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REVIEW OF · RB:Xl-lMENDED 
1IDJUS'l!-1ENT FOR 
S.l\NITARY SEWER 
FEE SCHEDULES 

.CC~6-
CC-44 
CC-51 (a) 

Council was reininded that at the Shirtsleeve Session of 
August 26, 1986, Dave ReqUa frcro the fi:OU of Black and 
Veatch reviewed with the Council the fmal report and ~tudy 
entitled "Facility, Operations and Financial Analy~J.s 
White Slough \'later Pollution Control Facility". The CJ.ty 
staff also reviewed with the City Council the reccm.rended 
increases for rronthl y service charges and cormection fees· 

A proposed resolution for the adoption of the reccmrended 

fees was presented -for CounciP s Consideration. The 
proposed resolution has ·been written so tr.at sewer fees 
related to_the domestic sewer system will automatically be 

\ 

adjusted upward 15% each year. Once the revised · 
cons~ction tirre is calculated and the actual plant'-,__. 
expans1on costs (both phases) are known, there nay be need · ' 
to m::xlify this resolution. 

Council discussion followed. On rrotion of Council Member 
Hinchm:m, Snider second, Council continued the natter to 
the regular COuncil rceeting of October 1, 1986 and directed 
Sta~f to provide additional infornation regarding the 
subJect. 

~· 
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CITY cJF LODI . . . . . . . 

COUNCIL .COI\l~IU~ICATION 
Pusuc woRKs oEPARrME'Nr:·.·; 

TO: City Council 

FROM: City Manager 

- MEETING DATE: September 17, 1986 

SUBJECT: Review Recommended Adjustments for Sanitary _Sewer Fee 
Schedules 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council review the recoimiended sanitary 
sewer· rate increases and set the· i tern for finll.l review and implementation at 
the Counci 1 meeting of October 1, 1986~ · · · · 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At the S~irtsl eeve Session of August 26, 1~86, 
Dave Requa from the firm of Black & Veatch reviewed with the Council the 
final report and study entitled 11 Facility, Operations and Financial Analysis -
White Slough Water Po1lutionControl Facility. 11 The City staffalscr.reviewed 
with the City Council the recorr.mended increases for monthly .service charges 
and connection fees outlined in the attached memo dated August 15,_ 1986. 

Being distributed under separate cover is a memo dated September 8, 1986 
which covers other possible development fee increases which may be brought to. 
the City Council within the next year.· .. This information was requested by the 
City Council during the sewer fee discussion which took place .at the. · · · 
Shirtsleeve Session of August 26, 1986. 

Attached is a proposed resolution for the adoption of the recommended fees. 
This proposed resolution has been written so that sewer fees related.to the 
domestic sewer system will automatically be adjusted upward 15% each year. 
Once the revised construction time is calculated and the actual, plant ·.· .. · ·· ... · · 
expansion costs (both phases) are known, there may be need to modify :this~ .. · . 
resolution. For purposes of comparison, the resolution which-established the 
existing fees is also attached. · · 

It is recommended that the adjustment of sewer fees be placed on the· 
Council's agenda of October 1, 1986 for discussion a1;d immediate 
implementation; . 

M2~ 
Attachments 

cc: Finance Director 
Water/Wastewater Superintendent 

APPROVED: 

CCSEWER/TXTW.02M 
.. . . . ~ ··~ ' 

. ;-·.:··!·,·:·-:· .. 
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.. ,.,::.:·,·M·~~·II"''•":'M · ... ,.:.. · cf. Lo·d,·· P t-1·,·c ;.;orks Depa.r.t .. m.en ... t ... · ·_.~,,,.·. '· ...... ll".t'.":;iJ , l, ;..)" . . .; .. U.; . ·". 

·TO: 

FROM: 

onE: 

City f.ianager 
City Counc i 1 

Public Works Director 

August 15, 1986 

0 . 

SUBJECT: Acceptance of Operations andfinancial Analysis Report'for 
White Slough Treatment Facility and Detennination of Rate 
Increases for Future Plant Expansion 

. A'tt~~~ed is a copy of .the final report prepared byBlack.& V,eatch entitied 
"Facility, Operations and Financial Analysis ~White SloughWater ' . · 
Pollution Control Facility'~ dated July 1986. The majorcontents of this 
plan were reviewed with the City Council and public at a hearing at 
Hutchins Square on May 28, 1986. 

At that hearing, there were two major qu~stions discussed. One, whether 
. or not to phase the plant expansion and, two, what was the appropriate · 

method for increasing sewer rates to finance new plant ccnstr:Jction. 

Based on the following cost breakdown and the fact that there was some 
uncertainty as it related to City growth due to the Growth Initiative, it 
was concluded that the City of Lodi should have a two-phase expansion 
prog:am to carry it through the year 2006. 

.Without Phasing 

With Phasing 
· Phase I 

.··. Phase II 

SEWER RATE INCREASES 

Capacity 

8.4 MGD ·. 

6.8 MGD 

8.4 MGD 

Plant Life 

1991..:.2006 

1991-1998 

1998-2006 

Cost 

$8. 043,~000 

$6,045,000 

. $8,494,000 

The question that still must be answered is: "How to increase monthly 
sewer service charges and new connection fees in order to obtain the 
required _revenue to finance revenue bonds for the plant expansion?" 

The financial plan and alternatives are covered in Chapter's' of the 
attached report. 

Listed below is a short discussion with a recommenda~ion on mon~hly sewer 
service charges and new connection fees. 

.· '· 
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· .. ~ionth1y Service Charges 

o The m~nthlyservice charge has not·been increased since 
.)fears). :· 

0 Th~ ~resent three:..bedroom rate. (sd. 24 per month} is 747; b~io~ the 
average of other valley cities. (See attached Exhibit A.) 

o ·The. average rate for other valley cities is $7.38 per month~· 
J •• • 

Listed below are some ofthe possible ways that -this rate can be 
increased. The first three methods are shown on Figures 5-1 through 5-5 
in the attached report. · · · ·· 

l. A 10% increase per year until construction of Phase 1 (approximaf~ly .· 

2 .• 

SO. 50 per year increase). , . 

Toi~l increase at time of Phase 1 construction (approximately $2. §o 
per mont~ fn~rease). 

3. A 10% increase now with rema1mng increase at time of Phase 1 
construction (approximately 50.50 per month and $2.00 per month 
increase). 

4. Any combination of the above. 

Recommended Increase. in Konthly Service Charge 

It is recommended that in September 1986 the City Council implement a 20% 
increase with ~ 15% anriual increase thereafter starting July 1987 until 
the first phase construction. listed below would be the actual monthly 
service charges based on a three-bedroom home • 

. . · l985-8G(Existing) ·. S4.24 lf9.0'lj~> .... ·· ·.••·· .· 
1986-87 (Starting September) Note.: .·Current average 
1987-88 ·. 5.85 for valley 'cities is now 
1988-89 6.73 $7.38/month · · 
1589-90 7.74 . . 

· ····.For Council• s information, a straight 15% annual increase would provide 
the following increases· based on a three-bedroom home: . 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

:1988-89 
1989-90 

Connection Fee for New Services 

$4.24 
4.87 
5.60 
6.45 
7.41 

- . -· 

Note: CIJ~rent ~verage 
. for<valley cities is now 
$7.38/month 

o The connection fee has not been i-ncreased since 1975 (11 yt!ars). 

o The present connection fee for a three-bedroom home (S360)is 215% 
below the average of other valley cities. 
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. The averace fee'_g~'other va11ey cities. is:hij~y(for; a three-bedroom 
i:OJT;e, Ho~ever, a number of valley cities are now"stu.dying cor:necti 
fee increases. Manteca just increised thei_r fee· from $1220 to $2222 . 

. ·,.. . . 

Listed t:elow are sor-:e.orthe possible ways that this rate can 

1. Irr.n:ediate ir.creas~ to $560, $750, $1500, or S2250 per connectioh. ·· .. 
These increases are shown in Figures 5-1 through 5-5 in the attached 
report. · ·· ~-

2. Other flat or incremental increases. 

Rec6rnended Increase in Connection Fee 

lt is recomme-nded that in September 1986 the City Council implement an . 
increase in the connection fee to $1500 for a three-bedroom home, with a .·-
15~ annual.increase thereafter. starting July 1987 until the fi,rst phase . 
ton~truction. Listed below would be the actual connection fee based on a· 

· three-bedroom home. 

1985-86 (Existing) 
1985-87 (Starting September) 
1987-88 
1988-89 
1989-90 

s 360 
1500 
1725 
1984 
2261 

Nate: Currer.t average 
for valiey cities is now 
$1134/connection 

For Council's information, implementation of a $1200 connection fee with a 
10% annual increase thereafter would be as follows: 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 
1988-89 

·. 1989-90 

s 360 
1200 
1320 
1452 
1597 

Note: Current average 
for valley cities is now 
$1134/connection 

At the ·shirtsleeve Session of August 26, 1986, Dave R~qua. from the firm of 
Black & Veatch will be reviewing with the City Council the final financial 
chapter in the attached report~ He and City staff will be available to 
answer any questions that the Council may have concerning the above · 
recommendations and the attached report. 

. - ·. 

,lf.is critical that the City Council immediately implement some types 
of ·sewer rate increases in order that the City of Lodi will be in a 

·position to finance the next required expansion of our White Slough Water 
Pollution Control Facility • 

. ·JU 
ack L. Ronsko 

P.ub 1 i Works Director 
\''-__/ 

Attachments 

cc: Bl~ck & Veatch 
Finance Director 
Water/Wastewater Superintendent 
water Tre~tment Supervisor 

. JLR/:-.a 

·-·~ -\·-

. .... ·' ... ~.·.· ····~ 



.·City.·. 

Fairfield 

Roseville 
.. · 
Chico 

Vacaville 

Modesto 

Woodland 

Manteca 

. Stockton 

Clovis 

Yuba City 

Redding 

Sacramento 

Turlock 

Merced 

LODI 

Tracy 

Davis 

. Average 
(excluding lodil 

. Hedii1n 

% LOOI is BEL0\1 average 

.Assumptions: 

Sewer" 
Cor.nec t ion Fee 

S33SO 

2400 

. 1950 

1780. 

780 

740 * 
600 

550 

510 

450 

430 

330: <l:o ·· i~C:r:~~5er 
(lo times ·t ) 

2~W · 

---- -· ··--·· 

$760 <s,~ooti·~ith) 
(Trai:.yincrease) .. 

o 3 •• b~dr~ID ~6~~e , 
· o lot .size:: 60xlOO•:,; 

o· Gross; Ai:.r~s· of'tod 
o Feesdo.notinclude'cost 

providihg late.ra.l 

:-.: ~-,- ;- .. 

tlonth I y Sewer 
Service Charge 

':ss.so .. · 
9.50:"~ 

).40 ... · 

7.70 

4~75 

. z.oo 

s. 75~= 
7.80:':* 

4.00:: 

9.95 

8.00 

8.26 :"::': 

4.00 

7.67 

·5.50 
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. SEWER CHARGES AND FEES 
)'"· . .' ·. ' ... 

WHEREAS, the City Council has adopted Chapter i3.12 of the LodfCity Cocl'e, . 
entitled "Sewer Service, 11 which provides the method of establishing charges and 
fees for sewer service, sewer connections, holding tank wastes, and use of the 
storm drain system; and · · · · 

WHEREAS, the • City Counci 1 desires to pro~icle: current and equable. se~er ·. 
charges and fees; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Lodi: 

1. That the following sewer charges and fees· be established and implemented 
October 1, 1986: 

.. 

DOMESTIC SYSTEM 

A. Residential 

a. Sewer Service Charge 

Number of Bedrooms 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

b. Connection Fee 

B. 

a. Annual .sewage Service· 

b. Connection Fee 

c. · Industrial 

a. Annual Sewage Service 

Unit Item 

Flow - MG 
BOD - 1,000 lbs. 
SS - 1,000 lbs. 

b. · Connection Fee 

Moderate Strength 

Monthly Rate 

$3.05 
4.07 
5.09 
6.11 .. 
7.12 
8.14 
9.14 

$1,200J>O perunit* 

.$48.84 per unit per year 
• • .> 

$1,200.00per.unit 
-.... ~ .. 

·." .· .. _:_ 

$235.00 per MG . 
115.00 per 1,000 lbs. 
.94.00 per l,OOOJbs. 

• c > ·. ·: 

$1,20~.00. perunit 

Se·.'lage Service Unit~·~efined as each 

:·'- ·:. ~ ~ ............ -:-:~ ~ --~-· . 
·.· . ., 

----·-- .. · ..•... '"'" 

' 



.... ~::" ' 

r-. 
..•• }:<~{~i.g~··: Strength. 

Flow - MG 
BOD - 1,000 lbs. 
SS - 1,000 lbs. 

INDUSTRIAL SYSTEM 

A. Annual Sewage Service 

Unit Item 

Flow - MG 
BOD - 1,000 lbs. 

B. Connection Fee · 

HOLDING TANK WASTES 

A. Dumping Charge 

STORM DRAIN SYSTEM 

A. Storm Drain Disposal Charge 

: ".'·.·. . . 

ul1it charge 

$388.00 per MG ...••. •· 
160.00 per 1,000 lbs. 
72.00 per 1,000 lbs. 

Unit Charge 

To be determined annually by. the 
. Public Works Director as outlined 
in Section 13~12.200of the Lodi 
City Code' • ·· ·· · 

. . . ' . . . 

To be determined annually by the 
Public WorksDirector.as outlined 
in Section 13.12.210 of the Lodi 
City Code 

$36.00 per 1,000 gal. 

$50.00 per MG 

2. That the abovefees for the Domestic System and Holding Tank Wastes be · 
increased 15%/annually on October l of each year until the treatment plant 
expansion iscompleted or. this.resolution is superseded. 

Dated: 
' - - . . . . . 

I he~eby certify 't:hat Resolution No •. 
was·passedand.adopted by theCity Council 
of the City of Lodi in a .·· .. · meeting 
held · · · ·. , by the following vote: 

. : . . ' . 

Ayes: Counc i lmembers - .. 

Nces: Councilmembers -

.. · ...• ·. :·ALICE.M~· .• REIMCHE 
··.City Clerk ··.· 
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WHEREAS, the Oty Council has adopted Otopter 20, entitled, 11 Se';....~~·':· 
of the Oty of Lodi which provides the method of establishing charges and fees 
for sewer service, sewer connections, holding tonk wastes and use of the. storm.· 
drain system; and ·· · 

. WHEREAS, the Oty Coun.cil desires to provide 
charges and fees; 

NOW THEREFORE, BEITRESOLVED.by the.,Oty Council of the FtY ~ft~di <' 
that the following sewer charges and fees be adopted: . 

DOMESTJ C Sf STEM 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Residential 

A. 
~ . ~ : 

Sewer Service Charge 

Number of Bedrooms 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 .. 

7 

B. Connecti c:t Fee 

Commercial 

A. Annual Sewage Service 

B. Connection Fee 

Industrial 

A. Annual. Sewage Service 
, . .,-'-:.<.,.- .. ' 

'" ·.·,_ . 

. Flo~ ~MG 
BOD ~ 1, 000 lbs. 
ss :_ 1 ,ooo .lbs. ~ 

Monthly Rate 

$2.54 
3.39 
4.24 
5.09 

. 5.93 
6.78 
7~62 

$290.00 per unit .. 

$ 40.64 per unit per r_eor 

$290.00 per unit 

$195.80 per MG 
. $ 96.22 per 1,000 lbs. 
$78.27 per 1,000 lbs. 
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B. Connection Fee 

Moderate Strength User 

High Strength User 

Unit Item 

Flow- MG 
BOD - 1,000 lbs. 
SS - 1,000 lbs. 

A. Annual Sewage Service 

Unit Item 

Flow- MG 
BOD - 1, 000 lbs. 

. . - . 

B. Connection ·Fee 

Storm Drain Disposal Charge 

Dated: December zo, 1978 

. ·'··· ·.;-., 
( ' 

$290 per ~nit 

Unit Charge 

$ 93.67 per MG. 
38.70 per 1 ~ 000 lbs. 
17.28 per 1,000 lbs. 

Unit Char~e 

247.06 per MG. 
20.54 per 1,000 lbs. 

To be determinedby the 
Public Works Director as 
outlined in Sec. 20 of the 
lodi City Code • 

$ 30 per 1,000 go. 

$ 50 per_MG 

. ., 'I he.reby.itertify that Resolution, No.i~l9lwas passed and adopted by the .. 
City c:OunC:il.~of)he.,Cit)r of L6di in c:J regular meeting held .becembe'r 26. 197·8 
bythefqllowing ,vote: 

Ay~s: HughP.s. Katzakian, McCarty and Pinkerton 

,··'"·· •« ;;;•:<.-



MEMORANDUM, City oflodi, Public Works Department 

TO: City Manager 
City Council 

FROM: Public Works Director 

DATE: September 8, 1986 

SUBJECT: Possible Development 

At the last Shirtsle'eve 'se'ss ion, poss ib 1 e increases: in the sewer 
connection and monthly sewer service charge were discussed •. • The City •... · 

. Council requested a 1 i st .of other fee increases which it may be asked to 
consider over. the. next year •.. · In reviewing this with the CitY Manager, it 
was determined that other than some minor increases in over-the-counter 
costs, the major increases that .would be brought to the Council in the 
future. were all oriented to development •.• Any development increases 
proposed would be under the "user pay concept" {i.e., new development pay 
its own way and not be ~ubsidized by the City of lodi)~ · · 

It is felt that one of the best ways to explain the typeof possible 
increases is to provide you with a copy of a 1981 memo inwhichthese 
increases are explained in some detail. A copy of. this memo is attached 
as Exhibit A. 

Listed below are those areas which are felt to be most critical. ,Also 
shown>is the approximate amount that would be added to.:the development 

:costs of a residential uriit. These amounts are approxirnate:and would not 
be brought. te the Council without updating and additioriar:~v·ahiation 

• • • •_ - • • •• .- •C • • > •" • ' • •, •' • ', ' •"• •; ' • • "'· • ,. ~·~·;:~, ' 

Engin~ering Fee 
· Water< Connection 
<Water Well & Oversize Mains 
Capital Buy-In 

.· ·. '. _. .·- . 

*Attached as Exhibit B is a recent Water Connection and Service 
\Charge Survey of the valley cities which shows that the average. 
water connection .fee is $760 and shows that lodi is the onlY city 
with no .connection fee. .· ' · 

··t.~s{we~J~'/a'deve lc>pmeri~ fee 
Vacaville, was rna i1 ed out to the City Counci 1. ·.· This c:ur•vt>v· 

Lodi had the lowest development fee of the seven cities """\J't>v~•n 
·above fee increases were implemented, the City of Lodi 

the owest development fee ~f those seven cities. At the 
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Session, th~ new 'development. fees by the City of·'f.1ant~~~~~~;e 
discussed~: . Attached as Exhibit Cis a recap of these feejncr,~as.~S.· 

. "-:.1-''; '... . --. -. ~ .. • --·· ' '·~: .. ' 

It ishbpeftil that this is the ty~~ ~.f'infor.nation that the Cou~cil wante~. 
priortomaking their decision on the sewer fee increases. 'It should .·· · . 
again be pointed out<that it ._is critical that the increases An. sewer. fees 
be implemented as soon as possible. It is therefore. recommended that the 
sewer fee increases be placed on the .Council's agenda for the October lst 
Council,_meeting for implementation. · · ··· · ·· ·· · ·· 

.. .. . ... 

If you desire any additional information as it relates to this memb or the 
proposed sewer fee increases, please contact me. 
. . f·<:t) .. ·.••·.·· ·.· •. (J .·. .. . . 

.. \ ~~ 
~k L. Ron~!<() .. . ·. 
Rubl ·c Works Director 

JLR/ma 
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HEMORJIJIOUM, City of tri~n •. Publlc)iorks Departme~t, 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

City Manager 

Public Works Dfrcctor 

July 10, 1931 

IncreasIng & · Deve 1 opIng New Revanues J n Order to 
Balance the Five-year Capital. tmprovement Program 

Based on the estimated totals of the propOsed proJ~cts In the Five-year 
Capital Improvement Program, the City's existing financial condition, and 
the need to rnalnt<lin our utility systems, it appears that It ts now critical 
that \·1e rcvie\'1 additional revenue sources. 

· .. ,. . '::· . · .. 

The total funds ~eededfor the F1v~~yea;Sewer and 1 • .fatcr C.I.P. are approxt-
ic.atcly three ralll ion doll<.rs •. This averages approximately $600,000 per.. ;,. 
Ye<lr for just the vmter and sev1er systems.·· This· docs not Include Parks, 
Stom Crnlns, Other Facilities. or the Old Tokay Cnr.1pus. · 

I've attnchcc portions of r::y :lay 5 r.1emo recommending possible new and 
existing revenue incre~ses nnd have highlighted in yellow those areas 
which ;Jre felt to be most critlcd and should no\·1 be studied In oore de
~ail. l feel very stron~ly, as does the ~,jorlty of the City Council, 
that nc\'1 dcw~lopr.1ent shoulc; pay its mvn 1:1ay. Presently the City of Lod1 
Is subsidizIng deve 1 opmcn t by over $1!?0~,000 per yenr. 

. . . 

The City is currently r·cceivlng nuwerous requests in the older areas 
with subst;"~ndard utilities, to convert single f;)mily uses to multifamily. 
One of the fairer solutions to resolving the v1ater ut11ity problem Is to 

,establish a \-later connection fee as outlined in ray May 5 memo •. This 
.would spr~ad thq cost of upgrading.thc utilities to.aU Of the pa.rcels 

Increasing their densitY. and overlending the utlllty~ The.decreaslng st.rcet 
revenues <:Jlso increase the importance of establishing formal development: 
requirements as they relate to street. construction and. traffic appurtenances· 

·related to new development• · •· ,.,. · 
.. . . 

One it~ V:hich was not mentioned lnmy t\ay5 memo which st1ould also be 
analyzed, Is the Increase of sewer service charges. 0·The basic domestic 

. sewer service charge h3s not increased since it was'establlshed In 1978. 
Based on the cost of the five~yearfriiprovements to the sewer system, It 
h important that the domestic sewer service rate bereanalyzed and that 

·. consideration also be given to modlfytrig the sewer. reimbursement ordinance 
···In· order to obtain the needed funds. for the Flve-year~Sewer C.l.P. · . .. . . " ·. .... . . .. ; - . ·. -:· ~ ... ,., ... <.,:- ~-·-·· ' 

It ts felt that no matter wh~t the outcome of the no..:gr~hinltlatlve ls,. 
that the areas hlghl ighted on the attached sheets should be arial'yzed and 
reviewed with the Clty Council.· .. It Is, felt thai the.Jmpor:tance of thls 
recOilll'.endation wlll be amplified once the total five-year C.l~f-. h re-. 
viewed.·., Therefore, Jt Is Important that the Fhre-year. C.I.P~pbe flna11ed 
as soon as possible. ·· · · ·.· ··. · 



' ' 

CIty Hanage~. 
July 10, 
Page 2 

' 

Listed below Is the recollr.lended order that the Item!: be reviewed based 
on the possible revenue Increase, the time Involved In doing the,addltlonal 
study and evaluation needed to prepare a final reeomnended ectlon, the 
ease of lmpiet:lef1tatlon and the effect on upcomln') dev~lopment: '' 

Approximate Yearly 
Item Revenue Increase 

;:m~!!~l~~!~~]J~~;~~I«?~~t $2o,ooo - $3o,ooo 
1 ;1creils~ Cor.r.n)iity Development Fees $15,000 $20,000 

~r~~~li~eml1~~f~~-§PN~~~.~9g.~'E~~·fs s 111 
EstablIsh \later Heter Instal iatlon Cha~$ 5,000 

/\mend '.Jilter & Sewer r.etmbursement 
Ordinnnce 

~£~t~·st'i~~rt ·· cafi1i~rfi'ci~:~:.'F~~~i 

·~~~~~~!f:~!f~~~Ji~~~r:~~;~~-tW~~~F;e 
<Est'nbllSMOvetstzeEMat'eri;iEHnt.' 
1A2rJrieie;{f~ci;:t;;z~~~~·;iJf:i • .tJ:·t·;f:.6: ~-'L. 5 

·Increase Untcr 1·letercd Rates 

El binnte Declining !;lock \.Jater 
Pate Structmre 

Increase Flat & Hetered \later Rates 

Estab 11 sh Standby Fl rc · Pi"otectlon Fee 

t'~f£a8Hsll'fa'rt"apf ~al '~lluy:Srn;:Feel!' ··. ,. 

$10,000 - $15.000 

$60,000 $30.000 

$100.000 

$12,COO 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$100,000 - $200,000. 

$1.5,000···.·~.·. $20,000. 

$130, boo: ~ $240, ooo 

Because of the magnitude of the work Involved, I am requesting direction in 
order that I know how you wish to proceed In this r:Jatter. 

Sincerely 

Jack L. Ronsko 
Public Vorks Director 

cc: Finance Director 

Attachment 

All Public Works Supervisors 
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($20,000 - $30,000) 

( 
~~ 

Presently the engineeri_ng fees are set at 3% of the engineer's estimate 
for. the off-site improvements. This fee \-ras established by Resolution· 
No. -4236. in July of 1976 to cover the City's cost of development en- · 

.. glneering, plan review, inspection and testing~ .. The fee did not cover 

... ·dep~rt:ment~l administrative costs anJ overhead •. 

. ·.: 

lts.ted be_low is a ·r~~~pof ~he ·engi"neering fees collected and the Sl.lb
division ~ngineering charges since implt!mentation in 1976: 
'. . .... ··.··... .·.. . .,. ·. ,• 

. . ···.·• 

· Engr~ Fees 
·collected 

Subdivision 
Engr ~-- Charges 

., 

.·-·.· : $J0,4!Jo $42,561 

. ; .· ·,:. · .. 

:. ·.·. ·. · ': .So~~l .(thr~· March) .. 

.... :79/80· . 52,942 . 75,442 

.. 

. . . '78/79 

77/78 
, .... ~- ··76/77 

.125,773 

"55,920 

32,720 

$297,795 

75,715 

52,831 

1!3, 61!} 

$290,167 
•. ·· .. · 

·Over the pa~t ·fi~~-year period, th~ fees collected equal the actual charges 
.. ·excluding administrative cost __ and overhead~ .. It. is reasonable that this 
develop"ment fee cover adminis"trati"ve and overhead costs~. .· ... · 

. . ·· . If -i:h~:·e~g.ineering 'fee ~as··:tncr~a~~{:i: ~.5% Jt would cov.er the City's 
:.: .. · ····standard _1~9% overhead and would provide :an -inc1·ease revenue of approxJ

. ·:. ·, · · .. : · · · mately $3et,ooo per year. An increase to 4.0% would recover 30% overhead 
· . ·.·and would increase revenues by ·about.· $20,000 per year. 

:_::_-"-:--'--:"--· -=..· ..:..."· ...,:·-;----~ . . . . . . . ·-· ' ·,~-·-·;·-·-----· .. 

· · s~~J. kv(< ~ 

, ... ·.·.'·. ·:-::>' ... <." 
···"'"''.: .. 

.. · .. 



,· 

CityHanager · 
May_ s. 1~81 · 
_Pag~ 3 

-···- < •. 

2~ ·.INCREASE \·lATER HETERED RATES .·($25,000) 
~ . . 

.. ··Presently metered customers pay less per gallon of water used th~n · 
.. does the residential customer on a flat '$6.00 per month rate •. .The 

.'. aver_age residential user, based on inform":ltion received fromcities 
. that meter water, uses approximately 12 - ·15,000 gallons· per month. 

Shown below is the amount of water that flat rate and meter rate 
· customers · wou 1 d ·.obtain for $6.00: 

: ;:·:~:-~·:· ' -
· · .. _ : ·> ~6.o(rflatra~e·· ·,, 

.. ,: 
.12 .. 15,000 gallons per month .. 

: /• , .. 

. : · $6.00mef~red rate - 2s,oo~ gallons per month 

.:':· ._·_ .. 1-h~:·(l;ff~rence'i~ "cost" of water per gallon used becom~s even greater as 
.· .. · ... ·. _.: · ·the water use tncrea~es due tQ the ·';ity's declining block· ra"te. There-

.··,:. : ..... ::·,.,::.fore, residential customers ar~ subsidizing the commercial and industrial 
· · · ' : ·users. · ·· · · · · · · · · · · 

.• 
.. .--:·· 

Bas-~d o~ --~at i·os. between flat rate. and metered rate use by other Va 1l ey 
ci~ies, lodi's metered rate should be incrtJsed by about 20%. 

. . .··, .' .· ·Ll~ted. be.lo~ ~ie ·[od'i .-~ exi~ti~g niet.ei-~d rates t~~eth~r· ~i'th ·proposed 
. · · inc'reases: . :·· . · · ....... ·. 

· · . .. .. _., ·. · :Existing Rate Proposed Rate 

: : _._, ~-·:._· F~-~~{:·5o~~~o f·t3 .· · $o;1811oo it3 . $o·~2211oo ft3 . 
. . ·or. : ..... 374,000 gal.: $0.;24/1000 gal . $0.29/1000 gar 

.. ·. _::··:· .. --:,·Ne~t:.;o6,o6.ci ft3_ $o.-,5;,io ft3 . ·.$().r~ltoof~3 
.. ··or ·.-1,lt96,ooo gal . $0~20/1000 gal $0:25/1000 gal' . 

... . ·· ,· · .. :ov~r 2~o~~obJ.t3 $C.12/100 ft3 $O~lf.;too.ft3. ~ 
·. _:·or:. 1;870,000_ gal $0.16/1000 gal $O.:ll/l000. gal" .··".. ~ . . . .. .. · ... :-·.'. , ... · .. :: .. · . ,; ... · . .. -~ :.. : -.: .. :'.;· · .. -~3 ,• .. -~~- ,., 

·.-Based on a total yearly· meter~d flow· of 62,000~000 cubic feet, a $.0ft/l00. f~-.. ·· .. ~-

::r:::; ~:~ ::::::e u:::·::l :Y ~:::::::•::r::5;:::e:::.Y::r ;12, otio. · ;: \;:' ;~' i 
and $2,000; ·. _' · . · .· · · .: :l·.\~~M 

.• ;, 

... . . . .. 
.. :·. •.;. .h 
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3.: INCREASE FLAT AND METERED \.lATER RATES 

'-:• -

($100,000 - $200.000) 

· : Presen~-ly th~ City ~f L~di water rates are based on Section 26-1 cf the 
Lodi City Cod_e- as shown below: . .·· . 

. . -

-, . ·. - ' .. - : ·:- . : sec. 26-1. Rates within city generally. 
. . . . ·. ·:"<:-The sched~le of water rates ~or the city shall be as follows 
-· · '.:•·-;- permonth" · , - -.• ·· . . .. 

.. . : ·· · : .. ·(a) Flat Rates. · -. ·· ·. - · . . · 
··\ _;_._~--~· .:· .. ~ ·Single-family residence ....................... :.SG.OO 
· · _; · ::·;__ _':- ·.' . ·Two-family occupancy {one ownership), per unit •• 4.95 

·. ·. :·.: .. · .·Multifamily residence. per unit_ ••••••••••••••••• 4.20 
-. -.. · .. ; '.:'.: .··. ·Adjustments iri multifamily. rates may be authorized by the 

. -..:.: ,·,.:,::>::· .... director of finance within a limit of twenty-five perecnt of the 
. . :. · · ~ · .. ·. ·: _,:._:~ .. rates .f:!Stablished. herein, when in his judgment such variations 

.. :···. · : . • · .· . : · . . :. : are necessary to preserve equity. Adjustments in· er.cess of 
.· ,, . . ... :· ·· .... : :. .~ ... 'twenty-five percent must be authorized by the city council. 

· .. •·.· . .-

,.. .... 

.. •. '·.• .. 

.. :· .. : .... . 
•o"•.--:, 

-~ 

-._ 

·.:· ,. · .. ::. ::~·-·: :·.::(b) Metered Rates. . , . . .•. . . · · I 
.. · : ::/ ... · .· . ·.·_- . First 50.000 cubic feet at S0.18 per 100 cubic feet. j' . 

; . •· .. :: , ··.Next 2QO,OOO cubic feet at S0.15 per 100 cubic feet. . ... ·. ; _.:.-.>> :·All over 250,000 cubic feet at S0.12 per 100 cubic fl.!e~. . 
. . . . . . _. . : . · ... : 5he . minimum monthly bill . for supply . through a . three

,·: .. ; ·.~ ·> : ·: fouqhs-inch meter or smaller shall be six dollars; through a 
:: ~-:: ~:: .::: . .one-il}ch. meter, nine dolJa~; and for eacb one-half itlch increase . 

· .·.:;:·:::; : in size of meter thereafter, three dollars per month~ · · ..... " 
. . :·: :_:: ... ;•.• .>~A separate meter shall be Iequircd for each dwelling unit~ and 

·. · _-: .' .... :. the·· charges established herein shall be Jevied fer each SltCll 
·: · : .. · · : · .\ · ··mete~~ {Ord. No. 531, § 2; Ord. No. 787 9 § 1 : Ord. No. 107 6, § 

. ~r:····· ; < :·.>=··:~·:·.::·~ 1:>,_:.:·>.=·. ;· .: .. ··-
·. _: ... · · ........... ·.· ...... . 

:· .. , .. ~ .. '"·. 

. -.... 
: ~ . : ... 

... ·- ·-,_·-

·-~-:·.~.·.:: ,•-:: "":"·.": -.).-.'· ,: o• • :··~ ·' • o••> ·."" 

. .. lnth~ next ftv~.years the City of Lodi.will h~ve$8oo,oooof:ca.pit~l ex- ~\ 
. penditure which 'is·over and above 'the normal.capital system improvements. > f; 

::This ,$150,000 yearly increase is for a newmonitori_ng conti-ols.for th: . . ... ~· . 
. , ·water wells and distribution system ·and for the replacement of _the exast- · 
. ; t_ngdwafter. ~ankd.'·d.B~sed 1 on p

1
a
1
'st

1
growth expe.fr!ence,there1wdillwh.a!soh.··~e .a -;·.~-.~--~-.=~_::_::f.f 

nee or t\t.:> a .tttona we s n the next. ave-year per o ,;. .'c at'e 
· .. estimated at $250,000 each. · · · · ··· ··.·.·•···· ··· · •. ;, - · •. ~- ;: '·~ 

. • . • . . ; .. %. ' ·.· ..• -.. ::\·.;_;:.-.' 
' . . . • •· .-,>:' ,': • • • ' • • • • • ' . • .. . : ~· ·: .... · .... ; ._,:; . ·: .,.,· .. -~:.. . ·· • ..- ... · •. ' ·l:- .. -.~ ... · ~ 

. The, City's existing water. revenue is approximately $1 ,200.0(10 J)eryear• · · ... j.; 

. If: a ·,$1.00 increase was considered on the $6.00 residentiaL flat r.a.te with ·., .:.t 
· ... a·cor.responding percentage increase for all other water··rai:es·(approxtmately L 

17%), a $200,000 per year revenue increase would be exper.ien_ced·-~~ A. 50¢ 
·on the $6.00 residential flat rate with the corresponding increase . 
water rates would increase water r~venues. appr:o~i~t~ly.~lpO,OOC? .. 
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4. ELIHhJATE ·oECLJNING BLOCK \·lATER RATE STRUCTURE ($25,000} 

The decl·i~ingbloc.kmetered wat~r rate encourages the use of water by high 
water users. ·During the 1976 drought, many Cities in California droppf?d 
their declini_ng block rate struct.ure and implemented a uniform meter_ fate 
.for all \-Iater usage. Some cities to encourage water conservation,:even 
adopted an ·inverse block rate where the more you used the more you paid 
per: gallon. · 

.. 
'~The 1981 Water Rcite su'rvey, prepared by the. Cal iforr1ia Municipal UtJl iti.es ·.-
· · Association, showed that. of the 33 agencies serving municipal water (16~ _ 
. had a D~clining.Block Rate Structure, (14) had a ·Flat o.r Uniform Rate . · . 

. . . · . ··:· '_. Sta:u~_ture, a~·~J~) had an Inverse Bl<?ck Rate Structure. ·. 

-- .: ~lf lodt el i~in~ted. ~ts decl.in ing block rate structure and established a : 
· · · ···:Uniform rate.equivalent to th<it now charged for the first 100 cubic feet 

. - ($0.18/19~- 'ft3) tile increased revenue would be approximately $25,000 per year.· 
. ... 

. -~This. ch~;n.ge would affec.t only about 10 water users. The City's h~o largest 
·users .wou~d experience yearly inc:reases of $~8,000 and $4,000 

... ••••• • •• - 0 .· .. ~ 
,._ ... 

5·. i --($50,000 - $120,000) . . . /. . .;;e,;.;;.:.;.:;;..;.::..::...:..:.~:..:..:.:.::;_:...:...::.:.::::..:_.:.....:..::..:.::.:::.... 

. ·.·. ·· · · ·~q, . Presently the 'parking ticket fine: is $1.00 if paid on the day of the fine, 
·. ~ · .. iuid· $2~00. H. paid. l·ater •. These fines were increased five years· ago, how

. . ·:· · · ·' : -· ever, based on· the.fines of other. Valley cities;:. the $l~oo/$2.oo· fine is .. ·· ... _·. 
'.-~'still 1Qw· 'in comparison·. Most cities char~e $_5.oo for.overparki_ng, .·however • 

.. :. . -~ ... . :.some have a .$2.00. fine for certain areas or parking zones •. \:le could find .• 
.·.·::··_,·.·, · .. · :·:·.no other citi'es' that gave a discount for 24-hour"paymemt. ···overparking ... . 

,_,-:. ·. ,. __ .:_ . ·._. r:evenu~s in the City of Lodi now amounts to approximate1y $35,000 per year. 
'·1~~:·:.···~~-~: .. · : .. :~·. ;' •. ~. . -. . _·,.· .... · .. ··,. ,. 

' . :-/$2~50/$5;-oo' ··:: r·:·~- :·' .. . .· .... 

. ~ 

_-. ' If fil)es wera. increased from $l.00/$2.00 to $2.50/$5.00, as·s~~i.ng 2.0% co~es . 
. . . "froin payment of higher fine, abOut $50,01)0 additional revenues "could be .-.:-_ _-·:: ·;.: 

.. ; realized. . . . . . ·•. _,, :-..... . 

~. . ... ; 

. ·;··$5~000F1~t ·_: .-: . ·:~: . 
·· ·Jf fines were· increased .from $1 ~-00/$2.00 to $5.00 flat; assumi.ng 20% . 
. now comes from higher fine, about $120,000 additional revenues could be 

_;_ real.ized~ . 
0 

• •• • • • • • • •; •• 

0 .-: 

· .::·<$3-.00 Flat . .\ · - '.-
· >< If fines were increased from $1.00/$2.00 to a $3.00 flat~ assuming 20% · 

now comes from payment of higher-fine, about '$60,0QOad~itlo'nal . revenues 
could be realized .. · · · ·· · · · ·-:·- · 

.· .. 

<The City of Davis has reminder must be ... 
·.fine increases to; 

in to _$13~00 •. · 
. DMV; fine· 
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, ~--. REASE CITY PARKING-LOT MONTHLY FEES ($5,000 - $10.000) 

~~. _Presently the C_ity sells 135 parking 'permits at $2.5 .. 0 per month per permit 
'V7 for the 108 spt\ce City parking lot located at northeast·corner of Church 

Street _and Elm Street. This monthly fee calculates out at 11¢ per day • 

. _·· · J'r:ivat~-·park.ing l~ts·. in th~ downtown ar~a ar~ no\~ cha~~ing $10 per month 
':_ per.;s_pace for the t.ise of theii-. faci 1 ities~ · 

·.·- ~-: .. 

. ... . . : ~. •.. . . -~ . . . . . 

... Of _the seven_-,Valle)' ~ities contacted~- (Stockton, Tracy, .Hanteca,'Fairfi~ld_, __ · 
... -: -.:Davis~ Sacramento, and Modesto) only Modesto-'sells monthly spaces. ·• 

. ~~desto•s _monthly rates are $10/month for outdoor parking and $20/month 
.for· garage ·parking. ·. .· · .. · · · ·· .· ,. ··. ·.· • . 

" ~- . . ~ . 

. :_ jhe .following'.~.e~e~u-~s :WOUld :b~ real'ized·l·Jith the :increase of' the monthly 
:·!.fee'~ as :Showri below_: - :•: . : _~: 

: .- .. -
. • ·.·:. 

·.·.· .:. Jionthly:Fee< ::··~_ly·Rate 

. : -.:·. -~·::.$2."50 ·, . 11¢ 
., . ._.. · . ,. ·. __ :. -:_ (E!<is_~_i_n·g Fee) 

·.. . · .. 
.. ·•·.• -. ~ .. 

.. .. . · .. :.· 

;>:: -~5-50 ... ,': .. 25¢ 
. . . ~-. . . . 

... :.: .. ·• " : . _$1.-.~~-: ,_.·:' .. :~- :- _:·=··.'. 35(. 
.. '· . . .... . $10 00 ·.-.· ·. '" .• lf5¢: ·. ··.·· ~-~ .'-· ... •. '~~-·.-: .. ··:.:- ... > "-< ... 

Approx; ·Revenue 

$4,000 

. $9,000 

; ~t2,ooo 
. $16,000 

·Increase 

. $5,000: 

$8,000 

$12,000 .-. 

-. · . ·. : . . · :.: ·:Based. on the_ ~x·i·s,ti.ng d~mand, it fs_ assumed that the increase would not 
.. _: ·.· .· . ··: affect permits solei. . . . . 

. . : ... ·. ::·_,,: ·•. -· -~~~~~~~c're~:~~~-,~~:~k~~g- r~ven~es WC>tildhav~ to stay in the parking district 
? . ~-.: ·:::· ·. :·:· ,:· "furid,·howeve~·tf"ey could be used to pay_for parking enforcement whi'ch is ~ow 

· ·. ::· ·-:-: · ·. \ , · · · pal d for· by genera 1 .:fund 'revenues~ ,. C. • · ·· · 
;, • '·, • • • • :. • • c•. • • • . · .. _, . 

: .. :· ~ ::; ... . • . . $~ 

.. -·(· $ .. _1 ___ :5·_-~ 000 $20. 000) :·· .~·>-:-· . :: -~·~_: ~ ~ 
,. , ·....... • •••• "'<:. 

H~ny of th~ "ca'~~~ity Dev~lo~m~ntf~~s (i.e., E.I.R., AnneX:ati~n, Tentattv~~. , . ---::::::~J' 
'_Hap, Parcel Hap, General Plan ,Amendment, Rezoning,· Use Permit, Variance) .. . :.;- 1 
.. are-outdated and'do not reflect the. City's actual expenditures In process~:·.. · --~.; (·~ 

... . ·· ln'g these :requests_.< Based on~the:number of items processed: inthe calendar:, ·~c·· t 
, . . y~ar _1980,. it is .. an~icipated that/upgrading of these fees would increase ·. t{ 

· . / .. · .. revenues by $15,000 ~ $20,000 per year~. · ·.·.·· ' ·. · .. i 
: ~ • .· · .• ' . . • . • . •. ·--:-: . =·. ~ -·, . ' 

·($80~000 ~ $100,000) 
£:', 
~: 
f:-:· 
f.~' 
t':;," 
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($60,000 - $80,000) 

.· "J:his f~e ~ci~ld be 'a water buy-in charge into the City's existing system • 
. lt would cover the new water service's proportional share of the existing 
distri"buti~n mains,- water wells, monitoring facilities, water tank and 
other _water capital equipment which has been paid for by existing water· 

. ·customers;. This fee. would be in addition to any front Jootage 'reimburse
.. ·_.!'lent charge or cost of insta1ling water mains and fire hydr'ants fronting 
· · the property being developed. · . · · · 

· .. 
· Bas~ci on . .an estil)lated value of the system of $3,000,000 and 15,000 exist-. 

·. < .. l.ng customers,_ a water connection fee of $200 {$3,000,00p/15,000) would 
. . . . .. ·be. appropriate.: Using 30o~z.oo new services per year, $60,000 - $80,000 

~: · · · . . . ,._ · ... -~·.coli 1 d b~ ra i sed .in riew revenues. · 

· ·· /.·;··~;·.:··f~hfs:~on~~~~t .i'~ a~pro~~d, the·act~al fee should increase with the 
~- .·. ; . size of the serxice. .·. . . . .. . ~-

. · · ... · · ;. ·:~t··~td·_.e~~JQ\~-& -~.....;1t··· A .,. .. ~~ wo.\.v. UW\~e:'"-ho-... H-. ~\,)n-''1. 1 
· 

:. :-·~ .. ~- . . ... :.;. ... . .. ~ ... ··:· ... ........ .... ..~. . ~-.. ' 

. .. ~~!-'.;;:tsTABtlSH.;{.fATEif;~EU3~'ACREAGE.:FEEl• ($100,000) . r 
.,·.· ;•. >:·: :> ·····~ ~- -~-·~:·:·;.:f\··.::;:~:;: :_: ~~'·'"'": ·<":'-:.\ ........ :'"'" ~""""':::.:.::.; • .::;::_ ,,. ¢~..:.---' '·'. ·.• ~. • .. ]-... ' 

. :-Ttiis would cover·the"cost ofdrilling and constructing water wells 'in new ; 
; :.and undeveloped··areas necessary to ·s~rve the _develop.ments'paying this fee. . .. , f ..•.. 

-·: ... 

·.·. ·· · · · -:._Ofhis r.Jevel.opm~!lt cost iscurrentlybeing paid bythe exi~t ipg ,water customers~: lr 
..-.:·. ·:· .. '> .'· }rh~;~-~r~· ~l~i~f:~l;·. (12) n~w w~l~s·n~~d~dfor f~ll ·d~~~l:opm~nt of .the ' ·. .. r 

·:· .-··: .-. ·'.City•s·General.P.lan •. :These (12) wells, including stand~y power at two.(2) ·~ 
. . · · · ... 'Jocations~are estimated to cost approximately $2.5 mill ion. \-lith approxl-
. · · .: :···mately ·2900 .. undeveloped acres left within the General Plall. service area, .· 

' ,• .• .... : .. .'an av~rage. "fee of "$850 per acre ($2,500,000/2900 acresl_would recover the 
-· ···· .·· • ·--City_'s ·future _well costs.·. Using the City 1.5 average development, per year · 

.. ::of.1_20 acres, 'approximately $1'00,000 per ye~r ~uldberecovered • 
. :_ ·• :: •.. - ..... . . . . · .. ,_~: ·.•· ..... :·. . . . ' . . 

·· ~<Jhis fee could be combined with the oversize ~at~r main acre.age fee and 
·: :called 11\-later Acreage Fee." 

.: ... . •: r ~ : • • ' :. - ~.. . . . • " 

·. ;·.: . 

. .. ·. 
. " ... · . . . · 

.· ' 

.. : . .. · . 

:· .. 
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($12 ,000) 

This would cover the cost of oversized watermains (cost of installation 
over_ 811 diameter) in new and undeveloped areas which are necessary to 
serve domestic water and adequate fire protection to the developments 
paying the fee. This development cost is currently being paid by all 
existing water customers. · 

There is presently about 80,000 l.F. of 1011 watermain and about 10,000 L.F. 
of 1211 watermain yet to .be constructed in the City'.s General· Plan Service 
Area.··· The oversize creditsnow being paid by the City on 10" and 1211 

mains are about ''$2.00/L:F. and $5.00/L.F. respectively. This total over.
size credit is estimated at $210,000.; Based on 2,900 undeveloped acres, 
an oversize watermain acreage fee would be approximately $70 per acre. 

The City is now paying half the cost of major water crossings. The total 
·cost of the crossings yet to be constructed is estimated a·t $150,COO. 

If the City's share was added to the above acreage fee, the fee would 
increase to $100 per acre. 

Using the City's average development per year of 120 acres, approximately 
$12,000 per year would be recovered. 

This fee could be combined with the water well acreage fee and called 
11\-/ater Acre_age Fee." 

The City's maJor dist~ibution ~ater sy~t~~. well capacities and standby . 
power, are designed to provide the large flows of water for short durations 
at reasonable pressure for the purposeof fire protection. Uormally · · 
relatively small quantities of water are actuallyconsumed in fire fight
ing or in fire fightin; training exercises.~ ·The standby charge would 
cover the City's cost for,test.ing fire hydrants and a proportional share 
of the City's costs f()r providi:ng adequate fire flows at required pressures_. 

This proposed standbyfi~e protection charge w~uld be in the form of a 
monthly charge per on-site private hydrarit and a monthly charge for each 
~prinkler system fire 1 ine based on it.~ size. There are presently around· 
160 ~rivate fire hydrants and 75 fire service llnes within the City of 
Lodi. Based on the average fee charged by northern California cities, the 
following new revenues could be obt-ained: 

Private fire hydrants (160) 

Fire Ser~ice Line ( 75) 

· ·· Av~rage Fee 

··•· $5.00/mo 
.$10.00/111() 

New Yearly 
Revenue· 
$9,600 

$9~000 
$18,600 

is an enterprise fund, a similar fee for public 
charged to .the Fi.re Department. However, since .the 
a City be a. pass:::-tbrough charge · · 

a 1 ope rat ion .. · · · · 
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. TABL_ISH \·lATER .HETER ltJSTALLATION CHAR~E ($5,000} 

Q i.s wo~ld ·.~over the City's actual costs involved in install i_ng water. 
· . . m ters on new ·high water user developments. The cost of the meter·· in-

.. ·.·. 

.. ~ . 

:·, .. . : 

:. ,r'. 

.• • .. 

stallation is ·a standard development charge made by most all cities •. 
Once installed, ·the monthly service charge covers the meter ·maintenance 
and ~eplacement. · This development cost ·is currently being paid by the 
ex_i st i_1~9 water customers. _ · · . : . . 
. . . • 

.' . The act"t.ia'l cost of meters. range from $50 - $80 for 3/4" and 111 meters to 
. _,$800 and_$] ,500 for 4" and 611 meters.. Based on the past "three years, 
. about $5,000 per year could be. obtained by requiring the cost of the 

meter·to be paid by" the.\-later user. . 
: :. •• f·: . . .... .· .... ~·;... ... . •. •. •..• •. ... •• --~ . ••. • 

6·:, ,_.:AMEND 'WATER 'AND"SnTER" REIMBURSEMENT" ORDINANCE ·($10,000 - $15,000) 

:· : .. ·.::~h~. e~is.ting.\Tat~~--~nd S~w~r R~imb~rs~ment Ordinances could be ~panded so 
· ··· :. itiat fees "are collected for ties to all existing water mains and sewer 

·1 ~n~s not covered by reimbursement _agreements. PresentlY. some developers 
·pay their share of.t~e water and. sewer faCilities fronting and serving 

';their property and some do not depending on .. whether or not the facilities 
· :were _irstalled under a reimbursement agreement. This fee would be in the 
.·form of a flat. fn:mt footage cha.r-ge p"aid directly to the City. This fee 
:wo•.lld cover the user's sh.are of "the initial facility installation • 

. . . ·i~ei~· a;~:p~~~~~~-~~ 'abo~t·~~;6ool:~·~: or"~~-developed' frontag~ on ,watermains 
·:: .. and .10,000_ LF •. of undeveloped Jrontage on sewer lines whi"ch are not covered 

· ·. · . by existing· reimbursement agreements. Based on a flat rate of $10 per fool, 
· ··.·.·a total cif $ltOO,OOO could "be recovered. upon complete development of the 

City's Master Plan Service Area. It is estimated. that this wou.ld amount to 
:':about· $10,000 .:. $15,000 per year. ·: 
·: .. : ..... ~.:·· ... ~;-~-- :••• .:·· . .": .... _ .. ···~ ···~·· ·~ ... ·- .,.. •.... . ·.•·•. . 

. . 7. ESTABLISH" STREET' LIGHTING "MAINTENANCE DISl'RI CTS ·($200,000) 

1. 

.-

·· .... · · . . ::· 

.. . ·.-: ... ·p·~~s~ntly th~ -~~~t of the ·s"tr~~t'light instal·l.atton ~~ p~f·d for by the sub--:··:.·, ... ·_ 
· · .. , .·divider or the prop~rty owner~ ho\~ever, the .City pays for ·the maintenance aljd 

•. ._operation after_the installatlo~ ls made. __ fn the 1981-82 Operati_ng Budet~ · ·'· 
· ··. : . there Is over $223,000 allocated for maintenance and operation of the. Ci ty's··:- ,_: · .. 

.. · .. :. 
··3,320. street 1 ights. · · · ··> ·· -:~--~L_. 
Ther~ are man; o~d~r ar~as .. within the City of lodi which do not hav~ l"t~ee?>· :; <' 

·J Jghts ·and since everyone pays _the same ,City tax, the people or property .. · 
~>Wners not having ·~treet J ights are actually subsidi:zi_ng the. cost of main

. talning t~e street 1 ights ·for those property oWr!ers w~o are fortunate eno.ugh · 
to have them~ · · -

.• . 

Str~et light.ing. ~aintenanc~ ·districts could be· created to recover the actual 
cost for operating· street lights_ within a specific area •. 'fhe property 

· owners within the area bE'mefit ing frornthe street Ughts, w6uld_ pay the 
· malntena·nce and operation cost "for ir lighting·~ - · · 

. ·'' . -,._ -- ... ~.-.: :.· . . · ... ' . ~ ' . . ' :; . . . . . 
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12. CHARGE FOR. COMPACTION RETESTING 
... · . 

. ,_.-../ 

($4.000) 

At least two out of three of the compaction tests \·Jhich are taken by 
the Publ ic.\lorks Department fail. lt is felt that if the contractor. 
had to pay foi~ retesting, that they would do a better job initially,-

.Prior to calling for a compaction test. Si!lce compaction tests c:.re 
essent;i.~lly fr.ee to them, it is to their advantage to call for a com- . 

· ... paction test as·soon as they feel they are even. close. Normally they're 
· .. ·!lOt close~·. Priva~e labs charge upwards of $40 per compact ion test. . . .;. 

...... ~ · ..... -~;.~ .. ~- . . - . .. 

···:t·t is estimated that ·,~etake appr6ximat~ly 400. retests per year. If 
.:. only $10 was char_ged ~per retest, the City could recover $Z.,OOO per 
.. · .. )ear f9r th!s s.~rvice we are now providi.ng the contractor • 

. ~ . .. . . . . 

. ·<: ~·-.· .·._.-~.:--:· .. T~B~_ISH 's~~~··oui-\PlNG"STATlON.·FEE' ($$00 :-- $1 ,000) 

., . ..'-'......~ .,.··There are.preseritly about ten sewer dumping stations \.Zithin the City 
. ·(V/.. · .. 1 imits located' at service stations and st'orage faci 1 ities. Owners of 

··!·· ... ·. 

' .. : . ..... . . 

.· these sewer dumping stations normally allow their customers to dump 
. · their holding tan.ks free of charge or at a minimal fee. The existi.ng 
.: :.inonthly··sew~r service charge do.es riot inClude cost of treatment of this 

.. ··concentrated' sewer discha.rge. It is estimated that a $5 ..;. $}0 a month 
; .. ,charge'would raise .from $500- $1,000 of additional revenue per year • 

. ·.. . . . • : . . . : • .. . ~: .. · -~ .: ... ·· .... -:.: ' : . ·:·<~_;, ... ~,:...· .. ~::.. .. ~ -~·~~·;;~,.-~~:!·~· "".:~ .. ,.;;. :·,· ... -·,;'~·-·· . . 
t4~i:~;:ESTABt1SH<AoCAPITAtfBU'f!JNfFEE~ ·($180,'000 ·- $240,000) 

·. ,:-.;.:'/{<::·:: ;. . . ·. . ' . . . . . . ·: • 

.. · .·, . ··: •... Prese~·tly ··~ll o.f:the ~~isting Capitaf Improvements \.Zithin the Clty 
.>:··. ·:··:··. ·· . ." .. :· ·(i.e./:('iJblic.Safety Buildi'ng, t\unicipal Service Center. Fire Houses, 
. · ··· .. ·: ·: .··, . other .. mistellimeou·s City buildings, City Hall remodel, stadium improve-

:. ·:·.: ·. _.: . · .. .ments·,- · softb.all· comP.lex, etc.); have been financed and paid for by the 
.. ..;.- _·_..:·_-· .. :·:.exi'st_i.ng .lodi population •. 

. . :::>:·,;-_. '>·.",~;;~·ii ··~~~~~s·~d_::b~/~i'n.cha~ge. Would cover a new resident·~ prop;rt jonate 
.. : · ·. :.· .. · .... : 'share of. thosec improvemen·ts •. These new revenues could 'then be used to . ·.':··:· .. .-

.· ·:. · .. · .. :·. ·.'·helop pay for new-Capital lmproveJ1!ents, such as development of Old Tokay_ :.;· · · ·•. 
. . ·:.. . Campus,". Firehouse No •. 4, completion of City Hall parking lot, Pol ice .. ' . 

··:: .. : COIJll!IUnicatio'n System upgrading; miscellaneous Storm or'ain improvements; : . 
... . . . . . . etc •. Based on· the_depreciat'ed value of $9,000,000 for· the City's e~ist- .· .... , · .. ·_ . 

. i.ng general .a'ssets, includi.ng buildings, parks and equipment, the· ~< · · .. :: .. · •·_ · 
'· .. proportionate share fora.new living unit would be about $600 ($9,000,00_D/ : · · :· 

. : 

.. .. 
·-· . .:: 15,000). · Using 300 ~ IJOO new ser.vices per year, $180,000 -. $240,000 ··\·· · · 't 

. ·:could be rais.ed J~ .new revenues. · . · . <··· · 

. · .... .. :~' 'Sho~n: below .are:th~ ~evelopment fees charged by six Valley cities bas~d ·0:' ~··:t·· 
· on a 3-.bedroom, ·$75,_000, 1,600 sq. ft. h.ome and 5 homes ·per acre~ 

• • • .. •.: y • '. • 

;.··: .. " 

·-. •.· 
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14 •. Establish a Capital Buy-in Fee - continued 
. ·:: .. 

. -City- ·-·· 
Existing Development 

·Fee ·per Unit 

... -. ..~ .... ,.. ... ""···. ;."_":- ~· 

' $5,000 

$3,200 

$1.600 

.I 

.. · ·. :· 
·. •." . · ... · 

· .. • . 
· .. · -: .. ·: 

.·: 0 .... . . 

.···. ... ·: :·rairfield 
• ... 

. '.' __ : .. ·:: ·_ Da~i s : :·. · . · 

.•.· ·;·:'_. .. ·stocktor/- .: . 
.. :~~ .. . .: . : ... : .. : .. . . . .; . . .. 

_ .·.-_._.-.:_: :·· ; ·.'· . LODI / ·.::,. . ... 

·." : ..... 
$6,800 

$2,800_ 

. $1 ,500* 

. $1 ~800 

(L.U.S.D~) 

. . · · ~-In a·ddition, there is an 11Ar~a Benefit Char.ge" which 
. . : .. varies based on development location and includes such 

.·. . :. ·. ;_ it'ems as. utility reimbursememt, uti 1 j·ty oversizing, 
.. > , . ·- ; .. :-0':· _. : · .s~reets, bridges, etc., plus a"lO% City administ"rat'ive fee. 

•. 

·,: ... :· ·- . _: .:-~~,f t~e·:_~~~P~·;~d-·Ca;'i~~l Buy-in ·F~e ($600),Wat~r Connecti~n Fee '($200L 
· Water Well Acreage Fee ($850/Ac) and Oversize Watermain AcreageFee ($100/Ac) 

-- __ :_~ere'atl·imp.leme~ted~ Lodi_•s 'd'everopnient fee per unit l'Jould 'increase to. · .. 
·: ·_- . .. ... . . .. :._,$2,80~~.- .This._ would increase annual revenue by approximately $350,ooo · 
' . .. .: $430. 000 . . . :: .' . . ·. . 

,· .·'" -. . ' ·· .. :. .. : ... . ~ ,: 

_ .. · .. · .. :_=.:·15. ·· c~A~~Ii':toR·'·cmJsi-RucrtoN WATER. -·C$3,o6o $4,ooo) 

.·.: · ·· .. :.:_· · · .. · .. ~As -p~·r/~lb~'il-dJn·g. n~w ·r.esid~n'ttal ~nits~ ·the contractor ·need-~ imd uses 

1 
•• •. ' .. .-·.···water frcim the Ci'ty•s domestic ·system. Since the City doesnot meter 

. ' ._, 
~ 

·) 

. ' 

, '_<;':~: _:,::'::. ·.'.water,: and water. services are avaitable <it the backsici.ewalk,:~he con~ .. 
: ·.· . . . >·:tracto,· ties· Jnto· the existing servic.e and uses the City's water at no· cost~ . ~·-:-

.. ·:_· ·_,: · ·. ,. ": ·-:--~t'-·j~. ~~~-t i~i.:-~~td ~- r~as~:~~je. t~ ad~ ~ m~d~rate $1~· fe~-ct~,~~~ch bJ:j 1 d~:~:;: , · 
. .· . :- · _:: . '•.tng permit to cover the cost of construction.·water. Basedon300 - .lJOO · ·• · · ·· 

.. ·.-._::_•·.-_.j. · .. :·:'·n'ew services ayearfthis would_increase the City's rev.enue byabout ~ .. · ''.({. 
. . . . . '$3,000- $4 ,ooo. . . . . . : . .; . ~1. ·. ·. -.•. _:-:~.;:~ 
. ' . ·. : . -.. • . . ... -.. . . . . . . . . ~- ....... 

. '\. ": ..... ; ~ -..~:···~-~:-; 

_:./}.' /.. .:,~~~~·~~~~:~~ 
I}b~::d~~}~=: . 

.. · TOTAL NE\/ REVEUUES: 
. ' ~ .. ~ $659,500 to 

. . : .•. .. 
< :~ ...... •' •. · 

·~ . 

.. ·•.· . _. ·.· 

··: ·.· ... :· . 



CitY 

Chico 

Vacaville 

Manteca 

Fairfield 

Merced 

.·Redding 

·Yuba City 

Modesto 

Sacramento 

Turlock 

Woodland 

Roseville 

Davis 

Stockton 

Clovis 

Tracy 

Lodi 

<.,~:·:>Water· 
ConneCtiOn Fee 

· Priva~~'water Pur~eyor 
No charge if line is available 

$2330 

2222 

1619 

970 

625 

600 

600 

535 

490 

450 

300 

250 

150 

150 

120 (to increase-
10 times±) 

Average 
(excludingL()di) 

0 

$ 760 

Median $ 535 

LODI is BELOW average $ 760 

Assumptions: · o 3 bedroom house 
o Lot siie: 60xl00 .. 

11.80 # 

5.63 # 

21.24 # 

6AO * 

11.00 # 

·. 14.85 + 

5.90 + 

6.90 + 

8.80 + 

6.75 * 

8.00 * 

5.90 * 
11.00 .# 

7.00 # 

14~zo # .. 

6~00 + 

$9.88 

o ·Gross acres of lot: 0.18 Ac ··.·.. ··•. • · 
. o Fees do not incluae cost of providing water service 

lateral · · 
o 15,000 gals/mo 



6/86 

/~ 
.., ___ ,·/·~ 

STAFF REPORT. 

SUBJECT: Local Fees for Tran~portation improvements 

RECOMMENDATION: Information Only 

- DISCUSSION: 

At recent meeting~ 6f the COG Technical Committee and COG Board, 
Caltrans and COG staff have frequently reported on the changing 
funding policies of the Ca 1 i fornia Transportation Commission 

· {CTC). The CTC is the State Board which makes the final determi-
nation of which highway projects receive funding •. Due to,persis~ 
tent and continuing·· statewide funding shortfalls, the. CTC has 
recently· determined. not ·to fund· any new highway interchanges 
needed merely to serve new growth. If .local governments want 
such interchanges, they must be prepared to pay for them, accord
ing to the CTC. 

COG eta ff is pleased to note that the City of Manteca has taken a 
big step towards meeting the CTC's challenge. At their.June 2, 
1986 meeting, the Manteca City Co~ncil voted 5-0 to increase fees 
on new residential construction by $3,400 per dwelling unit. 
Breakdown follows below: 

Descrietion Current Fee Proposed Increase 

Sewer Connection $1 ,"222 $2,222/.- $1,000 
Water Connection 1,222 2,222..(- 1,000 
Parks 548 548 -0-
Civic Center, Fire· Station -0- 350 350 
Traffic Signals -0- 200 200 
Major .Equipment -0- 350 350 
Hwy. Overpass/Interchange -0- 500 500 

------ ------
Total· $2,992 $6,392 $3,400 ,; 

Of particular interest .to the COG is the· $500 for "highway over
pass/interchange".improvements. Specifically earmarked for con
struction were new ramps and/or overpasses for . Union/120 and 
Louise/99. However I it is COG staff t s understanding that the new 
fund ·is ·not limited to the specified improvements, but may be. 
used for any local highway overpass/interchange ·improvements. 
Based on an-:-estima ted 600 new homes being built per year 1 the 
fund is .expected to genera. te about $300,0:00 annually. 

The. Couh~il acti-o~ ~~-~; .. pr~ced~·d by a· pu~lic hearing at .. . .. · .. ·· 
eral builders. and concerned citizens spoke. No one singled Ot} . 
the interchange .. fee for comment. Also, it .was apparent that.the 
city had done its home~ork, because no one really challenged the. 
neetl for the new The main topic was the grandfathering 
issue .. - builders ns in various stages of approval. seeking·. 

,get isting) fee · · · · · · 



··:,--~ ,. .· . ..;:r .~ i"; 

0 

. . 

In additfon to the fees noted ~n the previous pa'g~,~{the Hant~ca 
Unifi~d School District is ~sking the City to raise b~droom taxes 
from, $720 to $2,500 for a new ·single family h()ffie. ·The Council 
took _·no action on this proposal, but it was the sub)ect of ex ten
sive comment (mainly from parents of schocl chilaren) at the pub-
lic h~aring. · · · · 

A second· reading of the new .fees is scheduled for _the June- ,16, 
1986 Manteca City Council meeting. Impleme~tation will ~ccur 60 

subsequent to that date~ 



October 13, 1986 

To Whom it may concern: 

There are logical reasons to oppose the Hote1.,H.£Oa;i Ffili~t. . 
A housing complex of 110 units in the COJ:e .of dolftntili_illl !lliiiltt\. wiJl. 
create problems that neither the businesses 6r theCC!i'tyfd£l[l.Codi 
can effectively control. Problems.such as parking, transportation, 
crime and health needs. Also the availability of personal needs: 
medical, recreational, educational and groceries, are some of the 
concerns. -The downtown does not seem to be an appropritate location 
for this project. 

Other concerns are the long term ~mpacts of this 30-yeat committ
ment. Impacts on the property val~e, the traditions of Lodi and the 
downtown historical value. This project is not a restoration but a 
high ~ensity residential develop~ent. 

-Th~ downtown business indi~iduals believe in their downtown 
heritage. They want a healthy Lodi, not only for their businesses 
but for the citizens of Lodi. The frustrations have been overwhelming. 
It is impossible to believe that this project was so close to reality. 
The LodiDowntownBusiness Association and the City of Lodi have_worked 

·and financed-for the futureof the.downtowri corridor. This proposal 
counterdicts the revitalization of the downtown as ~ commerical ihopping 
and busiriess center. A residential pioj~ct in th~ center_~f;this ~rea 
is in direct conflict with those efforts. 

.. This is not an objection to low-income housing bu·. to a housing. 
de~elopment in the corridor of an original downtown commercial area 
which has been supported by our members and our community in this 
opposition. We ask our representatives to research and reconsider 
this project, as it will not be healthy for our business district or 
community. 

THE LODI DOWNTOWN RUSINESS ASSOCIATION BOARD 



LETTERS 
TO THE 

EDITOR 
Opposes Hotel Lodi not employ any Lodi'businesses or 

generate any Lodi revenue. This is 
Editor: . a state, county and city dwelling 

There are logical reasons to op· not exclusive to Lodi citizens. 
pose the Hotel Loci project. A ·There seems to be no benefits to 

·· housir.g complex of 110 units in the · Lodi, only to the seller and the 
core or downtown Lodi will create out-of-town Investors. Why would 
problems that neither .the bus!- the City of Lodl want to lnvst In a 
nesses or the City of Lodi can ef· ·piece of this cake, ll seems that on
fectively control. Problems such • ly problems will be bought. 
as parking, transportation. crime .. · The downtown business. indlvid· 

state projects, however this is a 
project Involving taxpayer dollars .. 
Thus it is our right as taxpayers to 
.slate our concerns and opinions. If 
this project is to continue let it 
proceed. without the city taxpayer 
dollars. 

It seems a shame to Jet down
town Lodi slip away. I hope all 
concerned will speak up, sign peti· 
tlons in the downtown Lodl. The 
final decision of the city's funding: 
of this project will be made Wed· 
nesday night at the city council. 
meeting, 7:30 p.m. Express your 
concerns. "It's never too late to 
speak what's In your heart." 

Judy Peterson 
(Also 5lgned by three others) 

and. hc~lth needs. Also the ·. ual~ believe In ·their downtown Save it for the polls 
avatlabihty of personnel needs: : hentage. They want. a healthy 
medical, recreational, educational Lodi. not only for their businesses Editor: 
and groceries, are some of the but for the citizens of Lodl. The Concerning all the response to: 
concerns; The downtown does not ·opposition to the proposal of Hotel the Woolstrum mailer, I fear the: 
seem to be an appropriate location Lodi Is logical. The frustrations issue has gotten lost. Personal feel-: 
for this project. . have been overwhelming. It is im· ings are now being leveled at indi·: 

Other concerns are the long term possible to believe that this project victuals and blanket statements are· 
impacts of this 30-year commllt· ws so close to reality. The Lodl being made which border on libel. · 
mcnt. Impacts on the properly ,. Downtown Business Association We. have; I am sure, all made: 
value. the traditions or Lodi ·and ···and the City or Lodi have worked our decisions as to how we will: 
the downtown historical .value. and financed for the future or the vote. Let us, therefore, keep any: 
This project is not a restoration hut . downtown corridor. This proposal further statements we may have: 
a high density residential devel· counterdicts the revitalization of for the time and the place where 
opement. · · the. downtown as a · commerical they will count- the voting polls. : 

Should the City of Lodi Invest · shopplnr and business center. A To those who have waded Into: 
$110,000 for some . control? The residential project in the center of this verbal cesspool, and have: 
state HCD and the out-of-town de- . this area Is in direct conflict with sank lower than the maller- the: 
veloper will have total control of those efforts. Lord rebuke you. May he also have: 
the redevelopment and the opera· This objection means not to In· mercy on you. 
lions of this project. Also It may ·• terfere with personal business or Joan Hall 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the ucdersigned representing-the Lodi Downtown .. 
Business . Association, concen1ed merchants and ,citizens, 

·go on record in opposition of the use of the Hot'el 
Lodi as a housing project .. · · 

. We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and. 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community . 
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TO~ Lodi City Council 

~e the undersigned representing ~he Loci Downtown 
. Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 

go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing proje~t. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block ~rant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi tity Council 

~e the undersigned representing the Lodi Do~ntown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record i~ oppesitiorr of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a hous1ng project. 

~e urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed fo~ as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community . 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record ip oppesitiori· of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a hous1ng project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State lev~l to reject the Sta~e 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct confli~t to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi Citj Co~ncil 

~e the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business As~ociation, concerned mercha~ts and citizens, 
go on record ip oppositiori· of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a hous-ing project. 

~e urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State lev~l to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our do~ntown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct confli~t to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community • 
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.TO: Lodi City Cou~cil. 

We the undersigned repre~enting· the Lodi Downtown 
Business Asscciation, toncerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to ~ell your City Council .to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvem~nt District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community . 
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TO: Lod i City Counc li 

We the undeisigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
B~siness Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record i.r oppt>sition· of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a hous1ng project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undf:rsigned representing ·the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block .Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit dur downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve t? destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

Ye urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block-.Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve t? destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

~e the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concern~d merchants and citizens, 
go_ on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

~e urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block .Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve t_o destroy our Downto":n Lodj Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Associatio~, con~~rned merchants and citizens, 
go on record i~ opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to(destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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)U: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Co~ncil to vote. in 
opposition of Community Block Grant funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block trant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Comrunity . ... 
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TO: Lodi . ty Council (~' 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and cit~zens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit • 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

~e the undersigned representing ~he Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

~e urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Comm~nity Block .Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 

o des~Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the tise of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing proje~t. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc,~ .Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the n~xt 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community . 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the urid~rsigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on-record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project~ · 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Corumunity Bloc~.~rant Funding and 
represent us at the State level · reject the St~te 
Housing Funding which will commit vur downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned repre~enting ~-he Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

{:···· 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_.Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 
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TO:. Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizen~, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lbdi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
6pposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown land~a~k 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 
. ' 

. . . 

We the ~ndersigned repr~senti~i the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urg~ you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years a~ a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an 'Improvement District and will only 
sec~~ destroy -~~r Downtown Lodi Community. 

''". .· / .. ·/ 
"'·' ~-·-~ .. . . . . . /' -~ ..L ,· ·...v 

/M:&'t.-- / c1d UL , ;-·;I ,- .· 7? ;/..Y-',:;. -~ .•.•... :e-&_ 
=' ) , , / ~· 

\ 

~~. 



:1 
r----------~----------~--~~ 
;; ~ 

t',~ 

-' 

;-----.. ·-•. ~ .. ~~·.~.~~·.·.·~.· .. ·-.f'~.?~ .. ~·~pin~~.~~d?r·.·~·-.~,o~l~l 

'1( 
~~ /f-1-~~ ;7[ 1~~-

. . . ·7 . ty• (fh»/.'»(' 'flt J;bfP 
i 
,-~-------:---::-------;...__ __ _ 

r-r:J~ 7•v ~--r,_j__ ~ ~ ~ ~h 

,( 

..•. 

' f'-'t\i"1 
c.\ \ .. · 

/ ~ .. 

.·. ·.n ~ JV2r>_L.(Yj_'"-t.OJ-:::t 

?"ti 71
)-'(j k~ ·ct . 03H ~ 

1 _c;.-z 
A gn . tr.f GO!, FqA7) 0//7 

... · ·' S.£::nJ<!<lb' :._,. 

I 

.jvh{Jo ~ tfi;ts .1· 

U 9 w11/V 



9 
. , 

,/""'""·. _,.....-......_ 

( 

TO:. Lodi City Council 

V9 the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project • 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_.Grant Funding (Jnd 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community • 
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TO: Lodi City Co~ncil 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you tb tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~~rant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as ~n Improvement District and will only 
serve t_o. destroy our Downtown Lodi Community~ 
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TO: L6di City Ctiuncil 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in. opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lod~ as a housing project~ 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_~rant-Funding and 
represent us at the State-level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a St~te Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve t_odestroy our Downtown Lodi Community .. 
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· 70:. Lodi City Council 

~e the undersigned representing ihe Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

~e urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
~opposition oZ Community Bloc~_~rant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmar~ 
for the next 30 years·as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

3his is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve t.o destroy our Dqwntown Lodi Community .• . ~ 
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TO: Lodi ~it~ Council 

-. . . 

t.Je the undersigned representing:i:he Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concern~d ~erchants and citizens, 
go. c•n record in opposition of ._the use of the Hotel·· 
Lodi as a housing project. 

t.Je urg~ you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block .Grant· Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we ha~e been 
taxed for as an Improvem~nt District and will only 
serve.to destroy our Downtown Lodi Communit~. _ 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned repr'~senting the Lodi Dow~town . 
Business Association,'con~~rned m~rchanti and citizens;.· 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing pr?ject. 

We ~rge you to tellyotr City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~.~rant Funding and 
represent us at the· State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will·_· commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict~ to e..;.erything we have .been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve -~~ destroy our Downtown Lodi Commu~i~ 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

w~ the undersigne'd ;t~l:iresenl:ing- the Lodi Do~n to~h . 
Business Associatitin,·· concerned merchants and ci then~, 
go on record in opposition of the use of~the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing·project. 

. . . 

Ye urge you to tell your City Council-to~~te in 
opposition of Community Bl~~k Grant Funding ~nd 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our do~ntown landmark 
·for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

' . · ... ~'. . - . 

This is in direct conflict to everythin&-~e'have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District ~nd will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City.Council 
· .. ~.. ;'.," 

\ole the undersigned representing_the Lodi Downtown 
Busineis Association, concerned merchants.and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lod~ as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your Cit~ ~o~~~il to vote in 
-opposition of-Community Block Grant Funding and 

represent us at _the State lev~l~to reject.the State 
Housing Funding which· will commit.· our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit • 

~-- " -~ ; . ";·. . . . . 

This is in direct conflict to eve~ything w'e have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy ourDowntown Lodi Community. 
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¥> ) Ue the undersigned representing_-the Lodi Downtown 
~..:;.. Business Associ·ation, concerned merchants arid citizens, 
-~-J~_'~ ) go c;>n record i~ oppos~ tion ,of the use of the Hotel 
J. } Lod1 as a hous1ng proJect~~ 

-~~ .. \Je. ~rge you to tell- your Ci~y Council to vote in 
~- opposition of Community Block~rant Funding and . 
I represent us.at the State level to reject th~ State 
l Housing Funding which will commit our down town landmark 
~- for the next 30 years a~~ State Funded Housing Unit. 
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This i~ in direct confliit to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improve~ent District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

t.le the undersigned representing the LodiDowntown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use,of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

t.le urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block ~rant Funding and 
represent us-at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which ~ill commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

.. . . 

This is in direct conflict to everything ~e have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community~ 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

- . ·. .; 

·We the undersigned representing tbe Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizen~, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lod~ as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_.Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level,to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown 1andma rk 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

i:" :·~ .. ~ 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve tJ ~~;.~oy our Downtown Lodi C~mmu~ty_~ ·~ · · ... 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned repr:~~enting ·the Lodi Downtown .. 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lod~ as a housing project. ·· · · . 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Blo~~~rant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Iffiprovement District and will only 
serv~ to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community • 
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TO: Lodi Cfty_Council 
)· ·f·:·· 

. ( . 
(' ,.-..., 

i . 

..:·' .. 

We th~ under~ign~drepresenting the iodi Downtown 
Business· Association, concerned :merchants and citizens,· 
go on.record in opposition of the~use of the Hotel · 

c~ 
't: 

4 

''- .. 

~ 

~ • ·' Lodi a~ ~ housing project. li ' 
~ .. , 

.We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
oppositiori of Community Block,Gran~Funding and . 
represent us at the State level to reject the State · 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 

!! 

~ 
i 
~ 

for the next .30 years as a State \u~ded Housing Unit. , 

This is in direct conflict to ev~iy.thing we have been f 
taxed for as an Improvement Disttict and will only I :;ztif:2"oy o~roowntow~ Lodico~~1~ ·····.·•• .••· 'j£ 1 1{/_:d - ... ·.- ~~+~zZl~g~ 
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TO: Lodi City Council 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merch~nts and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
- opposition of Community Bloc~_.Grant Funding and 

represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing.Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we-have beeo 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our D6wntown Lodi Community~ 
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TO: Lodi City Coun6il 

k'·~ the undersigned repr~s_~nting the Lodi Down{own 
Business Association, concerried merchants and citizens, 
go _on record in opposition of the use of thi Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project~ · 

Ye urge yo~ t6 tell your City Council to vote in· 
opposition of Community Bloc·k .Grant Funding and 

·represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will. commit our d6wntown laridmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing unit • 
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TO: Lodi City Council 
.. I C1 . 

We the undersigned represenii~g the Lodi Downtown .. 
Business Association, concerned merchants.and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of'the use of the Hotel 
L.odi as a housing projecL : 

We urge you to tell your Ci~y Council to v~te in 
opposition of Community Block.Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level.to reject the State 
Housing Funding which ~ill commit ~ur downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as~ State Funded Housing Unit • 

. ' .. 

This is in direct conflict to ever~thing we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement· District and will only· 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: LodiCA.ty 

· 0We the ~ndersig~ed repre~eriting th~ Lodi Downtown 
.Business Association, ,concerned merchants and citizens, 
go 6n record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project~ 

We urge you to tell you~ City Council to ~6te in 
opposi tfon of Community Block .Grant Funding .and.·_. _. 
represent us at the State le~~l to reject;the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in" direct conflict ~o everything we have b~en 
taxed ~or~as-an,Improvement District and will only 
serveto·destroyourDowntown Lodi Community. 
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. To: Lodf C~ty Council· 

.. ~. ,:.:._-;. ... 

(· 
\q 

We the undersigned representing the L~ii Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens; 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community BlocK~raht Funding an~ 
represent us at the State level to reject the State . 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct 6onflict to ~verything we have been 
taxed f6r as an Improvement District and will only 
serve tp de~troy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City Couniil 

\./e the undersigned representing the Lodi Dow lto\Jri · 
Business Association, concerried m~rchanis ~nd citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the.Hotel 

. Lodi as a housing project. 

\./e urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block ~rant Funding and 
represent us at the State L!Vel to reject the State 
Housing Funding \Jhich \Jill commit our do\Jnto\Jn landmark 
for the next 30 years ~s a State Funded Housing Unit. 

. . . . 

This is in direct conflict to everything \Je have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and \Jill only 
serve to destroy our D0\Jnto\Jn Lodi Community~ 
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-·TO: Lodi City: 2o-Jnci 1 
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We the undersigned representing-the Lodi Downtown _ 
Business Association, concerned merchant~ and citizens, 
go on record ih oppositi~n of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a hou~ing project. · 

We urge,y~ti to tell your City Council t~ vote in 
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and " 
represent us at the State level to reject the Stat~ 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the ne~t 30 years as j State Funded Housing Unit~ 

This'is in direct conflict to everything we ha~ebeen 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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TO: Lodi City.Council 

tJe the undersigned representing t'he Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

tJe urge _you to tell your City Council to vcte in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_.Grant Funding and 
represent us at ~he State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to ev~~ythingwe have been 
taxed for as an-Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Cof!!munity. ... . · ·. 
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TO: L~di City Council 

:-1!'-
.. l.Je the undersigned representing 'the Lodi Oo\Jnto"'n 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citiiens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the ~otel 
Lodi as a housing p~oject. 

. . .. 

l.Je ·u~ge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block .Grant· Fundir.g and _ 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding ~hich \Jill commit our do\Jnto\Jn l~ndmark 
for the next 30 years as a~State;Funded Housing Unit • 

This is in dir'ec t conf~ict '~o everything \ole have been 
taxed for as _an Improvement .. District and \Jill only · 
serve to destroy our Do"'ntown.:Lodi Community. 
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TO~ Lodi City Co~~2il 
"/~:,· 

' We the 'undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown' 
... Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 

go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_~rant Funding and· 
represent us at the State level to reject· the State 
Housing Funding which ,will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Ho~sing Unit.· 
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TO: Lodi City Cou~cil. 

We the undersigned ~epresenting ihe Lodi .DownLown 
Business Association, concerned merchants~and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Bloc~_ Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which~will commit our downtown landmaik 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This ii in direct conflict .. to e~erything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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T6: Lodi CitY Council 

.We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a housing project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Block.Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark 
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct conflict to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve. to destroy our Downtown Lodi Commllnity. · 

. --~ .. 

i, 

?t>7 L/vf!~ ·. o~~· ,:....;;.__ __ 
fp q r!/_~4/~fo 
$.tO ~.e.e tflA~ tJrJ:j 

<t~o &· a~ ______ _ 

r 

·> \ 

5J,Z ti10f,;,8 fen Oc.Le<ct~CY---

-, 

;::;/J:?J::tt:f,;e;;7~ 
,lzc•v·c:fJZ1f~ .. ~ 

,;: C.(-;;-r. '< •',. <' . 

v:a·~.LJ. 4R~z 
,/rt-e~·· . - .·JccL. 

~:~~ta;:z:_ 0;~}~i;~""f:·;}i~· 
c&f-

~~t 



·. ~7'_J/_ _'?17J. $ I 0// 

· ·· : · JJib( ~JS) '(Y) _00[ 
~ ~"'ft;l : M zry . 

~s Zii(J'~ffo' . m 7 
'!I N ~ L l_c; c;> 

'J6 If :i. L..- . 
. 'lrV"rtxl~ ~ CiSf) 

~y;o~Z37 

!;~~i~! 
( !:£(7o77J /l'f:p'(lJ. ~jftt 

.·. ·z'P<~2 tif5 
'$t ff Vi65f{Ji :3 -<; e]i 

~ lJ9Jj'Jo/(! Jkif!Z 5r6? 

( 

. ~<j<DJ J'711 ~'f'=Y1 /lf 

,'. ~ . ~/7)*9?7J. ~ 

~~7~ ~ r· r77fl 

· ·. zp'f~ Gb }"f1 'r! f;;:ctJI 

-- c~~d3 r /P/. 
~1:x>rijjj , FJ bJ)]' 



·\_ 

' . . (· 

. ·:tl!~l _!;Jlj) »U:-w7)1ijl 172/ 

.. · ·.·.········r~ 177<V01 VZ+.LP~.· ... . ·. ==i?F :Y.,J ow t'~7f0/ 

Qf'G') ddj ~ i~J 

,. 



). 
)) 

J) 

) 

. ·' '. 

'-

r~" ,...-\ 

TO: L6di City Coun~il 

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown 
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens, 
go on record iii oppesi tiori· of the use of the Hotel 
Lodi as a hous1ng project. 

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in 
opposition of Community Black_Grant Funding and 
represent us at the State level to reject the State 
Housing Funding which will commit our do~ntown landmark 
for the ~ext 30 years as a St~te Funded Housing Unit. 

This is in direct confli~t to everything we have been 
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only 
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. 
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