of 36° $149,000 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $140,000 $0
and 30° pipes extending
storly from the existing 54
trunk Bne. Exact location not
yot detsrmined.

Basin *F* outtalt storm drain $184,000 $0 $0 $0 3 30 $0 S0 $184,000 $0
consisting c! 30° pipes

extending easterly from the

existing 54° bunk Hne.
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TABLES - 1

ov22/91

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING
STORM DRAINAGE

Project

1991/92

19602/83

1203/04

199495

1905/06

1906/87 1997-2002 2002-2007

MSDI018

MSD01e

MSD017

|

Basin *G" storm drain
collection facilities

consisting consleting of 48°
and 38° pipes extending
southerly and easterdy korn
Basgin “G”. Exact jocation not
yot datermnined.

Basin “G” collection faciiities
consieting of 38° and 30° pipes
extending westerly and
northerly ol the existing 30*
trunk in Orchis Way. Exact
tocation not yet determined

Expansion and devsiopment of

Basin *G*. Golf course
l—' mml. e bl

oo _a ee

mERS! ran

Development of Basin *1*
focated south of Kettleman Lane
and west of Lower Sacramento
Road.

$261,000

$63,000

$83,000

$3,619,000

$63,000

$83,000

$e

30

$0

0

$0  $201,000 ®

$807.000 $807,000 $807,000 $807.000 $808,000 $0

$0 L Y $0

$0 $0 $3,619,000

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE COST:

$1.514,000 |$7,900,000

PAGESOF 3
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STORM DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS
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 ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING .-~ .

Collection System

Drainage sheds established during planning for storm drainage improvements
within the existing City limits had already incorporated much of the land in
the expanded General Plan area. Sheds C, D, E,-and G were already planned for
expansion of service to the east and south. ~New sheds F and I will be;
established te provide drainage services.to areas west of Lower Sacraménto
Road. N -

o
RN

v ot .

Major storm drainage trunk pipes~are planned to serve the expanded General .
Plan area. Locations of these trunk improvements are shown:on Figure 5-1.
Generally, these improvements are localized in the planned residential .
expansion area west 0¥ Lower Sacramento Road and the Southwestquadrant plus
expansion of the industrial areas east of Highway:99. -~ )

P

DetentionyBaS%ﬁs ‘
Expansion of existing detention basins/ in-Sheds C; E, and 6 are identified in

the Master Plan. New detention basinsfgggfﬁTanhed for new Sheds F and I.

T —

“In Table 5-1, a.summary of the storm drainage projects and estimated

copstruction.costs is presented. Estimated costs are reférenced to the
Engineering - News Record 20 Cities Average Constructioni€ost Index for January
1,990 of 4673. Storm drainage trunk pipelines represent the total estimated
cost:'of construction. PR
Phasing of the storm drainage improvementS'presented in Table 5-1 and is based
upon the  Forecast of Units Constructed-Over the General Plan Period (Appendix
A) provided by the City. Costs for projects serving General Plan development
funded on ¢r before July 1, 1990 7are shown in the current year (1990/91).
Actual costs of these project have been adjusted to the base dollar of January

1, 1990.
Relationship of New Development to Police Facilities Projects

A reasonable relationship must be established between the projects and
improvements funded by the fee and the type of development upon which the fee

is imposed. Essentially, it is incumbent upon the City to show that the
development is served by and/or benefits from the public facilities to be
financed by the fee revenue.

City of Lodi Storm Drainage Master Plan presents a soundly conceived and
comprehensive plan for providing storm drainage services to all areas of the




S D A

Sl S e e T Gy g Sa € v in

|

B |

A

e
-~

i
&

.

.3

i

i i

€3

3

General Plan. Only those improvement costs benefitting the areas included in
the fee program are included in the fee program. , .,

N
Relationship of Land Uses to Storm Drainage Faci]it1es Projects
Once the relationship between the fac111t1e3*to be constructed and the'land
uses has been established, the burden of .financing is to be distributed.to
each land use in proportion to its use- ‘of, or benefit from, the improvements.
This is accomplished through the use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indigates the relative responsibility to pay for
improvements for each land. us& category in relation to the Single family
detached residential cagegory o I
By definition, an acre of low density sing]e famlly’detached dwe]lung units
has a RAE factor of 1.0. A1l other land use categorfes have RAE factors that
show their Police Facilities demand relative to" qne acre of single family
detached dwelling units. The RAE schedule shows 'a reasonable relationship
between the cost of the required Police Ficilities projects and financing
burden placed on each land use. The RAE schiedule that has been developed for

~the Sewer Facilities Fee 1s shawn in TabTe 5-2.

Recommended Fees

K‘The Storm DrainageiFé£311ffés Fee is shown in Table 5-2. The- fotal fee i

$8,075 per low .ensity ‘residential acre. For Storm Drainsge Facilities, the
cash fiow is'such that a portion of the fee subject to contingent
refmbursement 1§ required .



TABLE 5-2 22-Jan-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
STORM DRAINAGE
Charge Per Unit

Portion Not Portion

Subject To Subject To

Contingent Contingent
Land Use Categories Unit RAE  Reimbursement Reimbursement Total
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $7,800 $275 38,075
Meadium Density Acre 1.00 $7.800 $275 $8,075
High Density Acre 1.00 $7.800 $275 $8,075
East Side Rasidential Acre 1.00 $7.800 $275 &£8.075
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $7,800 $275 $8,075
Medium Density Acre 1.00 $7.,800 $275 $8,075
High Density Acre 1.00 $7.800 $275 $8.075
CQOMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 1.33 $10,374 $366 $10,740
General Commercial Acre 1.33 $10,274 3366 310,740
Downtown Commercial Acre 1.33 $10,374 $366 $10,740
Office Commercial Acre 1.33 $10.374 $356 $10.740
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 1.33 $10,374 $366 $10,740
Heavy Industrial Acre 1.33 $10,374 $366 $10,740
Industrial Reserve Acre 1.33 $10.374 $365 $10.740
Nate: Dolter te are in cor 3 y 1, 199C dollars.

Sources: Noite A Associatse and Angus McDonald & Associates.
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CHAPTER 6
STREETS AND ROADS -~

OVERVIEW 7 "r‘:

For as long as the City of Lodi has been 1n existence, streets and roadsuhave
been the primary system used in i city travel. With the change in City-
wide growth, there welcome a pegd to improve the streets and roads in the .-
community. The Draft Genersb-P]an will considerable expand/the City and =
additional traffic will hé'generated within the community. As“a result new <.
streets will be needed’dnd existing streets will need-to be improved. The L
following sections will describe these 1mprovements” the City obligation for
funding, and the»fees calculated to reimburse the Cjty costs. R

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

\ (
Existing traffic counts were conected/ Ly,the‘ef’.ty of Lodi Public Works .
Department in 1987 at numerous-Yocatidns-throughout the City by the City and

“their traffic consultant. ,Iﬁe data were used to establish the current tevel
i of Service (LOS) within the projénr study area. Currently, roadways and

' intersections throughout’ the/City are operating at a LOS of C or-better with
xthe exception _of Hutchins Sbreet/Kettleman Lane intersection, which operates

at a LGS D. The Uity of Lodi considers C to be the standard level of service
with anything’1ess consﬁdered to be substandard. ﬂ\qﬁ
PR

CIRCULATION PLAN/ ,ﬁ\\i“

ak?s
In December of 1989, a City-wide circulation study was put together by the
Traffic Consultant, TJKM, that identified the impacts associated with the
envisioned General Plan. As mentioneﬁ earlier, the existing traffic counts
were done by the City’s staff. _Incorporating this information along with
using a computer based travel-demand model, TJKM was able to forecast future
traffic conditions throughout the project study area. Based upon these
forecasts, road. sections of future streets and improvements to existing
streets were identified.

A Tisting of general street, intersection, signalization, and interchange
improvements was submitted to the City along with the circulation study.
Working with City staff and the City improvement standards, cross-sections
were prepared for future streets and improvements to existing streets. These
are discussed in the following section.
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PLANNED CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS

Developer Required Improvements ;f;~”

'\

For all projects within the City, the developepfls required to bu11d25treets
to serve the project. Relative to street improvements, the deve?oper’is
required to provide all improvements and dedicate all right-of-way up to that
designated as a major collector. Typital section for a major collectoris
prov1ded in Figure 6-1. In the cas. Jhere development occurs on. one sidesof a
maj.r collector, the developerftypica?ly is required to construct only one-
half of the street. In the<case where development occurs along a street .
having a greater uesignated capacity than a major collector," ‘the deve]opmenti_\
impact fee funds or ether funds will be used to construct the more extensive
improvements. Examples of these streets inc]ude,,/KettTeman l.ane, Harney :
Lane, Century Botlevard, and Lower Sacramento. Rbhd o

Signal 1ights, bridge crossings, and freeway 1nterchanges are not privately
constructed facilities and are completely_funded'by the City through
development impact fees and other fund ng—sources such as Federal, State,

Street and Road Improveuéﬁf TN

\ ///

A 1isting of the. st?eef‘andtroad improvement projects 1nc1uded in the

development impact fee,program is provided in Table 6- 1.3 ‘Location of these
projects is;’shown on Figure 6-2. For the most part, the" improvement projects
consist of new\construction and modification of the folTowing major routes.
Below. are 11sted'tﬁe name, lane configuration, and~right -of-way for these major

routes F(;g‘
l. cKettleman Lane (State Route 12)"- six lane divided (118 feet)
2. lLawer Sacramento Road - four lane divided (190 feet)
3. Harney Lane - four lane divided (92 feet)
4. Turner Road - four 1aﬂé divided (80 feet)
5. Century Bou]evard/’ four lane divided (80 feet)
6. Lodi AVenue -.four Tane divided (80 feet)

Typical sections for Harney Lane and Lower Sacramento Road are shown on Figure

6-1. For other major routes designed as four lane undivided roadways, the
middlie 12 foot divider §s deleted from the section.

For the purpose of identifying the portion of each major route that will be
funded by the City, the typical sections described above have been assumed.
The developer obligation, as described in the previous section, is limited to
right-of-way and improvements to construct a major collector (68 feet).
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Road (4 - Lanes, Divided) from
Taylor Road to Kettleman Lane.

TABLE 6-1 o1/23%91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Project Major Planned Facilities Impact
Number Fee 1990/91 1991/92 1992/33 1993/94 1994/95 1995796  1996/97 1997-2002 Z2002-2007
MTSI001  Restriping of Kettleman Lane $22,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $22,000 $0
{6 - Lanes, Divided) from Lower
Sacramento Road to Ham Lane.
MTSI002 Restriping of Kettleman Lane $22,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $22,000 $0 $0
(€ - Lanes, Divided) from Ham
Lane to Stockton Street.
MTSI003  Restripping of Kettleman Lane $12,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $12,000 $0 $0
(6 - Lanes, Dividad) from
Stockton Street to Cherokee
Lane.
MTSI004  Design, construction, and $2,800,000 $0 $0 $0 $0  $1,400,000  $1,400,000 $0 $0 $0
engineering assoclated with
bullding a freeway interchange
and restriping Kettleman Lane.
MTSIO06 Widening of Kettleman Lane $327,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $163,000 $o $0 $0 $164,000
{4 - Lanas, Divided) from
Beckman Road to Guikd Avenue.
MTSI008 Widening of Lower Sacramento $0 $0 36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Road (4 - Lanas, Divided) from
Turner Road to Lodi Avenue.
MTSI07 Widening of Lower Sacramento s¢ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Road (4 - Lanes, Divided) from
Eim Street to Taylor Road.
MTSI008 Widening of Lower Sacramnento 30 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0




TABLE 6-1 0172391
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Project Major Planned Facilities Impact
Number Fee 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 1994/95 1995/96  1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
MTSI009  Widening of Lower Sacramento $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 L] $0 $0
Road (4 - Lanes, Divided) from
Kettieman Lane to Orchis Drive.
MTSI010  Widening of Lower Sacramento $0 $0 $0 $0 $C $0 $0 $C $0 $0
Road (4 - Lanes, Divided) from
Orzhis Drive to Century Bivd.
MTSI011  Widening of Lower Sacramento $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Road (4 - Lanes, Divided) from
Century 3iwJ. to Kristen Court.
MTSI012 Widening of Lower Sacramento $17,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $) $0 $0 $17,500
Road (4 - Lanes, Divided) from
Kristen Court to Harmey Lane.
- MTSI013  Widening of Harney Lane $284,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $284,000
{4 - Lanes) from Lower
Sacramento Road east 2,650 feet.
MTSI014 Widening of Harney Lane $284,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $284,000 $0
. (4 - Lanes) trom W.LD.
crossing west 2,650 foet.
MTSI015  Widening of Hamey Lane $136,000 30 $0 $0 $C $0 $0 $0 $136,000 $0
(4 - Lanes) frcm W.L.D.
crossing east 2,250 feet.
MTSIO16  Widoning of Hamey Lane $136,000 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $136,000 $0
(4 - Lanes) trom Hutchins
Street to Stockton Street.
MTSI017  Widening of Harney Lane $148,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $148,000 $0

{4 - Lanes) from Stockton
Streed (v Cherokee Lane.
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TABLE 61 o1/2391
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Project Major Planned Facilities Impact
Nuomber Fee 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
MYSIO18 Widening ot Hamey Lane $181,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $181,000
{4 - Lanes) lrom Lower
Sacramento Road to the
Genera! Plan Boundary.
MTSI019  Project Study Report $90,000  $90,000 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
MTSI020  Design, construction, and $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $1,000,000
engineering associated with
buliding a freeway Interchange
at Turner Road.
MTSI021  Restriping of Lodi Avenve $13,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,000
{4 - Lanes) from Cherokee
east 3,000 feat.
MTSKI22 Rastriping of Lodl Avenue $17,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,000 $0
(4 - Lanas) from Guild
Avenue west 700 teel.
MTSI23  Restriping ot Turnsr Road $11,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,000
(4 - Lanes) from Backman Road
east 2,500 feet.
MTSK24  Widening of Tumer Road $22,000 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,000
(4 - Lanas) trom Guild Avenue
west 700 jeat.
MTSI2S Widening of Century Bivd. $240,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $240,000 $0 $0

(4 - Lanes) from Lower
Sacramento Road east 4,100
foot.




TABLE 6-1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS

01/2391

Project Major Plannad Facilities
Number

impact
Fee

1990/91

1991/92

1992/93

1993/94

1994/85

1995/96

1996/97 1997-2002

MTSI028 Widening of Century Bivd.
{4 - Lanes) from Stockton
Street to Chickades Lane.

MTSI027 Widening of Stockton Street
{4 - Lanes) from Kettieman
Lane to Harney Lane.

MTSI028 Widening 6! Guild Avenue
{4 - Lanes) trom Victor
Road to Kettleman Lane.

MTSI029 Widening of Tumer Road
(4 - Lanes) from Lower
Sacramento Road to the
General Plan Boundary.

MTSIC30 Widening of Lodi Avenue
(4 - Lanes) from Lower
Sacramento Road to the
Ganeral Plan Boundary.

MTSI031  Widening of Kettleman Lane
(4 - Lanes) from Lower
Sacramento Road to the
General Plan Boundary.

MTSI032 Widening of Lockefo~d Street
{4 - Lanes) from Sacramento
Street to Cherokee Lane.

MTSI033  Ptacing of curb, gutter, and
sidewalk on the north side.

MTS0001 Master Plan 1987

$31,000

$81,000

$168,000

$83,000

$383,000

$178,000

$1,267,000

$342,000

$76,187

$0

$0

$10,080

$76,187

$0

$40,500

$10,080

$0

$0

$10,080

$31,0C0

$40,500

$10,080

$10,060

$0

$10,080

$41,500

$0

$10,080

$41,500

$0

$48,720

$48,720

$83,000

$178,000

$1,267,000

$342,000
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TABLE 6-1 01/22/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Project Major Planned Facilities mpact
Number Fee 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 1994/95 1995/96  1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
MTS0002 Master Plan and $20,000 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $20,000 $0 $0
C..P. Update - 1997
MTS0003 5 Year Master Plan $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20.000
and C.1.P Update - 2002
MTS0004 Cost Recovery Study $20,000 $0  $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MTS00t  Instalfiation of tratfic $95,000 $0 $0 $0 $95,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
signal located at the Int. of
Lower Sacramento Road and
Tumec Road.
MTS002 installation of traffic $95,000 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,000
signal located at the int. of
Turmer Road and the State
Route 99 Southbound Ramp.
MTS003 Instaration of traffic $47,500 $0 $47,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
signal located at the int. of
Victor Road and Clulf Avenue.
MTS004 instaifation of traffic $47,500  $47.500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30
signal located at the Int. of
Lodi Avenue and Lower
Sacramento Road.
“TS005  Instaliation of traffic $47,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $47,500 30

signal focated at the Int. of
Lodl Avenue and Mills Avenue.
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TABLE 6-1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING

STREETS AND ROADS

061/2301

Project
Number

Major Plannod Facilibies

Impact
Feo 1990/91 1991/92 1992/33 1993/94

1994/95

199586 1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007

MTS010

MTSOo11

MTS012

Ingtattation ot tratfic

signal located at the int. of

Lower Sacramento Road and Vine
Sireat.

Instatlation of traffic
signal located at the int. of
Kettleman Lana and Mills
Avenue.

Instaliation of tratfic

signal located at the Int. of
Kettloman Lane and State
Route 99 Southbound Ramp.

Instattation of traffic

signal located &t the Int. of
Kettloman Lana and Beckman
Soad.

instaliation of tratfic

signal located at the int. of
Lower Sacramento Road and
Harney Lans.

instaliation of tratfic
signal located at the int. of

Hamey Lane and Mills Avenue.

Instailation of tratfic
signal located at the int. of
Hamey Lana and Ham Lane.

$35,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

$110,600 $0 $0 $0 $0

$105,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

$105,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

$95,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

$90,000 30 $0 $0 $0

$90,000 $0 $0 $0 30

$0 $0 $95,000 $0

$0 S0 $110,000 0

$105,000 $0 $0 $0

$0  $105,000 $0 $0



TABLE 6-1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS

01/23/91

Project
Number

Major Planned Facilies

Impact
Fee

1990/91

1991/92

1992/93

1993/94

1994/95

1995/96

1996/97 1997-2002

2002-2007

. MTS013

MTS014

MTS015

MTS016

MTS017

MTS018

Installation of tratfic

signal located at the int. of
Hamey Lane and Stockton
Street.

Installation of tratfic

sigral located at the Int. of
Elm Street and Lower
Sacraments road.

Instatiation of tratfic

signal jocated at the Int. of
Lockeford Street and Stockton
Street.

Instatiation of traffic
signal located at the Int. of
Turner Road and Stockton
Street.

Instattation of tratfic
signal located at the int. of
Pine Street and Stockton Street.

Instaltation of traific
signal located at the int. of
Turner Road and Mifls Avenue.

wnstaliation of tratfic
signat located at the int. of
Tumer Road and Edgewood.

Instaltation of tratfic

signal located at ths Inl. of
Kettieman Lane and Central
Avenue.

395,000

$45,000

$45,000

$45,000

$45,000

345,000

$45,000

$0

$45,000

$0

$45,000

T oAy o i e SRR e
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$45,000

$0

$0

$45,000

$0

$49,000

$0

$95,000



TABLE 6-1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING

STREETS AND ROADS

e

0172301

Project
Number

Major Planned Facilities

Impact
Fee

1990/91  1991/92 1992/93 1993/94

1994/95

1995/96  1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007

MBCOO2

Installation of tratfic
signal located at the Int. of
Eim Street and Mills Avenue.

Installation of tratfic
signal located at the Int. of
Cherokee Lana and Vine Streat.

instaltation of tratfic
signal located at the int. of
Ham t ane and Century Blbd.

Instalfation of traffic
signal located at the Int. of
Cherokee Lane anc Elm Street.

Widening of a Box Cubvert
along Lower Sacramento Road
approx. 1,360 feet south of
Lodl Avenue.

Widening of a Box Culvert
along Turner Road approx.
2,400 feet west of Lower
Sacramento Road.

Widening ot a Box Culvert
along Mills Avenue approx.
100 teat south of Royal
Crast Driva.

Widening of a Bax Culvert
along Hamey Lane approx.
3,300 feat west of Hutchins
Street.

$45,000

$52,500

$47,500

$52,500

$207,200

$75.000

$141,000

$216,000

$0 $0 $0 $0

$0

$0  $45,000 $0 $0

S0 $47500 50

S0 $207.200 $0

$0 $75,000 $0

$0 $141,000 $0

$0 $216,000 $0




TABLE 6-1 0172301
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS

{Project  Major Planned Fadilities Impact ]
Number Foeo 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 199394  1994/95  1995/96 1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
MRAX001 Widening of a raliroad $101,000 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 s0  $101,000 "0
crossing 1,400 ft. North
of Tumer Road.

MRRAX004 Widening and upgrade cf $202,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $202,000 $0
protection devices of a
raliroad crossing at the Int.
of Lockaford Street and Guild
Avenua.

MRRAX005 Widening of a railroad $111,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $111,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
crossing 1,350 ft. East
of Guiid.

MBRX006 Widening and upgrada of $227,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $227,000
protaction devices of a
rallroad crossing at the int.
of Beckman Road ard Lodi
Avenue.

MRARX007 Construction of railroad $215,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $215,000 $0 $0
ciossing at int. of Lodl
Avenue and Guild Ave.

MRRX008 Ciulf Avenue and Thurman $188,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ® $0 $188,000 $0
Street

MRRX003 Widening and upgrade of $215,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $215,000
protectlon devices of a
raltroad crossing 1,350
foat East of Guild Avecue.

MRRAX010 Widening of raliroad $202,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $202,000 $0
crossing 1,380 feot East
of Hutchins Street.

STREETS AND ROADWAY COST $11,861,887 |5
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Freeway Improvements

As recommended by TJKM, interchange improvements for Kettleman Lane/Stzte

Route 99 and Turner Road/State Route 99 will be necéssary to maintain a LOS C
or better. Proposed interchange imprcvements at”Kettleman Lane/State Route 99
call for the realignment of Beckman Road. Cufrent]y, Beckman Road is]ocated
about 225 feet east of the northbound ramp onto State Route 99, a distince

that is considered too close for two signalized intersections. Realignmant of
Beckman is proposed in the enviropﬂeﬂta] impact report for Kettleman )
Properties located at the northeast corner of Kettleman Lane and Beckman Road.
The proposed design constituteﬁ a realignment of both Beckman Road and the -
northbound offramp, but 5\ still subject to review by Caltrans:and approval Ey
the California Transpo%tation Commission. As part of the Kettleman -
interchange work, a-route study will be prepared. that will address traffic and °
circulation at the interchange and, also, rerouﬁ%ng,State Route 12 around the
east of town.~ *\x;f

ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING ,,-};: _

N
P e

In Table 6-1, a summary of the-street proﬁects and development impact fee.

- funding is presented. Estimzfed7tosts]are referenced to the Engineering News
i Record 20 Cities Constructfﬁ¥;CoSt\1n ex for January 1, 1990 of 4673 Roadway
' improvement costs reflect\ b

.Reimbursement Poli:y-and do not reflect the total estimated construction cost.

the City’s funding responsib711ty per the City

In~prepar1ng'the estimates of construction cost, the dd9e1oper obligation,
City obligation and-development impact fee funding‘fbr the projects, the
folTowing factoxs:were considered. The City obligation for funding of
projects includes everything not required of;the developer including special
medians; landscaping, and right-of-way. Measure K.will provide funding for
improvements along {ower Sacramento Road and at the Kettleman Lane
interchange. Based upon forecasted.distribution of Measure K funds along
Lower Sacramento Road, sufficient” Funds will exist to construct the City
portion of the street section.

Phasing of the" 1mprovements is based upon the Forecast of Units Constructed
Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A} provided by the City. In Table
6-1, the phasing is divided by year for the first seven years followed by two
five-year increments. Costs for the projects serving the General Plan
development funded on or before July 1, 1990 are shown in the current year
(1990/91). Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to the
January 1, 1990 dollar reference.

Relationship of New Development to Streets and Road Facilities Projects

A reasonable relationship must be established between the fees use and the
type of development on which the fee is imposed. In order to establish this

47
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relationship, we must first demonstrate that the type of development upon
which the fee is to be charged will, in fact, use, be served by,-or benefit
from the public facilities to be financed .

Each and every land use will benefit from the streets and road faci?ities
within the community. Residents use the streéts to get to and from work,
shopping, and entertainment. Commerce and’industry use the streets for.
deliveries, customers, and employees.< Each and every land use in the Proposed
General Plan will benefit from the'facilities constructed as part of the =°
capital improvements program any, “therefore, is appropriately;part of the fee
program. .

Relationship of Land U%es to Streets and Road Facilltres Progects

o
Once the relationshsp between the facilities tocbe constructed and the land
uses has beem’established, the burden of financing is to be distributed to
each land-ase in proportion to its use of, or benefit from, the improvements.
This is accomplished through the use ofrzk Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the re¥ative responsibility to pay for

-improvements for each land useftztegory’fh relation to the single famx]y
/ detached residential categgpy/ 5 [,

E By definition, an acre ofx\bﬂ density single family detached dwe11ing units
.has a RAE factors-that_show’ their Streets and Road Facilities demand relative

to one acre of:sfngle ﬁami]y detached dwelling units. The RAE schedule shows
¥ reasonable’ relationshﬁp between the cost of the required Streets and Road
Factlities prajects’and financing burden placed onceach land use. The RAE
§c2$gpée2that ‘has'been developed for the Facil}ties Fee is shown in

a . e PR

Reconnended Fees e

The Streetsaand Road Fac111t1es/Fee 1s shown in Table 6-2. The total fee is
$4,825 per Tow density residential acre. For the streets and roads
faci]ities, the cash f1ou/is such that a portion of the fee subject to
contingent reimbursemenf “is required.
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TABLE 6-2 22—Jan-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
STREETS AND ROADS
r Charge Per Unit ]
Portion Not Portion
Subject To Subject To
Contingent Contingent
Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement TO,'E', -
RESID AL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $4,725 $100 $4,825
Mediium Density Acre 1.96 $9,261 $196 $9,457
High Density Acre  3.05 $14,411 $305 $14,716
East Side Residentlal Arre 1.00 $4,725 $100 $4.825
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acra 1.00 $4,725 $100 $4,825
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $3,261 $196 $9,457
High Density Acre 3.05 $14.411 $305 $14,716
OMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 1.90 $8,978 $190 $9,168
General Commercial Acre 3.82 $18,050 $382 $18,432
Downtown Commercial Acre 3.27 $8,978 $190 $9,168
Office Commoercial Acre 8.91 $42,100 $891  $42,991
INDt, 1A
Light Industrial Acra 200 $9,450 $200 $3,650
Heavy Industrial Acre 1.27 $6,001 $127 $6,128
Industrial Reserve Acre 2.00 $9,450 $200 $9,650

Note: Doller amounts are in constant January 1, 1990 doliars.
Sources: Nolte & Aseociates and Angus McOcnald & Associates.



CHAPTER 7 )
POLICE § |
OVERVIEW 7 2,
Level of Service ‘ﬂ/"’ 157

[ -
Target for emergency response t%d?‘is 3 minutes anywhere in the-City. -
Currently, emergency response-times are under this goal. Thére were a tota}l.
of 65 sworn personnel and 33 non-sworn personnel authorized in.1988/89. These
figures reveal a seryiee standard of 0.95 sworn personnel and ‘0.47 non-sworn -
personnel per 1,000-persons served. Currently, the-department is understaffed
relative to the standard described above by 11-$worn—’and S non-sworn
personnel. -~ ", g

511$?in9’301ice Facilities f{‘::?“\z.x;;

-The Lodi Police Department ngyides pokite protection services to all areas
< within the city limits. ThePo
; with an estimated populat{on of~50;300 in 1990. The Police Department,
. located at 230 W. EIm Stkeet; has an estimated 21,571 square feet of building
~,space. The current-employea standard based 98 total employees is 1.3
employees per 1;000 persbns-served. The current space §g§hdard is 220 square
A

Tite Départment serves a 9.4 square mile area

feet of building space’.per employee. o

oy

(('.

e L B
Existing deficiencies are calculated based:on what is currently provided in
the way of staff and facilities and whatstaff and facilities are planned to
be provided at the end of the planning period. Further, the existing
deficiency-calculation is prepared”to identify the portion of the facilities,
if any, which should be serving existing development based upon a current
staffing or facility deficiéncy relative to the future standard for police

staffing and space. -

iz g
Existing Deticiencies RS

Table 7-1 presents the calculation of the existing deficiency for the Police
Station Expansion. Based upon forecasts provided by the City for building
space and police staffing in the future, the space standard and the staffing
standard increase siightly. This produces only a very minor existing
deficiency such that 7.1% of the Police Station Expansion is not funded from
the development impact fees.
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TABLE 7-1 22-Jan—91
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS
POLICE
Existing Future Future

Daescription of ltem Population  Additions Total
GENERAL GOVERNMENT PERSONS S 80,258 44,314 105,663
SERVICE CAPACITY
Police Employess 98.0 43.0 141.0
Police Facilites (Sq. Ft.) 21,571 10,000 31,571
SERVICE STANDARD
Current Service Standard:

Police Employees Per 1.9

1,000 Persons Served

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 220.1
Target Service Standard

Poilce Employees Per 1.33

1,000 Persons Served

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 223.9
ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED
Additional Employees 1.5 41.2 42.7
Additional Bullding Area (Sq. Ft.)

For Existing Empioyees 372 372

For New Employees 334 9,226 9,560

Totai 706 9,226 9,932

Burden on New and Existing Development

Cost of New Facilltias

Note: Dollar amounts are In constant January 1, 1990 doliars.
Sourcaes: Nolte & Assoclates and Angus McDonald & Assoclates




PLANNED POLICE FACILITIES

Police facilities to serve at buildout of the Proposed General P]anxwere
identified by City staff and the Police Department. A summary of thg
facilities is presented in Table 7-2. With the exception of the Polide
Station expansion and the jail expansion,’the major facilities are seTf
explanatory. : e
?C‘ -
Currently, alternatives for pntjte and jail facilities are bexng considered by
the City and the Police Dgpartuent Specific locations for-the facilities -
have not been identifiedg * Alternatives being considered”fnc}ude renovation @a

and expansion of the<9&ist1ng Police Station. Py S

ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING

In Table.7- 2 a summary of the Police faci]wty and estimated costs to serve
the future Clty of Lodi is presented. [[Estimated costs are referenced to the
Engineering News Record 20 Cities Con ﬂructfbn Cost Index for January 1, 1990

of 4673. Phasing of the impr nts ‘t%based upon forecasts of facw]ity '
;/ needs by the City over the/ ign?ng pefiod.

% -
* For the purposes of fee §t a?f/the police station expansion costs’ are not
.wholly attributable-to_the development provided for under the Proposed General

Plan. A portlon “of the‘buivaing expansion (7.1%) will serve existing
development; The cost.in Table 7-2 reflects the reducéd estimated cost. The
Jjatl expans{nn and_the other facility costs 1isted 4n Table 7-2 are not

subject to the ex%sting deficiency reduction. o
PN
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DEVELGPHENT IMPACT FEE el

7

Re]ationship of New Development to,Pblice Facilities Projects

A reasonabTe\re]ationshipnggst/gg established between: (1) the fee’s use and;
(2) the type ‘of developmert on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a
relationship, tt must _bé shown that the type of development that is going to
be charged the fee Actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public
facilities that are to be financed by the fee revenue.

Police facilities are used by all the land uses in Lodi. Responses to calls
for service as a function of land use have been provided by the Police
Department. This data provides that basis for the assertion that new
development will indeed create a demand for Police protection services. Thus,
each and every land use uses and/or benefits from Police Facilities and is
appropriately part of the fee program.
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TABLE7 -2 o2/
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
POLICE
Project impact
Number Fee 1900/91 1801/92 1962/93 1903/04  1994/85 1995/06 1996/97 1967-2002 2002-2007
LPD00t Police Station expansion $1,854,000 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $62,000 §1,765,100 $0
to add 10,000 squar> feat
of space.
LPDO02  Jail expansion to add $275,000 $0 $0 $0 $C 30 30 $27,500  $247.600 $
10 new cells
LPDO0O3  Miscellaneous safety $44,000 $0 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,600 $3,000 $13,000 $13,000
equipment for 29 officers.
LPDOO4  Ankmal contral truck $23,000 $0 $ $0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $23,000
and equipment
LPDOOS 2 pickup trucks equipped $36,000 $0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $36,000 30
with radios and other
equipment.
LPDODE Eight patrol cars $144,000 $0 $18,000 $0 $18,000 30 $18,000 $0 $36,000 $54,000
and equipmant.
LPDOO7 Ten portable radios. $26,000 $0 0 $3,000 $0 $3,000 $0 $3,000 $9,000 $8,000
LPO00S Five work stations. $20,000 $0 30 $4,000 $0 $0 $4.000 $0 $4,000 $8,000
LPOOOS Five cornputer terminals. $8,000 $0 $0 $1,500 $0 $1,500 0 $0 $2,500 $2,500
TOTAL POLICE DEPARTMENT

PAGE 1 OF 1
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TABLE 7-3 22-Jan-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
POLICE
Charge Per Unit

Portion Not Portion

Subject To Subject To

Contingent Contingent
Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement  Total
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $1,241 $425 $1,666
Medium Density Acre 177 $2,201 $754 $2,955
High Density Acre 4.72 $5,853 $2,005 $7,858
East Side Residential Acre 1.09 $1,347 $461 $1,808
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $1,241 $425 $1,666
Medium Density Acre 1.77 $2,201 8754 $2,955
High Density Acre 4.72 $5,853 $2,005 $7,858
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commerciai  Ac‘e 2.30 $5,318 $976 $6,294
General Commerciat Acre 2.59 $3,218 $1,102 $4,320
Downtown Commercial Acre 18.48 $5,318 $976 $6,294
Office Commercial Ac 9 72 $4,620 $1,581 $6,201
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.30 $374 $127 $501
Heavy industrial Acre 0.19 $232 $79 $311
industrial Reserve Acre 0.30 $374 $127 $501

Nots: Doliar amounts are in constant January 1, 1890 doilars.
Sources: Noite & Asecciates and Angus McDonald & Associates.




[~ ]

k]
Relationship of Land Uses to Police Facilities PrOJects B

"’" Once the relationship between the facilities to be~ constructed and ‘the land

v uses has been established, the burden of fmancing is to be distmbuj:ed to
each land use in proportion to its use of, or benefit from, the improﬁementa

e This is accomplished through the use of 3’ﬂes1dentia] Acre Equivalent “(RAE)

- schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay fo,r
improvements for each land use cqt!gory in relation to the smgLe family =

- detached residential category_._ o /.'/ <

e By definition, an acre pf ’low density single family detaci\ed dwelling units 'l
has a RAE factor of }®. A1l other land use categopres have RAE factors that-"

- show their Police Facﬂities demand relative to ope acré of single family

£ detached dwe]hng units. The RAE schedule shows a.reisonable relationship
between the cost of the required Police Fac1hties projects and financing

e burden placed on each land use.

by s
The- RAE schedule that has been deve]o;j&l for“the Pohce Facilities Fee is _

- -shown in Table 7-2. P! _[, )

e " Recommended Fees ;’f{’ ,{:,;;4 e f

g“ 1"‘~‘,_<_The Police Facﬂ}t*eﬂee ‘]S shown in Table 7-3. The total foe is $1,666 per

] low density resrdentia} Jacre. For Police Facilities, the\cash flow is such
that a porti”on of the/f’ee subject to contingent re1mbm!sement is required.
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CHAPTER 8
FIRE . __
- %ﬁ;
OVERVIEW - 3
Level of Service e 1%3

AN X
< Tk -

ﬁ;ﬁ." - [
The level of service that guiggsﬁihe requirement for and placement of a new
fire station is to provide aimaximum of a three minute driving time to all “i
areas within the City ;}gﬁts and the Limit of Utilitig§zP1ann{ng. &

[
¢ N N,

Existing Fire Facilities

T
>

The City of Lodi Fire Department currently servesthe City from three
strategically located fire stations. Station #1 is located at 210 W. Elm
Street, Station #2 is located at 705 E[ftadi-Avenue and Station #3 is Jocated .
at_2141 South Ham Lane. When these stations were constructed, they provided -~

_the desire service levels to the~City. “With new development occurring West of
“the existing City, additiona¥ firé protection capacity is required. .-~
{ T Y

-
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e NN -~
Currently, no deficiengies exist in the Fire Faci]ities¢§a1at1ve to the level

-t

and servicestandard for the City.
‘:l:'_ l ‘."-., __.--‘:.’:’"’l - -:."‘.‘ 2
PLANNED FIRE FACILITIES Lo

Fire Facilities to serve buildout of the Frtoposed General Plan were identified
in the Fire Station Locaticn Master Plan and by City and staff during

preparation of this report. Major facilities projects are listed in Table 8-
] e -~

The new Fire'Station (#4) wtl}’ﬁé Tocated on Lower Sacramento Road near Park
West Drive. hther facilities listed in Table 8-1 will equip Station #4 and
expand capabi]ittggogg/the other stations.

During the preparation of the fee study, a number of fire facility capital
improvement projects were identified by the City. The nature of these
projects can be characterized as replacement of existing facilities and
equipment. In a strict sense, these kinds of costs are not attributable to
new development but truly serve the existing community. As a result, only
those costs directly related to extending the existing level of service to new
development are included in the fee program.

&5
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ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING e

A summary of the Fire Facility projects and estimated- Costs and phasing is
presented in Table 8-1. Estimated costs are basedfupon the Engineering News

pn

Record 20 Cities Construction Cost Index for January 1990 of 4673. "2

‘\‘{x’

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE -

Relationship of New Deve]opnent tp Fire Facilities Projects

A reasonable relationship nu}t’be established between: (1)- the fee ‘S use and,
(2) the type of develo ment on which the fee is imposed.™ To establish such x-
relationship, it must®é shown that the type of development that is going to -
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or-bepefits from the public N
facilities that/are to be financed by the fee revanue

Fire faci?ities are used by all the land uses in Lod1 Responses to calls for
service as a function of land use have;Peen~arov1ded by the Fire Department.

This data provides that basis for the igssertion that new development will
indeed create a demand for Fire—suppréssion and protection services. Thus,

/ each and every land use usesxand/br benefits from Fire Facilities and is

appropriately part of the fee/program

“aRe1ationsh1p of LandZUEes to Fire Facilities Projects

Once the relaxionship between the facilities to be constructnd and the land
uses has been ‘establ¥shed, the burden of financing is to be distributed to
each>Jand use’ fnfproportfon to their use of, or benefit from, the
improvements. “This is accomplished through_tbe use of a Residential Acre
Equivalent (RAE) schedule. A RAE scheduls: Tndicates the relative
responsibility to pay for improvements-for each land use category in relation
to the sfng]e family detached residentia1 category.

By definitfon, an acre of low»d/ﬁsity single family detached dwelling units
has a RAE factor of 1.0. ATl other land use categories have RAE factors that
show their Fire. [Facilitfes demand relative to one acre of single family
detached dweliing units. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable relationship
between the cost of the required Fire Facilities projects and financing burden
placed on each land use.

The RAE schedule that has been developed for the Fire Facilities Fee is shown
in Table 8-2.
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TABLE S - 1 os/2met
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
FIRE
Impact
Project Deecription Fes
Mumber Fund 1900/01 19018 19403 1980/94 1004706 1996/06 190NG7 196972002 20022007
LFDOO1 Mew westside siation construction $475,000 0 0 0 ] S0 $476,000 30 E 0
{#4), furnishings and squipment.
LFO002 New 10C° ladder ruck and $475,000 0 0 0 4 0 $95,000 $380,000 »
squipment.
LFO003 Two sedane. £20,000 E 0 %0 ® E 4 0 0 $10,000 $10,000
L0004 Two mini-vane. 330,000 ] ® 0 0 ® ] $15,000 ” 815,000
LFD00& Five computers. $16,00¢ 0 ] 30 0 0 0 £$3,000 36,000 £7,006
LFDO0S Fire Sighting Batety gear $13,000 0 0 0 [ 0 s $13,000 0 20
for 23 smployees.
LFDO0O7 12 sell-contained breathing $18,000 20 ] [ ] 0 ] 0 $13,000 0 E
apparatve,
LFD00S Staticn #1, Construction/remodel. $16,000 0 0 0 $0 S0 30 $0 $13,000 0

pope 10f ¢
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TABLE 8—2 22~Jan-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
FIRE
Charge Per Unit

Portion Not Portion

Subject To Subject To

Contingent Contingent
Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimpursemeng To@al
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $518 $200 $718
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $1,017 $393 $1,410
High Density Acre 4.32 $2,240 $865 $3,105
East Side Residential Acre 1.10 $569 $220 $7898
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $518 $200 $718
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $1,017 $393 $1,410
High Density Acre 432 $2,240 $865 $3,105
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial  Acre 1.89 $1,435 $379 $1,814
General Commercial Acre 1.93 $1,000 $386 $1,386
Downtown Commercial Acre 8.96 $1,435 $379 $1,814
Office Commercial Acre 2.48 $1,274 $492 $1,766
IND 1A
Light Industrial Acre 0.84 $333 $128 $461
Heavy industrial Acre 0.61 $£318 $123 $441
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.64 $333 $128 $461

Note: Dollar amounts are in constant January 1, 1990 dollars.
Sources: Noite & Associates and Angus McDoenald & Assoclates.
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Recommended Fees “

The summary Fire Facilities fee is shown in Tab]e,_e’—”z". The total f‘e‘_e is $718
per low density residential acre. For Fire FaciTities, the cash f16¢ is such
that a pertion of the fee subject to contingent reimbursement is requ-i’f_ed.
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‘EXISuing Park and Recreatlon Facilities ,:;\

CHAPTER 9 |
PARKS AND RECREATION -~

e
s

OVERVIEW /f*’ %%‘

This chapter of the report presents the cost estimates and the proposed“
phasing for each Park and Recreatqﬁﬁ improvements that are to be. financed from
development impact fee revenues,- Government Code §66000 specifies certain.-
findings are necessary for & vélid development impact fee.. ,This chapter 7.
presents the required f%ndings and presents the calculation of the Parks and <
Recreation fee. * , .

Level of Service”f

-

The current level service for standard parks (not‘lncluding school parks or E
drainage basins) is 3.4 acres per 1 Ooof?arknand “Recreation Persons Served andff
the current level of service for communwtx*Cénter building space is -

.approximately 770 square feet pen 1, OGQ’Phrk and Recreation Persons Served.
< These standards were used asfthe-hasi§ for calculating the percentage of new
i parks and additional communitx'center
. appropriately f1nanced from new development.

building space that could be -

<«

Tahie 9-1 provides a.summary of the existing park _ acreage in the City of Lodi.
In the table, the most important number is the -177.8 acres of Standard Park
area. - It is this acreage that is used to compute the existing standard for
park acreage. Based upon an estimated cqrrent usage of 52,680 park and
recreation persons served, the existing-standard for parks and recreation
acreage ts 3.4 acres per 1,000. Based upon an estimated current building space
inventury of 40,950 square feet .int community center buildings, the existing
space standard 1s 777 square.féet per 1,000. A summary of existing park
facilities provided by the'61ty and is presented in Table 9-2.

Existing Deficiencies g

Calculation of existing deficiencies is based upon the current standard
relative to the future standard for parks and recreation acreage and community
building space. In the City of Lodi, the future standard proposed for the
community exceeds the current standard. In Table 9-3, results of the existing
deficiency analysis are presented.
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L TABLE 9-1
o INVENTORY OF EXISTING PARK AND RECREATION ACREAGE
= ,.--"/ Extsting Park Facilittes
e
- ) =3 Total  Standard
’ Description v_\,:};;‘(’-" Acres Park Basin School. 1
: - ._::‘_J' e
b3
b [ ] Y ~
% 1. Ammory . % 3.2 3.2
9 2. Beckmap-3-° 16.6 0.8
N 3. Blakaly 9.0 3.0
o 4 Kane 8.2 027
A 5. -Century (1) 2.5 2.5
= _AB. Emerson 2.0 A
C _~"" 7. English Oaks Cormmons 3.7 . 3,7
oo o B. 6-Basin s X
E 8. Henry Glaves ’ | T2 - 370 9.6
10. Grape Bow) [f 1587--715.0
i 11. Hale i 2.6
s ™ 12. Hutchins Street Sm F . 10.0
IR, ; 13. Kofu l"/l 10.0 10.0
o™ i 14. Lawreme/lu;b.’?ﬁrdb&ﬁ‘ - 18.0 10.0 8.0
% -. 15. Legion N 5.6 5.6
o oow 16. Lodi Lake < 101.0 101.0
E 17. napie-Sqw‘-e SN 1.0 1.0
Lo ke 18 Pixley Pa (C—I"Basfn) 17.0
k. 739, Salas Par 21.0 .
%, '20. Softba}i- Couplex 7.6 6 .
j e 21, Van_ Buskirk 1.0 L0
t’é - ZZ?-‘_!M 14.0 « 08 11.2 2.0
% 23 Vastgate 6.0 . 0.3 5.7
£ . Washington School 3.pn0 5.1
I . Lakewood School 5.0 5.0
PO Reese School 7 6.0 6.0
& m Nichols School P 5.8 5.8
i . Raritage School e 2.0 2.0
L Woodbr idge School .~ 5.0 5.0
= ) Sr. Elementary -~ 12.0 12.0
¥ e Lodi High Schoal” 25.0 25.0
b 2. Tokay High ,scﬁool 21.0 21.0
& 33 .[‘eedm 2.0 2.0
- Total Acreage 368.5 180.3 89.3 98.8
Pom Total Acreage for Standard (1) 177.8
, - Source: City of Lodi.
i (1) Century Park is a temporary park and is not included in standards.
v
- el
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The findings indicate the following. First, the added park acreage in the
Proposed General Plan will increase the acreage standard from-3.3/1,000 to
3.6/1,000. As a result, 13.8% of the added park acreage must be allocated
to raise the current standard of the current residents. Stated another way,
only 86.2% of proposed park improvement costs;Ts attributable to new
development. - N

g ,’_‘

Second, the added community bui]ding/Space will raise the space standapd
from 777/1 000 to 1,502/1,000. As*a resull, 49.1% of the added bu11d1mg
space is allocated to existingnﬁbvelopment and 50.9% is al]ocated to new.,.,
development. = o I

Existing defic1encies~3re not funded thraugh the deyelopment 1mpact fee =
program. In this-fée study, alternative funding-sources are not AN
specifically jdéntified that would cover parkffandfrecreation existing ’
facilities déficiencies.

TABlE 9EZ-f
INVENTORY OF EXISTTNE PARx AND RECREATION FACILITIES

Pgrii‘:iéreaqef;fi'ié i 3.4/1,000 prrsons served
% Comminity Building Area 777, sqF£/1,000 persons
s i Pigerved
x;;‘Restrooms !,f/;bil/park over 3.0 acres
':&ighted Baseball niamonds”’ 11 Total
Tot. Tot ,xf’ 1/park
L1ghted‘Tennis Courts 11 Total
Swimming Pools 4 Total

Source: Nolte and Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates
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TABLE 9-3 22-Jan-91
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS
PARKS AND RECREATION
Existing Future Future

Description of item Conditions  Additions Total
PARK PER S SERVED 53,148 31,031 77.188
SERVICE CAPACITY

Park Acreage 177.8 103.6 281.4

Community Center Bulidings (Sq. Ft.) 40,950 75,000 115,950
SERVICE STANDARD
Current Service Standard:

Park Acres Per 1,000 Persons Served 3.4

Community Center Sq. Fi. Per 1,000 Persons Serv 7
Target Service Standard

Park Acres Per 1,000 Persons Served 3.6

Community Center Sq. Ft. Per 1,000 Persons Served 1.502
ADDITIONAL SErnVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED

Additional Park Acres 14.2 89.4 103.6
Additional Community Center SqFt 38,183 36,817 75,000
BURDEN ON NEW AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT

Additional Park Acres 13.8% 86.2% 100.0%
Additional Community Center SqFt 50.9% 49.1% 100.0%

Note: Dollar amounts are in constant January 1, 1990 doilars.
Sources: Nolte & Assaciates and Angus McDonald & Associates.



IS

w‘

ol 4

®

—
ww

T

- B

X E7%

%

o

_identifying the responsibility-of, .
< improvements, building costs?ﬂgrelseparated from all other cost. A 49.1%
. deficiency has been al1oc:fed -£0"the- building costs and a 13.8% deficiency has
* been allocated to all others ‘costs. The exception is the Haster Plan for Parks
kand Recreation. »f;::—,‘, Y L

PLANNED PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

A summary of the Parks and Recreation Facility Projects is presented in Table
9-4, Estimated costs are referenced to the Eng1neering News Record- 20 Cities
Construction Cost Index for January 1990 of 46737 Project descr1pthns played
an important role in preparing the project estimates and were developed in
concert with City staff. Project Numbers-Tisted in Table 9-4 are used’to
identify project locations in Figure-9<1 A

-r:c‘ . [

ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING " S

Improvement and land acqgisition costs for parks and recreat1on faci]ities ara
based upon informatiomc‘provided by City staff and theCity Capital Improvement
Plan. Land costs were assumed to be $100,000 peCfacrec/ In cases where land
for parks expansion is already owned by the City; the"fee program will not pay
or reimburse-the City for land costs. N

N

e

As exp}ained in the previous section, he;future space and park acreage
standards are greater than the currendlst For the purpose of
the feé'program for funding of these

rets ' l’ R

A ‘number of - the projects identified by the City are na@ attributab1e to new
devﬁ]opment ‘and more- accurately fall into the cateqory of maintenance and
repair. These pr9j9cts are easily identified because no cost has been
a11ocated to the impact fee fund. N

—y
\‘,.

In Table,Q 4, the phasing of construction costs is presented only for those
Parks proigcts to be funded through the fee program. Phasing of the projects
is based upon forecasts provided,by the City.

DEVELOPMENT INPACT FEE -~

Relationship of Park” and Recreation Projects to New Development

A reasonable relationship must be established between: (1) the fee’s use and;
(2) the type of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a
relationship, it must be shown that the type of development that is going to
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public
facilities that are to be financed by the fee revenue.

Park and Recreation facilities are primarily used by tire residential
population of Lodi. However, non-residential land uses are served by these
facilities. Examples include; employees using park facilities during lunch,

o4
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TABLE 94 0112201
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
PARKS AND RECREATION
Extinated
Project  Dwecription Comatruciion bnpact .
Mamber Cont Foe 1000/91 190102 1902/53 1983 100495 196880 190687 19672002 202-2007
MPRO01  Parks and Recreation $80,000 $50,000 s 50,000 ® 0 2 0 [ ® ©
Mastes Plan.
MPRO02  Administadon buliding 82,864,000 $1,406,000 t 0 0 » %0 0 . % §1,408,000
axpansion at carporation yasd.
MPROOS  Underground tank replaceme £37,000 0 0 ® %0 s0 0
MPPOOS  Lodi Lake Cenwal Park $368,000 0 L ® L L
improvements.
MPROCS  Lodi Lake penimecta $378,000 0 80 E 3¢ L L o 0 ® 0
nprovements.
MPRO0S  Lodi Lake expansion 1o 13 aor 31,818,000 81,506,400 0 L 5 0 0 $0 0 $1,586,400 1]
westside arse.
MPROOT  Lodi Laka ol removal. $2%50,000 0 0 0 &
MPFDOS  Lodi Lake Turmer Romd $156,000 0 $0 30 20 o 0
Rataining Wall.
MPROGP  Lodi Lake Uiy Extension $133,000 0 » $0 20 0 80 $0 30 o $0
(Mater).
MPFD18  Sohbell complex Concession. 79,000 0 0 0 ® $0
NPRO1T  Bohbell Compiex replacement $107,000 » ] $0 0 ® 80
' oconceseion sland.
MPR012  Boltbell Compiex shade $12,000 $0 0 0 $0 2 LY L 0 n t
aruchure.
MPRD13  Softbalt Compiax paving. $11,000 L 0 0 0 0 0
MPRO4  Softball Complex upprade 881,000 30 0 30 0 L 0 0 0
sports lighting.
MPROYE  Stadium Elecirioss & Spcrte $122,000 *® s s ] © s 30 0 ® 0
Ughiing,
MPROIS  Suadium Press Box $44,000 0 30 0 0 Lad
MPROT7  Guadium Parking Lot Landecs $81,000 0 ® 30
& Ughting

Pagetols




TABLE 9-4 ovzzn
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
PARKS AND RECREATION
Exthmaind
Project Dwecription Constructicn Snpaot
Mumbes Cowt Foo 190081 100182 1902053 10KV 190006 1906/98 1996597 19672002 2002-2007
WPROWS  Sadiure Ruturt & Drainage $136,000 ] ®© 0 ] »© L]  J $o 30 ®0
mprovemenis
MPROIS  Stackum Addiional Beating $82,000 L 0 0 0 [
MPRO20 Kol Park Enlerge Bleacher A $25,000 »n 0
MPFROZY Kol Park New Playground $25,000 $0
Equipmen?
MPRACZ2  Kale Pack Pormanent Backsio 38,000 ®© 0 » 0 ® =0
MPRO3Y  Koks Pask Group Pionio 37,000 % L L % 0 =0 30
Foctisley
MPROM Kol Part Entrancs Impeovem $13,000 0 ”0 0 ] 0 ] ® » ®
MPRX2E  Anwory Park Parting Lot 312,000 ] L L 50
MPRO28  Asmory ParkPress Box A Biss. $27,000 «0 0 0 t 0 o $0 0 80
Wi
MPRXZT  Armory Park Upgrade Slecirdo $20,000 0 0 $0 2 ® $0
WPRO2S  2upo Feld Replecement of w $28.000 S0 0 0 0 ® &0 E 0
coutn.
MPROD  Zupo FleidUpgrade Elecrical $61,000 0 0 $0 E s » $0 0 0 0
) 8pcets Lighting
MPRO3Y  Hale Park General knproveme £208,000 © 0 0 30 0 ® 30 0 %0 0
MWFRO33  Hele Park Community Bulidin $1,383,000 $662.000 0 0 0 = L 30 0 $682,000 ®
MPROJM  Blakely Park Upgrads Lightin $22,000 0 $0 ] 0 L $0 0 $0 0
MPRONS  Salee Park Protective Shade $51,000 0 ® » t x £ $0 ] ®
Bwuctures
MPRE3S  Seles ParkFence Diamand Ar $8,000 0 E 0 t 0 20 0
MPROS7 Fmaison Park Resiroom 178,000 $0 0 ” $o $0 0 ”0
Faplacement
MPROOE  Pluely Pack (C - Besln) $485,000 $400,800 0 L s ® ® 0 o E ) $400,800
Qonecal improvenents
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TABLE 94 [ 3174
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
PARKS AND RECREATION
Estmated

Project  Deacription Construction Sapact
Number Cost Fee 196081 19012 1992153 1904 190496 1906/08 i 19072002 20022007
MPROIS  Weatgate Park Improvementa $353,000 $304,200 » E 0 .0 L $304,200 0
MPRO40  Asea 51 Park & Community $2,728,000 $1,298,400 Lo E o 0 $1,280,400

Buliding
MPRO4t  Aren 13 Park & Pool $776,000 3008 300 =~ L 0 $000.300
MPRO4Z  Area #4 Part & Communiy 3,708,000 $2,400,000 0 0 ” ”© 80 0 $2,400.000

Bulding
MPRO43  Area #8 Park Improvemonte $1,348,000 $1,162,000 0 0 0 =0 0 $0 0 $681,000 $581,000
MPROM  Area #6 Park Inprovemens $1,122,000 $008,800 0 0 0 0 $0 0 $966,000 0
MPROM  Area #7 Park improvements $3,800,000 51,900,100 ®0 30 0 ®n $1,960,100 $0 0 ®
MPRO4S  Easteide Park Generat Pak $208,000 $2%7,200 E 0 ] 80 0 $1268,600 $128,600 [ 4 $0

mprovements.
MPRO4GA Esst Side Solalt Comphex $5,068,000 85,068,000 ®o 50 $0 30 0 t ] $ 35,068,000
PR  F-Basin Improvemnents Parx $119,000 $102,700 0 0 30 0 0 0 $0 0 $102,700
MPRO48  1-Basin improveniants Park $119,000 $102,700 ] 0 E ] ® 0 30 0 0 $102,700
MPROE2 G-Basin Park Inprovernents $300,000 $358,600 30 0 $0 $0 0 0 0 $129,200 $129,200
MPAOES  Huichine Square Catering $38,000 20 0 L 0 0 £ 0 $0 30

b Khchen

MPROS4  Hulchine Square Mult-purpo $780,000 0 0 [ ] so $0 $0 0 30 0
MPROGE  Hulchine Square Chisd Care $563,000 0 E ] 30 0 0 30

Coner
MPROSS  Huktins Squery Conasclorsd  $1,000,000 ) % ® % ) ® % 0 ) %

Walhwaye
MPROS?  Hutchine Bquare Audiorksm 4,000,000 » 0 0 0 S0 0 $0 $0 0 0

[IOTA!. PARKS AND REC.  $26,972,000

Page 3ol 3
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:burden placed on each land use‘-—~~

company picnics, and company teams participating in softball_leagues. Thus,
each and every land use uses and/or benefits from Park and Recreation
facilities and is appropriately part of the fee program :
Relationship of Park and Recreation Projects tox(ﬁgd Uses Yz‘
Once the relationship between the faci]1;r@s to be constructed and the'Jand
uses has been established, the burden-of financing is to be distributed-to
each land use in proportlon to the&r use of, or benefit from, the o
improvements. This is accomplisheéd through the use of a Residential Acre -
Equivalent (RAE) schedule. #-RAE schedule indicates the relatxve iy
responsibility to pay fox?ﬁmprovements for each ]and use;cateqory in re]atwon
to the single fam1ly d@tached residential category
// ",-‘
By definition, an’ “acre of low density single family»detached dwelling units
has a RAE factor of 1.0. A1l other land use categories have RAE factors that
show their-park usage relative to one acre of 10w*densxtv single family
detached dwelling units. The RAE scheg u%e_shqws 3’ reasonable relationship
between the cost of the required park nd,recreation prejects and financ1ng

l

!'The RAE schedule that hasﬁbeen;d”Veloped for the Park and Recreat1on—Fee is

N ST

‘_shown in Table 2-5. T

/“;‘\ AN

'Recounended Fees"f },’ e

The:summary Parks and/Recreat1on fee is shown in Iable 9 5. The total fee is
$12,021 per lou\density residential acre. For Parks and Recreation the cash
flow ‘ts such that a vortion of the fee subjeﬁt‘to contingent reimbursement is
not reqnired

&7
T T T e e e T T T
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TABLE 9-5 22-~ian-81
SUMMARY CF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
PARKS AND RECREATION
Charge Per Unit

Portion Not Portion

Subject To Subject To

Contingent Contingent
Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement Total
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre  1.00 $12,021 30 $12,021
Madium Density Acre 1.43 $17,178 $0 $17,178
High Density Acre 2.80 $33,619 $0 $33,619
East Side Rasidential Acre 1.10 $13,197 $0 $13,197
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $12,021 $0 $12,021
Maedium Density Acre  1.43 $17,178 $0 $17,178
High Density Acre 2.80 $33,619 $0 $33,619
COMMEFR TIAL
Neighborhood Commercial  Acre 0.32 $£3,816 $0 $3,816
General Commerclal Acre 0.32 $3,816 30 $3,816
Downtown Commercial Acre 1.68 $3,816 $0 $3,816
Ctfica Commercial Acre 0.54 $6,543 80 $6,543
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.23 $2,726 $0 $2,726
Heavy industrial Acre 0.33 33,853 $0 $3,953
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.23 $2,726 $0 $2,726

Note: Doller amourits are in constant January 1, 1990 dollars.
Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McConald & Associates.
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iPLANNED GEHERAL’CITY FAOILlTlES

CHAPTER 10
GENERAL CITY FACILITIES~

e '
- -
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OVERVIEW T e

A7 e
Level of Service \&uf‘ ) T
N \ =l

WX }'\\"'

The current staffing level of~sarv1ce provided by the Citylof Lod1 for general
city services (e.g. Citycmanager, finance department) is-1.25°Full Time s
Equivalents (FTEs) peral,000 persons served. The current space.standard is -
229 square feet pep- FTE. These standards were usedias the basis for
calculating the pércentage of additions to City’Ha]l ‘that would be
approprlately charged to either new or ex1st1ng\development

Exist1ng Def1c1enc1es ff:::\ﬁ\\ ‘vl
P

.Table 10-1 presents the results-af theagstting deficiency analysis. In the
./ case of the City Hall addition; both the staffing standard and the space

standard ara increased over tbé‘p]aan%ng period. As a result, a portion

————

L {27.8%) of the addition qan'nbt be-funded from development impact fees.

]

IngTable 10-2, a ]isting of General City Facilities; PrOJects is provided.
Inctuded in the _Yfsting are those capital lmprqvements and expenditures
1dentif1ed by &ity Department heads in the1r,budget forecasts for 2006/7.
ESTIHATED COST AKD PHASING - o

A summary of the phasing of pro, ects funded by the fee program is provided in
Table 10-2..° Phasing of the projects is based upon the forecast of units
constructed ower the GenenaT Plan period.

DEVELOPMENT IHPAC¥wF£E
Relationship of New Development to General City Facilities Projects

A reascnable relationship must be established between: (1) the fee’s use and;
(2) the type of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a
resationship, it must be shown that the type of development that is going to
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public
facilities that are to be financed by the fee revenue.

64
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TABLE 10-1 22-Jan-91
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS
GENERAL CITY FACILITIES
Change End
Current 1989/90 - State

Personnel Units 1989/90 2007/08 2007/08
Administration Persons 13 8 21
Finance (w/o Purchasing) Persons 28 14 42

Purchasing (FT) Persons 5 3 8

Purchaging (PT) Persons 1 -1 0
Data Processing Persons S 13 18
Building (CDD) Pearsons 6 5 11
Planning (COD) Persons 5 4 9
Public Works Persons 19 9 28

[ Totas 82 55.0 137 |
FTE Change End
Conversion Current 1988/90 - State

Personnel Units (1) Factor 1989/90 2007708 2007/08
Administration FTE 100% 13.0 8.0 21.0
Finance {w/o Purchasing)  FTE 100% 28.0 14.0 42.0

Purchasing (FT) FTE 100% 5.0 3.0 8.0

Purchasing (PT) FTE 50% 0.5 (0.5) 0.0
Data Procsssing FTE 100% 5.0 13.0 18.0
Building (CDD) FTE 100% 6.0 5.0 11.0
Planning (CDD) E 100% 5.0 4.0 9.0
Public Works FTE 10086 19.0 9.0 28.0
Total Units 81.5 55.5 137.0
Buliding Area Square Feet 18,657 14,448 33,105
Total Persons Served 64,996 35,842 - 92,996
Staffing Standard:

FTE's per 1,000 Persons Saived 1.28 0.19 1.47
Space Standard:

Area Per Employee (FTE) 228.82 12.72 241.64

Source: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates.



TABLE 10-1 22-Jan-@1
— {Cont.}
' SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
GENERAL CITY FACILITIES
‘ Existing Future Future
Description of Item Population  Additions Total
GENERAL GOVERNMENT PERSONS SERVE 63,676 28,320 92,996
SERVICE CAPACITY
- General Government Employees (Full 81.5 55.5 137.0
i Time Equivaient (FTEs))
General Government Buildings (Sq. Ft.) 18,657 14,448 33,105
r'
L SERVICE STANDARD
Current Service Standard:
- General Government Employees Per 1.3
o 1,000 Persons Served
b1 Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 228.9
Target Service Standard
Laed Ganeral Government Employees Per 1.5
- 1,000 Persons Served
Building Sq. FL. Per Employee 241.6
[}
I ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED
b Additional Employees (Full Time 12.3 43.2 © 555
Equivalent (FTE))
oo™ Additional Building Area (Sq. Ft.)
3:.,, b oo For Existing Employees 1,037 1,037
: For New Employees 2,974 10,437 13,411
T
o0 Total 4,011 10,437 14,448
A Burden on New and Existing Development
Cost of New Faciiities
oo
b Note: Dollar mounts are in constant January 1, 1990 dollars.
i Source: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates.
P
ot

‘pi"Q
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TABLE 10-2 o122/
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
GENERAL CITY DEPARTMENT
Estimated
Project Deecription Conswuciion knpact
Nesnber Cost Foe 190001 190302 1O 1080/04 190406 190608 1508037 10072002 2002-2007
GCFI001  City Halt Remodel end Addition. $4,218,000 $3,043,20 0 $700,000 $700,000 ] 0 $1.83.20
GCFI002  Civio Conter Pariing Lot Expansion $2£0,000 3260,000 $0 30 © s $250,000 E
13 N. Church,
GCF03  Cwvio Canter Parking Lot Expansion $236,000 $236,000 ® 0 L L4 L L] o 0 £235,000
217 W. Bm,
OCFO04  Aguisiion, demottion, design $281,000 $291,000 s [ 0 0 ] [ 0 © $291,000
Inspection, and construction
107 & 109 K. School 8.
GCF008  Garage & wash raok expaneion $52,000 $20,000 $26,000 %0 3 E 0 0 0
QCR008  Public Works Adminteiation 3618,000 $309,000 ® 0 0 $309,000 0 $0 0 $0
Buliding expanasion,
QCFR07  Coversd storage. $06,000 $96,000 $0 [ $96,000 30 so [ 0 [ 0
acFRos Propecty scquisition $213,000 $213,000 $0 0 0 ” $0 0 $213,000
217 E. Lockeford 8t
GCFI0e  Parting Lot improvements, $79,000 $70,000 $o s 80 Lo L LY ® s $70,0%0
NE comner of Lockeford and
Saockion.
QCFI018  Branch Library $2,000,000 $2,900,000 $0 $0 0 0 so s 80 $2,600,000 s
OCFI011  Publio Works Trucks $750,000 $750,000 $44,100 $44,100 $44,700  $44,100  $44,100  $44,300 $44,100 $220,000 $220,700
GCFoI12 Public Works Pickups and Sedane $718,000 $718,000 $42,100 $42,100 $42,100 342,100 $42,100 $42,100 $42,1% $210,300 $210,000
aCFn13 Public Works Al Compressore 300,000 $90,000 $56,200 $5,200 $56,300 $5,300 $5,300 $5,300 $6,300 $28,500 $28,400
GCFI04  Public Works Misc. Offics Equipment 306,500 906,500 53,900 $3,900 $3.000 $3,000 £3.000 £3.000 £3,000 $19,300 $18,000
GCFRIE  Finance Miso. Otfice Equipment $161,700 $181,700 $10,700 $10,700 $10,700  $10,700 $10,700 $10,700 $10,700 $53,400 $53,400
QCF018  Finance Computer (AS 400) $72,000 $72,000 $4,200 34,200 $4,200 84,200 $4.200 $4,200 $4,200 $21,200 $21,400

pesge tof2




TABLE 10-2 011221
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
GENERAL CITY DEPARTMENT
Estimard
Project Duecription Construction mpact
{Mumber Cost Fos 1000/01 199182 1902703 19004 190406 1905/00 190857 1997-2002 2002-2007
QGCFI0IT7  Fee Program Monkoring $4,400,000 $4,400,000  $300,000 £200,000 $20C,000  $200,000  $200,000  $200,000  $500,000 $1,300,000  $1,500,000
COOVOOY  Genersl Flan Updade 1087 £287,019 &287,018 267,019 ®» 0 » 0 0 = $0 20
COOVO02  Five Year Update 1o the Generad £20,000 $20,000 $0 $20,000 s ] 2 0 0 30 0
Plan 19097
COOVO03  Five Year Update 10 the General $20,000 $20,000 » 0 $20,000 0 ] 0 30 0 0
Plan 2002
POAWKS00T  Stancard Draswings and $20,000 $20,000 ® » 0 &0 ® [ 326,000 0 ]
Bpecificaticne-1907.
PEAKS002 Sundard Drawings snd $20,000 $20,000 %0 ] 0 E 4 0 ] k) $20,000 ]
Specifications-2002.
PEWKSODd Standard Drawings and $20,000
Bpeoclficatone-2007.
ll'OTAl.Cﬂ'Y FACIUTIES $15,581.219

poage 2062
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General City Facilities benefit all land uses in the City of Lodi. Thesa
facilities provide the space and services necessary for governmental
administration. General City administrative services are provided to
businesses and employees, as well as to residents of Lodi. N

Relationship of Land Uses to General City Fac111ties Projects \\,

Once the relationship between the facilwtieSffo be constructed and th€i1and
uses has been established, the burden of,ffhancang is to be distributed,to
each land use in proportion to their use of, or benefit from, the -
improvements. This is accomp]ishgd:fhrough the use of a Residential Acre
Equivalent (RAE) schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative
responsibility to pay for imrovements for each land use category in re]at1cn

to the single family detgéhed residential category R L

.'-": \ 5

By definition, an acre of Tow density sing]e fammty’detiched dwel]ing units
has a RAE factorof 1.0. All other land use categorfes have RAE factors that
show their benefit from general city facilities reTative to one acre of low
density single family detached dwelling units. “The RAE schedule shows a
reasonable relationship between the cost=df$the required general City
facr11ties projects and the f!nancing burden‘p%aced on each land use.

fThe RAE schedule that has been deve]oped for the General City Fac1]1t1es is
i shown in Table 10-3. Y

e

\Recmunended Fees —~:73 3*} (,ff

Thg summary - Genera] C1ty Facilities fee is shown in TabJe 10-3. The total fee
15+$9,273 per low density residential acre. For Gemeral City Facilities, the
cash,flow is such-that a portion of the fee subaect to contingent
re1mbursement is required. a2

-
w -

73
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TABLE AT~
GENERAL PLAN E}GE GROWTH FORECAST
CITY OF LODI ml% FACILITIES FINARCING PLAN
r§‘ AY
¢ \
Existing Exhung >
As Of o - k 1997/98- 2002/03-  Total Total
Land Use Catagoriss Units  1987/88 msm uso?’sl 1991/92 i9sffdy  1993/94 1994/95 193G/96  199¢/S7 2001/02 2006/07 Forscast 2008/07
- NS . AN
4 2 N
RESIDENTIAL \ . ‘\‘ \
. \ \
Low Density Acres 2,088 z.le 5 s \ ° o\, o 2 0 13 2.4
Medium Dessity Acres 153 1 1 0 ] 0 o O, o o 0 1 194
High Denaity Acres 182 16 ‘ o 0 o 97 o 0 0 4 in
East Side Resldential Acres ) 3 0 - 0 ° oo 0 0 3 7
PLARRED RESIOENTIAL \ ' "o
PR - Low Density Acres 0 o s 12 52 52 s, 289 325 142 1042
PR - Medium Density  Acres o 0 \0 5 3 3 3% 19 21 8 87
PR - High Density  Acres o ° Y s 1 4 « 'z n 28 8 83
. g,
- =t -
{dent a1 2,406 2,595 23 » 81 sy 60 50 2 395 1,257 .
hh s . 1 \ =) z 3,852
1 ' \
° : O \ -
ey Acris 149 155 ) ‘i}ﬁ 3 3 3 3 a 21 8 238,
.&1 Acres 189 195 0 0 0 PN 1 0 0 1 197
n Acres 19 2 0 0. 0 o L ) 0 N\ 0 0 2
Off tFe Acres & s 0 0 ! 1 1 g\ 1 2 \? 9 s
-
] < X,
rng@amm 22 459 13 13 C}? 4 4 4 \\\\\ 5 z AN 552
g % \
3 “ \
LoR Ihdstrial  Acres m ’ 5 O ’ 4 2 2 V85 e
Hepdy Ipdustrial Acres 33 as2 3 4 2 N 3 3 3 N\ 20 25 } 58 558
1R8strial Resarva  Acres ° 0 21 28 13 N w1 2 a %{1 N\ 128 158 - [e28 4z
Q r \ pd /
"h Trastria) 554 755 2 35 17 b= 2 2 » 174 ‘(1 S79 1,39
Y .
tolircy: | City of Lodt Public Works Departmant. AN ‘3&,&
. N, oo
<
5, I\
% e

RP202-8



APPENDIX B
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2,767

2,618

3,154
8,325

TABLE B-1 e
GENERAL PLAM GRONTH FORECAST- AN
CITY OF LODI PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN ;,
Residential Growth Phasing ( .‘_,,--'” Avg. Density 7 up g2
ae New Net
Phase "PR” Area ..;:-;'J' Acres  Parks _A_cé_f' T#DY’s
1 southeast; E/Sti St. 150 10 <T40%). 980
1 Batch; W/Lwr< Sac. 85 07 85 My 595
1 Tovme, W/Lwr. Sac, S/Turner 78.3 /.,,3 > 758.3 527
1 N/Century, E/Lwr. Sac 51 ¢ _,_,’_{V 51 357
1 S/Century(frontage), E/Lwr.Sac 52 78 44 308
- Suptotal — A
=
2 .~ S/Century,E/Lwr.Sac.(less 01) 164 0 164 1,148
-z Bridgetown; N/Turner .-~ ¢ ~ 61 0 61 427 .
;2 N/Kettleman, E/Lwr.: “Sac,/ L. 100 3 97 679~
P2 N/Century, E/Lwr; Sac (tess 01) 0 0 3 70
L2 N/Kett'leman, _[Lwr ~Sac 52 0 52 -7 364
),,f, Subtota] L
w3t
T WL Sac N/Kett'leman(]ess 02) 163 13,3 150 1,050
3 % S/Ketﬂeman;fH/Lwr Sac 280 ,)@--' 270 1,890
7 N Subtotal o e
Totals 1,76 47 1,189 8,325
}hdustm al Area
3 42
*’\ Total New Parks 89
78
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TABLE B-2 o

GENERAL PLAN ACREAGE GROWTH FOREEAfi

\.

CITY OF LODI PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN ™
1991/92 1932/93 1993/94 1934/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/2002 2602/2006 7

MAXINUM NO. OF
DU’S BLT/YR 1,344

PHASE I o P

TOTAL DU’S = 2,767 <

TOTAL DU e

-

BLT/YR -~ 1,344
TOTAL.BU’S REMAIN
AT END OF YEAR 1,423

BLDOUT/YR a9

msz noC RS
TOTAEEDU’S - 2 518’
TOTAL T BLT/YR

TOTAL DU*S. REMAIN
AT END OF YEAR

% PHASE BLDOI}VYR 11 17

‘\ -

2,326 1,876

PHASE I1I
TGTAL DU’S = 3,154
fOTAL DU BLT/YR

TOTAL DU’S REMAIN
AT END OF YEAR

1,876

)
100

515
2,639

16

e ey

2,639
0

84
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TABLE10-3 oz
'DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
’ GENERAL CITY.DEPARTMENT
GEMERAL CITY PROJECT PHASING
Estimated
Prajmot tocsslon Construction mpact
{Number Comt Foe 190041 199182 196210 1903/04 190488 1996/08 190887 1997-2002 2002-2007
GCFRot Cay Hait Remodel ' 34,216,000 $2,402,650 0 $700,000 $700,000 ”® » E t $1,002,550 0
aCFaz Civic Contar Pasting $250,000 $260,000 0 0 0 0 0 30 $250,000 0 0
Lot Expanveion
AGCF003  Civic Contes Parking 236,000 $235,000 ® ®© 0 ® L] 0 0 E 236,000
Lot Expaneion
QCF004 Parking Lot kagrovement 291,000 201,000 ® 0 0 t ® 0 » = £291,000
M. School Swest
QCFo0s Qarage & Waek Ruck 382,000 $28,000 0 §28,000 = » 0 0 ® 30
Exponeion
AcFooe Public Works Sulkiing 818,000 $309,000 0 20 0 $300,000 = 0 0 0 ]
Expansion
GCFIG7  Public Works Soversd 966,000 $90,000 © ] 06,000 20 0 20 30 50 30
Borage .
acFoos Froperly noquisition, $213,000 £213,000 20 0 0 L 4 L 0 . 0 3213,000
217 E. Lockebed.
OCFoe Parking Lot bmprovernant $73,000 $79,000 . =0 ¢ 0 0 0 » 0 $70,000
Locketord & Stockon
acroe fvanch ey 52,990,000 £2,900,000 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 0 $2,000,000 0
OCFWTY Public Works $760,000 $750,000 944,100 544,100 $44,100 344,100 $44,100 $44,100 544,300 $220,800 $220,700
aCroe Publlc Works $716,000 $715,000 842,100 342,100 $42,100 342,100 $42,%00 $42,100 $42,100 $210,300 £210,000
OCF01S  Publc Worke $90,000 $60,000 $5,300 $5,%00 $6,500 £5,300 $6,300 $5,300 $6,300 328,500 328,400
OCHOM  Publio Works $06,500 985,500 $3,000 $3,500 £3,600 £3,900 $3,900 8,900 $3,000 $16,300 318,900
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TABLE 10-3 oz
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING
GENERAL CITY DEPARTMENT
GENERAL CITY PROJECT PHASING
Eotmated
Pajecs Looation Constructicn mpact
{ommber Cost Foo 1990001 fald 1R 1900004 R and 190608 D ened 19672002 2062-2007
QORI Fnance 991,700 101,700 10,700 $19,700 $10,700 810,700 $10.708 810,700 810,700 063,400 953,400
acFute Finance (OF) 2,000 72,000 $4.200 $4,200 34,200 94,200 84,200 84,200 84,200 21,208 21,400
GCAT  Program loahoring 94,400,000 4,400,000 $300,000 £200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 #200,000 $600,000 1,300,000 $1,300,000
COOVOSt  Qesoral Plen - 1087 27,010 019 87,018 © © o « o 0 Py Py
CODWO2  Uvben Rueige 20,008 $20,000 0 #20,000 0 L 4 L 4 »® 20 ] 0
Dovelopment
CODVESS  Chvie Contar Design 930,000 $30,000 ] ] $20,000 0 » ] 0 0 20
o
POAKS00T  Sanderd Orawings =t $320,000 $20,000 ] ® ® L ” ” $20,000 » E ]
Specifications - . 1907,
PRVKS00Z  Stndwd Oramings and 20,000 820,000 » [ ] 0 L © © © 320,000 ”
Speciiications - 2003 ’
PEAKS000 Slanderd Oravings and $20,000 20,000 ] » ” [ 4 L ”© »0 ” £20,000
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