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REVIEW OF RECOMMENDED
ADJUSTMENT FOR . v
SANTTARY SEWER - ‘ R
FEE SCHEDULES Council was reminded that at the ShJ.rt§leeve Session of
' august 26, 1986, Dave Requa from the firm of Black and

oc-6 Veatch reviewed with the Council the final report and study
cc-44 entitled “"Facility, Operations and Fl{za.nm:;il Analy'szs -
CC-51(a) white Slough Water Pollution Control Facility". The City

staff also reviewed with the City Council the reconmergdeg .
increases for monthly service charges and connectlon ees.

A proposed resolution for the adoption of the recommended

fees was presented for Council's- consideration. - “The”
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 i
" expansion costs (both phases) are known, there may be need = ™y

to modify this resolution.

Council discussion followed. On motion of Council Member
Hinchman, Snider second, Council continued the matter to
the regular Council meeting of October 1, 1986 and directed
Staff to provide additional information regarding the
subject. '




a”;the Council meet1ng of October 1, 1986

ifiﬁtOnce the revised construction time.is calculated and .the actual plant .
" expansion costs- (both phases) are known, there may be need to modify. thi

City'CounciT
FROM: City Manager
- MEETING DATE:  September 17, 1986

'SUBJECi: Review Recommended Adjustments for San1tary Sewer Fee
' Schedules :

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the- C1ty Council revwew the recommended san1tary ,
~ sewer rate increases and set the item for final rev1ew and 1mp]ementat*on at S

,'BACKGROUND INFORMATION At the Sh1rts?eeve Sesswon of August 26, 1986
‘Dave Requa from the firm of Black & Veatch reviewed with the Council: the Ce
“final report and study entitled "Facility, Operations and-Financial Ana]ys1s e
White Slough Water Pollution- Control Fac1]1ty " - The City staff also reviewed -
~with the City Council the recommended increases for monthly service: ‘charges

and connect1on fees outlined in the. attached memo dated August 15,: 1986

Being d1str1buted 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 d1scu5510n which took p]ace at the =
Shlrtsleeve Sess1on of August 26 1986. ' .

Attached is a proposed resolut1on for the adoption of the recommended fees
.. This proposed resolution has been written so that sewer:fees.related to-the
domestic sewer-system will automat1cally be. adJusted upward 15% .each: year :

~ -resolution. For purposes of comparlson the reso1ut1on wh1ch estab]1shed the :
existing fees is also attached. : S e i

It dis. recommended that the adjustment of ‘sewer fees be placed on the
Council's agenda of October 1, 1986 for d1scuss1on and 1mmed1ate pe g
1mplementat1on , FE

WL

- L. Ronsko
¢ Works Director

Attachments -

Cc: F1nance D1rect0r o
‘Water/Hastewater Super1ntendent

BTCCR 3 veEaten — — j - ‘
APPROVED: ‘/r% Q 6 % . ~ LFiLe nNo. J .

THOMAS A. PETERSON,:City Manager

'CCSEWER/TxTw';bz__M eptember 11, 1985
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S T0: City Manager

FROM:  Public Works Director
CDRTE: - August 15, 1986 ; |
- SUBJECT: Acceptance of Operztions and Financial Ana]yéis Report’ for

vi,Attached is.a copy of the f1na1 report prepared by Black & Veatch ent1t1ed
C"Facility, 0perat1ons and Financial Analysis - White Slough Water = =
- Pollution Control Facility" dated July 1986. The major, contents of thjs

-’»At that hearxng, there were two maJor questlons dISCbSSGd One,“whether
" or not to phase the plant expans1on and, two, what wes the appropriate : ‘ E
method for increasing sewer. rates to f1nanre new plant construction. ° B S

o :Based on thc fo1iow1ng cost breakdown and the face 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’ expan51on

T program to carry it through the year- 2006.

'SENER RATE INCREASES

' The quese1on that still must be answered is: "How to 1ntfeé§e monthTy‘

-%iThe f1nanc1a7 p1an and aTternat1ves are covered in Chapter ; of the
: attached report. : ' -

'f;fser ice charges and new ccnnect1on fees.

MEPOPA\DJ , City cf Lodi,. Public Works Department '

City Codnei]

SV S D A S AN

White Slough Treatment Facility and Determxnatwon of Rate v'bv
Increases for Future Plant Expansion

plan were reviewed with-the City Council and pub11c at a bear1ng at
Hutch1ns Square on May 28,».986

ZYPHASING R o | o L

e v , CaEac1tx 'P1ant wae -
’-'{wifhou; Phasing 8.4 MGD" 1991-2006 8,043,000
Nwth Phas1ng o _ : T
L Phase 1 6.8 MGD 1991-1998 . $6, 045 000
”Phase 11 8.4 MGD 1996-2006 52,449,000

58,090,000

‘sewer service charges and new connection fees in order to obtain the

fl_requ1red revenue to f1nance revenue bonds for the p]ant expansxon’“‘_[ug“,'1ufx,;

L1sted below is a short discussion with a recommendation on mon*h]y sewer
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:~Ei;honth1y Serv1ce Charges

&“o"QThe non*hjy cerv1ce charge has not been 1ncreased s1nce 1975 (11
o “The present three bedrOcm rate (54 24 per month) is 74‘ be oW

f_lo’JGThe average rate for other val]ey c1t1es is 57 38 per month:;
UListed be]ow are some’ of the poss1b1e ways that “this~ rate can be . e
.,twncreased ‘The first three methods are shown on F1gures 5-1 throuoh 5 5A

_in the attached report o

;i, A 10% 1ncrease per year unt11 construction of Phase 1 (ap roxwmate]y f'v'
"*n,é;‘ Total 1ncrease at time of Phase 1 construct1on (approx1mate1y,$2 50 K

gSL A ‘104 1ncrease now w1th rema1n1ng 1ncrease at. t1me of Phase 1

o Recommended Increase in Month}y Service Charge ‘ ‘
:"It 15 recommended that in September 1986 the C1t» Counc11 1mp1ement a 20%

-the first phase construction. Listed below would be the actua] month]y
‘servmce charges based or a three bedroom home.

;}iFor r'ouncﬂ S 1nformat1on a stra1ght 15% annual 1ncrease wou]d prov1de
"frdithe follow1ng 1ncreases based ona. three bedroom: hore- :

Connect1on Fee for New Serv1ces

years)

’ average of other va11ey cities. (See attached Exh1b1t A. )

r—JgSO 50 per year 1ncrease)
-H'per month 1ncrease)

* construction (aporox1nate1y 50.50 per month and $2.00 per month
1ncrease)

4'[ Any comb1nat1on of the above.

increase with'a 15% annual increase thereafter starting July 1987 until

”’s ok

Note-' Current averag SR
for valley” c1t1e5j15'now
57 38/mo th : :

251985 86 (Ex1st1ng) o S4 24

.-..1986-~87 (Startxng September)
©-1987-88
171988-89
1989 90

1985- 86 . sa.28 | M. -‘ Wk
1986-87 1 4.87 “Note:'- Current average ..
1987-88 : : 5.60 for.valley cities is.now =~
~.:1988-89 : 6.45 $7. 38/month S A
',1989 90 ‘ ’ 7.41

"o_ The connect1on fee has not been 1ncreased s1nce 1975 (11 years)

o The present connection fee for a three- bedroom home (5360) is 215%

below the average of other valley cities.




;,:~Recowmended Increase in Connect1on Fee

bilt?flt 1s recommended that in September 1986 the City Ccunc11 1mp1ement an ?;
“:increase:in. the connect1on fee to $1500 for. a three-bedroom home, with a.

ed5f% RN,
o “Attachments

;rnre However, 2. homber,of-valley'cities are now. stddjfhg‘connectio
Tee 1ncrecses Maqteca Just 1ncrec<ed thelr fee from 51240 to 5222

-Imwed1ate 1rcrease to 5560 5750, 51500 or: S¢450 per connectwon
These increases are shown in Flgures 5- 1 through 5 5 in the attached
‘report B ~i R R Y

Other f]at or 1ncrementa1 1ncreases.

“15% -annual increase thereafter starting July 1987 untilithe f1rst phase
.,,construct1on.. Listed below would be the actual connectwon fee based on a
:?~three bedroom home.: : : : e =

'1985 86 (Ex1st1ng) , $ 360

1986-87 (Starting September) 1500 © Ncte: Current average.
1987-88 1725 _for valiey cities is now
1988-89 _ 1004 - $1134/connection
'1989-90 2261 )

* For Council's information, -implementation of a $120C connect1on fee w1th a
-10% ennual increase thereafter would be as follows: : =

1985-86 $ 360 . o

11986-87 1200 - Note: Current average

1987-88 1320 for valley cities is now ' ' -
~ . ..1988-89 S lasz , 51134/connection o e K
':3f 1989 90 ; . -f S ‘1597 Co T o :..7~,1‘._;3“‘='>£ S

"At the Sh1rts]eeve Sess1on of Augost 26, 1986 “Dave’ Requa from the f1rm of
Black & Veatch will be reviewing with the City Council the final f1nanc1a1

“chapter. in the attached: report. He and City staff will be available to e B
~ ‘answer any questions that the Council may have concern1ng the above ,’ R R
. _r°commendat10ns and the attached report. Lo ST e

s t 15 crxt1ca1 that the C1ty Counc11 nmed1ate1x 1mp1ement 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 Nh1te S]ough water
'Pollut1on Control Fac111ty : . _

i‘d%zw-l£;"
- -Jack\L. Ronsko
. Publi WOrks D1rector

S S S e 1 s i O

" cc: Black & Veatch

' Finance Directer
Water/Wastewater Superintendent
Water Tre*tment <uperv1sor

R/;—a o
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RESOLUTION N

g2 SENER CHARGES AND FEES

wHEREAS the C1ty Counc1] nas adopted Chapte 13.12° of the Lod1 C1ty Code, .

... fees for sewer service, sewer connectxons, holdxng tank wastes and use. of the
<. storm dra1n system- and - . :

. WHEREAS the C1ty Counc11 deSIres to prov1de current and equab]e sewer'?fy'
'»charges and fees, ' . ; : ‘ St

;gﬂ .*';rllij’:" Now THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the C1ty Counc»l of the. C1tj of Lod1'

1. That ‘the fo]]ow1ng sewer charges and fees be estab11shed and 1mp1emented
. ;October 1 1986 ; FRRTE IR B PO S R

fifeDOMESTIC SYSTEM
Af Res1dent1a1

a.‘ Sewer Serv1ce Charge

Number of Bedrooms , ‘ Month1z Rate

53 05
4.07 |
6.11: -
7.12
8.14 -
9. 14

N D wN e

-b;i Connert1on Fee ”1J7$1>200 00 per unlt* :

thommerc1a]

Annua] Sewage Serv1ce‘5;“ff3 - $48 84 per un1t per year

:f"b. Connectwon Fee - “ - $1 200 OO per un1t

vvntndustr1a1

*.a;v'Annual Sewage Servwce; S

Unit Item ‘df,"'-jﬁ=f$ e 5 Un1t Charge

Flow-Ms . $235.00 per MG
BOD - 1,000 1bs. - 115.00 per 1,000 Ibs.
88 -1, 00011bs.‘__ Leeseo e 2094.00 per-I*OOOfle'“

5iConnect1on Fee '

« Moderate Strengtthser 7;;,~

‘v$i,206,90'per:unit.“gv_~

Sexage Serv1ce Un1 ,
.of a typical:two- ~bedroom residence.

entitled "Sewer Service," which provides the method of establishing charges: and S




‘Un1t Item fUn1t Charge ,
 §3e8.00 per MG ..
© 160.00 per-1, 000 1b

-

72. oo per 1, ooo Tbs. e

F]OW - MG BRI
BOD - 1,000 1bS.}":T
§S -1, 000 ]bﬁ.‘y'ﬁ“

uINDbSTRIAL SYSTEM

AL Annua] Sewage Serv1ce

~ fUnwt Item : o . 'Un1t Charge s
Flow - MG )  Tobe determlned annua11y by the

a'v_BOD’-:l 000 ]bs - ... - Ppublic Works Director as: out]1ned:5,. C e
o . T e “in Sect1on 13_12 200?oﬁ the Lod1;r T

-B." Connection Fee - " s vTo be determined‘annually by’the '
' ' A TR T Public Works ‘Director as outlined
in Section 13.12.210 of the Lodi
C1ty Code '

HOLDING"TANK WASTES

A, Dump1ng Charge o - ’ r,,,‘ $36.00 per 1,000 gal. : R f,
STORM DRAIN SYSTEM Lo U | :

A; Storm Drain. Dlsposal Charge \ ©$50. dO'per MG

2. That the above‘fees for the Domest1c System and H01d1ng Tank Wastes be o
B ,T1ncreased 15%fannua11y on ‘October 1 of each year until the treatment plant
: expans1on is omp1eted or thlsvresolut1on 1s superseded : S

: Y ify. hat Reso]ut1on No :
~"was passed‘and. adopted by th C1ty Counc11
~of ‘the City of Lod1 Ana” . meeting
he]d fuir’, L »--‘, by the»follow1ng vote

5Ayes Counc11members

Counc11members -

~,7Noes.

,gAbsent' Councx]members”"‘

M. REIMCHE e,
Terk ™ =




SEWER»'CHARGES;:'AND',"FEES;'

, WHEREAS fhe “City Councrl hcs odopted Chapi’er 20, enhﬂed "Sewer’
of the City ‘of Lodi-which provides the method of esfcbhshmg chcrges and’ fees

for sewer service, sewer connechons, holdmg tcnk wasres cmd use of the si'o
gdram system, cnd : :

WHEREAS the C‘ fy Councrl desnres to provnde current cnd equcxble sewer
._v‘chorges cmd fees, S

| NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. by the Gity Council of fh' Gty of Lodi
{thar fhe fo”owmg sewer charges cmd fees be cdopi’ed '

DOMESTIC WSTEM

1 .i Resrdenhol

A.v‘ Sewer Servrce Churge

, ‘Number of Bedrooms : S onthly Rofe :

$2 54
3.39
4.24
5.09
275,93
6,78
]7 62‘

B. ConnechmFee _ . o $290 00 per. umf

'~ Commercial

A. Annual Sewage SAevrvi‘ce $ 40 64 per umt per yecr .

v ’B._ Connechon Fee R _$290 00 per umf

30 lndusfnal

A Annual 'Sewa‘se Service -

.qen*l‘remi‘, ' "‘5" Umt"'Chcrge o

© $195.80 per | MG o
_,,,3 9622 per. 1, 000 lbs.
Ly 78'27 per:1, 000 lbs.




B. Connecﬁon]Feé o

Moderate Sl'rcjehgvthv" User

$290 per wnit

High Sfrength User‘

Unit lfem : “ Unit Charge

Flow - MG R $ 93.67 per. MG
BOD - 1,000 lbs. 38.70 per 1,000 .lbs.
53 _-_,l,vooo_ Ibs. 17.28 per 1,000 Ibs.

| "*INDUSTRIAL SYSTEM

"A Annucl Sewage Servuce

Unif lfém | : . Urﬁt .diafge
Flow - MG o 247.06 per MG
BOD - 1,000 Ibs. - 20.54 per 1,000 Ibs.

" B. Connection Fee . . Tobe de!'ermmed by the
BT ' : * Public Works Director as
outlined in Sec. 20 of the ,
Lodi ley Code.

- HOLDING TANK WASTES - -

$ 30 per 1,000 g0,

’Storm' Drcun Dlsposal Charge ; B $ 50 per4MG

) vaoted Decembe'r ZO 1978

rhfy‘thof Resoluhon N' 78—191was pcssed and adopted by' fh :

_of the Clty oF Lodl m a regulur meefmg held December 0
E -‘by th 'followmg vote. 7




Cop/ of thxs %ocument forwarded R

~ MENORANDUM, City of Lodi, Public Works Department

T0: City Manager

’ City Council
~ FROM: ep@hjié_ﬂorks Director
 DATE: Septenber 8, 1986
. hSUBJtCT; "ltPoégﬁhle;Pevejopment FeevInereeses

'f‘,;At the 1ast Sh1rts]eeve Se551on, poss1b1e increases n the sewer

‘ -.connect1on and’ month]y sewer-service: charge were d1scussed.; The. Clty

“Council requested a list of other fee increases which it‘may be asked to
‘consider over. the next year., In rev1ew1ng this with the City Manager, 1t
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 deve]opment., Any development -increases .
,proposed would be under the "user pay concept” (i.e., new deve]opment pay :
its own way and not be ,ubswd1zed by the C1ty of Lodl) , &

It is fe1t that one of. the best ways to explain the type of poss1b1e
increases is to: provide’ you with a copy of a 1981 memo in which: these ©
increases are explained in 'some deta11 A copy of. th1s memo 1s attached
as Exh1b1t A S i

\L1sted below are those areas wh1ch are felt to be most cr1t1ca] A]so
_shown is. the ‘approximate’ amount that would be: added -to. the'deve]opment L
costs of a residential unit.: ‘These amounts are: approx1m te and wou]d notv
be brought te the Counc11 w1thout updat1ng and add1 iona

. “;fDeve]opment Fee E f‘ :~ o Add1t1onal Cost Per Unit

& ‘gEng1neer1ng Fee e : S 25 00
_"““Water Connection . . .. S 200, 00*:
i Water Well & Overs1ze Ma1ns : : , 200.00.

'.Cap1ta1 Buy-In’\:: S S 600. 00

i *Attached as Exh1b1t B is a recent Water Connectwon nd Serv1ce,
Charge' Survey of the: va]ley cities which shows. that the average. vl
“water-connection.fee is $760 and shows that Lod1 is the n]x c1ty R
~with no connectlon fee. . = , EE

ast: week,;a:deve]opment fee“survey, recent]y done by,th
. vVacavw]le, was mailed out.to the City Council. " This survey. showe that

~Lodi had the ‘lowest deve]opment fee’ of the seven cities; surveyed. If.the
;‘f_above fee increases were implemented, the City of Lodi would: st111 ‘have
~ the Towest development fee of those seven c1t1es. At ‘the last Shirtsleeve -




_ Sess1on ‘the new development fees«adopte gby the Clty of Man eca.were
 d1scussed Attached as, Exh1b1t C.isa recap of these fee increases.

It is:hopeful that th1s xs the type’ off1nformat1on that‘the-Counc111w3nted 
prior to making their decision on the sewer fee increases. It should = = :
- again’ be pointed out that it. is, critical that the increases:in sewer fees

be’ 1mp1emented as s00n as: poss1b1e.a It is therefore recommended that the

" sewer: feeiincreases be placed on ‘the Counc11 S agenda for ‘the. ctober lst
Counc11‘meet1ng for 1mp1ementat1on o

If you desire any add1t1ona1 1nformat1on as it relates to th1s mem or the,‘fif '

v,proposed sewer fee 1ncreases please contact me.

‘(fvubl'c Horks D1rector B

vattachments

»x;JLR/ma




Bemivit 4

"Hsnommuu Clty ‘_‘f Lo‘ i

lPubl{éfﬁbka'Deb§ffﬁg
”’HTO’ _ CIty Hanager | L
FRDH' : Publlc WOrks Director

DATE. : July IO 1981

SUBJECT lncrcastng & Deve!op!ng Hew Revanues ln Order to
_Balance»the Flve-year Cap!ta!.[mproyement Program -

- Based on the estimated totals of the proposed projects in the Flve-year '
- Capital Improvement Program, the City's existing financlal condition, and o
" the neced to maintain our utility systems, it appears that It is now crltlcal PR

.fthat ve: revxew additlonal revenue sources.;.x . , o

,The total funds needed for the Flve-year Sewer and- Natcr C.1.P. are apprpxl-
'natcly three million dollars. « This. averages approximately '$600, 000" per :
.year for just the water and sewer systems. 'This does not. Include Parks,'v'
Storm urnlns,’“ther Faclllties or the- O!d Tokay Camnus. _};;v ._,_-,vvs; TS :

Ilve attacnnd oorttons of ny llay 5 memo rLconnendlnn hosslb]e new and
-existing revenue increases and have highlighted in yellow those areas
which are felt to be most critical and should now be studied in more de-
+ail., -1 feel very stronaly, as does the majority of the €ity Council,
that new development should pay its own way. Presently the City of Lodl
‘is subsxd»rinn chelo/nvnt bv over $500 000 rer Year.‘-,f_hkb SR RV R

ﬁTne Clty is currcntly rLCc|VIn§ nunerous rbquests in thc older areas}
with substandard utilitics, to convert single family uses to multifamily.
One of the fairer solutions to resolving the viater utility problem is to
.establish a water conncction fee as outlined:.in my May 5 memo. This.
would spread the cost of upgrading the utilities to all of: the parcels
‘Increasing their dcnsity and overloadanq the' utllsty. The,decreasing street
 Vrevenues ‘also-increase the importance of establishing. formal develoPme"t" i
. Lfequnrements as they relate to street'construct!on and traff!c appurtenances“ B
“frelated to new development. G SRR . cooh

¥
1
b

One - itcm which was not ncntioned In_my'nay 5 mcno which should also be
analyzed, 1s the increase of sewer sarvice charges. : The ‘basic domestic
vfsewer ‘service. charge has not increased’ ‘since it ‘Wwa ,establlshed in:1978.

" . Based on the cost of the flve-year improvements to’ the‘sewer ‘system, ‘It -
~is important that the domestic sewsr service rate be reanalyzed and that
_~consideration also be given to modifying the sewer relmbursement’ ordinance
s In order to obtain the needed funds for the Flve-year Sewer C.l. P, vv“*-l

'"jlt ls falt that no matter what the outcome of the no-growth lnlt!at!ve ls,
_that the areas highlighted on the attached sheets should be analyzed and.
reviewed with the Clty Council, it~ Is:felt thad the Importance of this. ”*
‘recomnendation will be ampllflied once the total five-year C.l.F. is re- ' °
viewed. Therefore, It Is Important that the Flve-year.c 1.Piibe flna!led~

‘as soon_ as posslb!e._ -




_Clity Manager.
S duly 10. 1981
.ft-_’Page 2

L!sted below ts the recomncnded order that the ltems be rev!ewed based bl

on-the possible revenue Increase, the time Involved In dolng the addltlonal,
- study and evaluation needed to prepare a flnal recommended actlon athe £
ease of lmptementatlon and the effect on upcomlng development°'*“

'Approximate Yearly N
~Revenue Increase

”szo 000 - $3o 000
. $15 000 - szo ooo;

a‘Establish Vater Heter instaliation Charge$5 000'*

v'ﬁnend Vater z Scwer. elnbursenent

Ordinance SIO'OOO - $!5,000
" $60,000 - 530,000

ee 5106;000

v $12,3820

:lncrcase !atcr ueteréd Rates‘ SZS,QDO :
 £1xminate‘Dec]ining Elock Water T '

Pate Structure ST $25,000 ‘
‘Increase Flat & Hetercd Uater Pates ;4100 OOO - $°00 00":

"?Establish Standby Fire Protection ree‘ftsls ,000 - szo 000
‘Est5blTsh , L5$l30 900 ’

apltal Buy- 0

» Because of the maqnitude oF the wurk !nvolvvd, i am requesting d!rect!on ink.;f“_,g

 ~order that | know how you wlsh to proceed in th!s matter.

V'"{;Slncerely

Jack L. Ronsko
‘ .Publlc Uorks Director

;4{cc. Flnance Director

,Attachment

bcc. All Pub]ic Wbrks Superv!scrs




‘~:Ciﬁy'Maﬁegef
May 5, 1981

;1&C§éAéE IN REVENUES

NGREK%EEENEfﬁE%ﬁiN FEE : ($zo ooo - $3o ooo)

: jPresent1y the engnneerlng fees are set at 3% of: the enganeer s estimate
.~ for. the off-site improvements. This fee was established by Resolution-

o No. 4236 in July of 1976 to cover the City's ~cost of development en-.

- gineering, plan review, inspection- and’ testlng. The fee dld not- cover
"fjdepartmental admtnlstratlve costs and overhead ' S

l»Listed below is a recap of he engnneerlng fees collected and the sub-'
va'dSVlSIon enguneer:ng charges sxnce |mplementatzon 1n 1976

: Ehgr.,Fees :9?-

Subdnv:snon

2 Lo “Collected = Engr. Charges
,f,“gaojgiahru March) §30,440 - $h2,561
S .';79/80-,, “52,9h2 ,‘75 442
Rt Y s 125,773 75,75
L R 77 R ‘”55’920 52,831
S /A 3720 83,618
$297 795"? $290,167

~.-‘0Ver the past flve‘year perlod ‘the: fees co]lected equal the actual charges
’;Zerxc‘“d‘“g administrative cost:and overhead It is reasonable that thIS
;development fee cover ad ini tlve a;d_overhead osts_:ﬁ

: If the eng:neerlng fee was ‘Increased 't kos%it would cover: the Ctty 5

# " ~standard 19% overhead and would prov:de ‘an -increase revenue of approx!-

.fl;mately $30,000 per year. An increase to 4.0% would recover: 302 overhead
'l'and would increase revenues: by about . $20 000 per year. : B o




;z lNCREASE UATER HETERED RATES (525 ooo)

“~'Presently metered customers pay less per ga]]on of water used than o

' “does the residential customer on a flat $6.00 per month rate. .The .
-average residential user, based on’ information received. from cities -~

' . that meter water, uses approximately 12 - 15,000 gallons per’ month.v“
...~ Shown below is the amount of water that flat rate and meter rate =

“‘customers would: obtaln for $6 00 N el

- 12 - 15,000 gallons per

.-e‘ - 25 000 gallons per month

$6 00 metered rate

“The: dlfference in cost of water per gallon used’ becomes even greater as
_the water use Increases due to the City's declining block’ rate. There- o
-fore,’ res;dentlal customers are subsndtzung the commercxal and |ndustrual
;users.;5~ﬁ_;.~ . . : R
;Based on ratnos between flat rate and metered rate use by other Valley
acitles, Lodn s metered rate shou]d be |ncrered by about 202.vv [

o L‘Sted below are LOdl s ex:attng metered rates together with proposed
' -g‘increases. IR ] &

" ‘Existing Rate Proposed Rate

FirSt 50,000 #3° . 50.187100 £ 50.22/100 §t3 :
37% 000 gal. . lsolzhllooo gal ;Lfﬂ5° 29/1000 gal
Next 200 000 ft3i ii,J ;.50 ]51100 ft3 ,5$0 ‘9/]00 ft , s
ove' 250,000 ft3 C L seazio rt3 ,_-gso 167100 ft3 '
11,870,000 gal - $0.6/1000 gal S0 zlllooo gal :

-‘?Based'on a total yearly metered flow of 62 000 000 cubuc feet, $ ohlloo ft.
flncrease would |ncrease revenues by approxsmately $25 000”p r year. :

EThe City $ two largest users would experlence year!y increaSes of $12 000
’andiﬁZ,OOO;:;»;ﬁ‘v ' » TR i R i
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INCREASE FLAT AND METERED \rIATER RATES (SIOO 000 - $200 000)

bk a-$1. 00 increase was considered on the $6.00° resudent:al flat ra;
—al correspondmg percentage increase for al! ‘other water rate

Presently the Clty of Lodn water rates are based on Sectxon 26 -1 of the
Lod: Clty Code as shOWn be]ow' ' ‘ :

s Sec. 26-1. Rates mthm cnty cenera!ly. s )
"2 The schedule of water rates for the c:ty shall bc as follows

~permonthi A RO T e
J-,(a) Flat Rates. £ R R gEmo LoE ST
- Single-family residence ... .. .".;.‘..-;'.i.':.'.".f'-.-.‘"...'$6.00’ = S : .
“Two-family occupancy (one ownershxp), per umt .. 495 LT e
Mu!hfamilyresxdence, perunit. i .l it 420 AU R
™ - Adjustments in multifamily ‘rates may be authorized by the
- director of finance within a limit of twenty-five percent of the
“latCS established herein, when in his judgment such variations
. dre necessary: to preserve equity. Adjustments in- excess of
: '_-_twenty—f‘ ive percent must be authonzed by the cxty councxl ’
' < (b) Metered Rates. ~ .- .
.. First 50,000 cubic feet at $0.18 per 100 cubxc fcet.

“.Next 200,000 cubic feet at $0.15 per 100 cubic feet. .
“ All over 250,000 cubic feet at $0.12 per 100 cubic feet. . .
":.The .minimum monthly bill ‘for supply through a three-
- :Tourthsdinch meter or smaller shall be six dollars; through a
ne-inch. meter, nine dollars; and for each one-half inch incre
_in size of meter thereafter, three dollars per month. -
."A separate meter shall be required for each dwelling umt and‘._; S
- the” charges “established herein shall be levied for each such | “ o
.-;‘metcr. (Ord No. 531 § 2 Ord l\o. 787 §l Ord 1\0. 1076 § '_

:-é l )

ln the next five years the Clty of Lodu will have $800 000 of capital’ ex- R
pendlture which ‘is-over and above the normal capital system’ :mprovements.,.\
~.This $150,000 yearly increase is for a new monitoring controls for the
water wells and-distribution system ‘and for the replacement’ of the e.xast-,
‘ing water. tank.’ Based on past. growth experience, there will ‘also’ be a
“need for_tuo additional wells in the next fsve-year period ‘which are
est:mated’at $250 000 each T

-The. City’s existmg water ‘revenue is approxlmately $! 200,0

A proximately )

“17%), a $200,000 per year revenue increase would be experienced..:
increaSe on ‘the $6.00 residential flat rate with' the correspcmd!ng Sncrease S
) Bl’ rates. would increase water reVenues ap ximately $100,000 .-
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1)._., ELIMINATE DECLINING BLOCK WATER RATE’ STRUCTURE ($25,000)

oh The decllnlng block metered water rate encourages the use of water by hlgh-'V
- water users. -During the 1376 drought, many. cities in California dropped -
~ their declining block rate structure and 1mplemented a uniform meter, rate .
- for all water usage. Some cities to encourage water conservation,-even -
. adopted an Inverse block rate where the more you used the more you pald :
per gallon. -;" e . - P ..;f;~'-:, g

' .?The 198) Water Rate Survey, prepared by the Cal:fornxa Munlc1pal Utl]ltIeSw s
Assoc:atnon, showed that of the 33 agencies serving municipal water a6y . o
‘had a.Dzclining’ Block Rate Structure, (14) had a Flat or Unlform Rate e )
Structure, and (3) had an lnvarse Block Rate Structure.‘ : e

lf Lodx el:mlnated lts declsnlng block rate structure and establ:shed a R
e “uniform rate equivalent to that now charged for the first 100 cubic feet N
(SO 18/100 ft3) the lncreased revenue would be approxnmately $25 000 per year.
Thls change would affect only about 10 water users. The Clty s two largest '.
users would experlence yearly lncreases of $l8 000 and $h 000

N e P i 20 e

. lyCREASE PARKING TlCKET FiNES ($50 000 - - $120, ooo) . ," - A

g Presently the parknng tncket f:ne is Sl 00 if pand on the day of the flne, C
]and $2.00.if. pald Tater. .These fines were increased five years ago, how-.
_ever, based on the.fines of other Valley cities;  the $1.00/52. 00 fine is = ..
till low in compar:son.- Most cities charge $5. 00 forgbVerparknng, however,
" some have a.$2.00. fine for certain areas or parking zones. Ve could find
" 'no other cntles ‘that gave a discount for 2h-hour payment. - ‘Overparking .- - :
“'2reve"ue5 in the C'tY of Lodi now amounts to approximate}y $35 000 per year. .

2.50/65:00 i i B | R
“1f fines werz. increased from $1 00/52 GO to 92 50/%5. 00 assumlng 202 comes o
“from’ payment of hxgher fine, about $50 000 addltuona] revenues could be R
,real?zed L PRDUEE LA .

deon rres T | o5
“if fines were increased from $l 00/$2 00 to 55 00 flat, a55umtn9 202
. how comes from hlgher fine, about $120 000 addational revenues could be_»
’reallzed " S v ‘ . v . .

assumIng 202;
enues"

f fanes were increased fron $I 00/$2 00 to av¢3 00 flat,”
“now ‘comes from payment. of hlgher fine, about’ $60 000 addxtional rev
~could be realized g i

:thhe City of Davis has a- flat $3 00 flne, hOWGV&f. ff remlnder‘muSt be .
-sent out, fine increases to"$5. 00, and if ticket must be”se t to DMV, f‘"e ;

ne eases'again to $13.00.
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QZr jgtREASE ClTY PARKING LOT HONTHLY FEES | (55 ooo - 510 000)

~ﬁlpfese"t‘Y the City’ sells 135 Parktng ‘permits at $2 50 per month per permlt
- for the 108 space City parking lot located at northeast'corner of Church
ﬂaStreet and Elm Street.» Thls monthly fee ca!culates out at llc per day.

3;?}Pr|vate parklng IOtS in the downtown area. are now charglng $10 per month W
i.jper Space for the use of thexr facnlltles.‘ : e

J?.Of the seven Va!ley cities contacted -(Stockton Tracy, Hanteca »Fanr.:eld
- Modesto's monthly rates are $10/month for outdoor parktng ‘and $20/month iZ{--'¥f
‘:for garage parkrng. : : -~ S

LAt

-,The follownngrevenues wou!d be reallzed uuth the increase of the monthly

y . ffeesas .shown be)ow. e "_.;_"_.
: .éiﬂonth]y Fee DBIIY Rate t Approx. Revenue ‘lncfeese’fn’Revenue
S Eo LS80 -'G'ﬁ- coMe o $4 000 m——— B
. "'.;v'ju;J;(Existing Fee) . |
| hE85.50 flj?i=l':3525¢ o $9 ooo_ | $5,000°
$7 50 R SO 35¢ e ’. $]2 000 $8 000’.% - .

$IO 00

¢3245§éfg,; T$16“ooo,fj;,.e;‘f‘ e]Z OOOﬁ

. “:Based on the GXIStlng demand, lt,)s assumed that the tncrease wou]d not
I affect permlts so]d o . L

g 'TheS& increased parksng revenues would have to stay in the parknng dlstrlct
7t fund, however; they could be ‘used to ‘pay. for parklng enforcement whtch is now"
"?’paid for by genera! fund revenues & : L

$15?ooo -vszo ooo)

- *fﬁ7,f*|NCREAss COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENTFFEES

- _Hany of the Community Development feesf(l e., E l R., Annexation. Tentative :
.t Map, Parcel Map, General Plan Amendment, Rezonlng, Use Péermit,’ Varlance) 2 .
-, are-outdated.and’ do not’ reflect the . Clty s actual’ expendltures ‘in: process=-" " T
 ~Ing these requests.\mBased on the number of items processed:in. tne calendar A

year 1980, it is. antlcupated that;upgradxng of these fees wouldvlncrease
5u-revenues by $15 000 - $20 000 per year R ¥

"'INCREASE BUSINESS LICENSE FEES

‘Q:The existtng business l:cense, rd

($80'000 f' 00 OOO}v

adOpted on . NOVember” .
' ”is understood

7 :Davis, Sacramento, and Modesto) only Modesto sells monthly spaces.. = °. - ,;-_'3:4'"

AL YR R
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Lo the prop,rty belng developed

;:i'~f€lty s General. Plan. . These (12) wells, including standby power at two. (2) .

"{;'ﬁﬂmately 2900 ‘'undeveloped acres ‘left within the General Plan.service area, . . -
;80 average. ‘fee of $850 per acre ($2,500,000/2900 acres) would recover the f_,
w - City's future well costs.’

Cfty‘ﬂanager N ;i S "

S ' NEW REVENUES

$80‘000)

($6o ooo

-"ThIS fee would be a water buy-ln charge lnto the City's. exasting system. R

It would cover the new water service's proportional share of the existing ‘jf;-:,vér

" distribution mains, water wells, monitoring facilities, water tank and
- other water captta] equipment: which has been pald for by existing water e
<. ‘customers.” This fee would be in addltlon to any front footage relmburse-i‘
ol ment charge or cost of |nsta11xng water manns and flre hydrants frontlng .

.‘:Based on an estlmated value of the system of 53, 000 000 ‘and 15 000 eX'St“.Q'
.Ing customers, a water connection fee of $200 ($3 000,000/15, 000) would
" ' be appropriate.: stng '300-400 new services per year, $60 000 $80 000 i
fcou!d be ransed ln riew revenues. : '

'*_'I:; jlf thls concept |s approved the actual fee should increase with the

"s:ze of - ‘the ser fce.

($100 ooo)

-{9Th|s would cover: the cost. of dr:lllng and constructlng water wells in new

Ing water customers

. ’7;There are ultlmately (12) new wells needed for ful] deVelopment of the

“locations,are estimated to cost approx:mate]y $2.5 million.. With approxi-.

o Using the City's average development. per. year
n;“of 120 acres approxumately SIOO 000 per year wou]d be recovered S

'f;Thls fee could be c0mblned w:th the oversxze water main acreage fee and ’
;called "Hater Acreage Fee.'{ﬂv. - L e S

E lniand undeveloped areas’ necessary to serve -the developments paying this fee. -
’»g'"Thxs deve!opnent cost is urrently belng paid byrthe

Ev&sdm'\ 6 s\\ms a’ v-cm)' was)thf' wwu‘\’“’“ 'c“' 5“‘““1 S
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mains ‘are about "$2.00/L.F. “and $5. OOIL F. respectively. This total over-“i'>'»-, ,'fé”_
. 'size credit is: estlmated at $210,000." ‘Based. on 2,900 undeveloped acres,: SR

"cost of the crossxngs yet to be constructed is estimated at $150,C00.

This fee could be combtned wnth the water well acreage fee and called

The city!s‘"t‘na‘jbr‘i

- of the C:ty s costs fo_'provndlng adequate f:re flows at’ requ:red pressures.; L

(%12, 000)

Thls would cover the cost of oversnzed watermains (cost of lnstallatton
over. 8" dlameter) in new and ‘undeveloped areas which are necessary to
serve domestic water and adequate fire protecticn to the developments _ R
paying the fee. This deve]opment cost is currently bexng pald by all ’ o
exlstlng water customers. : £

There is" presently about 80 000 L F. of 10" watermain and about 10 000 L.F.
of 129 watermain yet to be constructed in the City's General Plan-Service
Area. " The oversize crednts .now being’ paxd by the City on 10" and 12"

an oversize watermaln acreage fee wou!d be’ approxumately $70 per acre.

The Clty is now paying half the cost of maJor water crossings. The total

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

Using the Clty s average development per year of 120 acres, approxnmatelY
$12,000 per year would be recovered

“Water Acreage Fee."

'fESTABLlSH STANDBY F!RE PROTECTION FEE . (SIS 000 - $20 000)

lstrnbutlon water syste _well capac:tnes and standby
power, are designed - to provide the large flows of water for short durat;ons
at reasonable pressure for the ‘purpose of fire protection.’ Hormally = =
relatlvely 'small quantities of water are actually consumed in fire flght—
ing or-in. fire fighting training exercises. 'The standby charge would
cover the City's.cost for:testing fire hydrants and a proport|onal share

Thls proposed standby f:re protectlon charge would be in the form of a .
monthly charge per on- -site private hydrant and a monthly charge for -each
sprlnkler system: fire line based on its’ size. “There are presently around
160 pr:vate flre hydrants -and ‘75 flre serv:ce lnnes within the Clty of .
Lodi. “Based on the average fee charged by northern’ Callfornla Cltles, the
fol!owlng new revenues could be obtalned' i o

} : 7 New Yearly
. ,;”k; Average Fee . Revenue ™ -
Prlvatef re hyd antS‘(16Q)_ .+ $5.00/mo ,‘{‘";§Q,§90_ R
Flre Servnce Llne,'~1v(f75)=i, $10 00/mo "% $9,000 .:t'f :
L - : ?!—8_33_

Since the water ut»Ilty is an enterpr;sebfund, a- snmu\ar fee: for publlc _
fire hydrants should be charged 'to the Fire Department._ However, since the. ... -
Flre Departme :also aTC|ty operatnon;{ his: w T gh'charge e
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~and replacement. This deve]opment cost is currentl) being pand by the s
»zexistxng water customers.t : : : o

'kiEAMEND WATER AND* SENER REIMBURSEMENT ORDXNANCE (410,000 - $15, 000)

“'lines not covered by reimbursement agreements. Presently some developers

,,'There are Presently about 30, 000 L F. of undeveloped frontage on watermalns :
.+, -and 10,000 L.F. .of" undeveloped frontage on sewer lines which are not coveredf'
_';,by existlng renmbursement agreements. Based on a flat rate of $10 per fOOt.
~a total. of $400,000 could be recovered. upon complete development of the - -
- ‘City's Master Plan Service. Area.. It is est:mated that this would amount to. -
.fabout $to, 000 - $15 000 per year. i : : ST R

_;ESTABLISH STREET L!GHTING MAINTENANCE DlSTRlCTS ($200 000).

: i-'Presently the cost of the street ixght lnstallatnon is. paxd for by the sub-f
ii".d'v'der or the property owner, hOWever, ‘the City pays for. thesmafntenance and
.. -operation after the installation is made. . In the 1981-82 Operatlng Budet, - "
- thefe is over $223,000 al]ocated For ma:ntenance and operatlon of the Clty 's

B There are many older areas wnth»n the Clty of Lodi whlch do_not haVe street

~’f|ights ‘and since everyone pays: the same City tax, ‘the people or property

.. ‘owners not. hav:ng street lights ‘are’ actually subsidizing the cost of main-

"Vtafntng the street l!ghts for those property owners who are fortunate enough
‘to have them.'ym : e L Lo

i tStreet lighting malntenance dlstr!cts could be’ created to recover the actual
’yfcost for: operating street;ilghts within a spectfic area..
”'“owners wlthrn the area’ ben fiting from. the street §:ghts

TABLISH HATER HETER INSTALLATION CHARSE ~ (35, ooo) o LR

-ThIS wou]d cover the C:ty s actual costs lnvolved in xnstallnng ‘water L
~meters on new high water user developments. The cost of the meter- in— e

stallation is a standard development charge made by most all cities.
Once installed, the monthly service charge covers the meter maintenance

'ff.The actua! cost of meters range from $50 - $80 for 3/%” and l" meters to L

~..+$800 and $1,500 for 4".and 6" meters. Based on the past three years, @ [ .- 0

- ‘about $5,000 per year could be. obta;ned by requzrtng the cost of the . T 0
_meter to be pald by’ the water user. o . S A

1-’1The exnstlng Uater and Sewer Retmbursement ‘Ordinances could be expanded so

that fees are collected for ties to all existing water mains and sewer - . . :;V'

‘pay their share of- the water and. sewer facilities fronting and serving

their property and some do not depending on whether or not the facilities

" ‘were installed under a reimbursement agreement. This fee would be in the
‘fform of a flat. front footage ‘charge ‘paid directly to the City. This fee
.5would cover the user' 's sharp of the znltnal facnllty |nstallat;on., B 14 :

320 street llghts.,

. }'-‘

The property
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2. CHARGE FOR COWPACTION RETEST!Nu '(sh 000)

At least two out of three of the compact:on tests which are taken by

the Public VWorks Department fail. It is felt that if the contractor .

£ _ had to pay foi retesting, that:they would do a better jjob initially, -

to . o . .prior to calling for a compact:on‘test; Since compaction tests &re

S R -‘essentxa]ly free 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

not close. Prlvate Iabs charge upwards of - $h0 per compactlon test.n..

S

Lo 't iS estnmated that 1 we take approxrmately 400 retests per year. If»llf:'
S I “ only $10 was charged ‘per_retest, the City could recover $h, 000. per :
.“,,~,,.:a‘:3;‘year for th:s servnce ‘we are now prov:d:ng the contractor. :

. §6TABLISH SEWER DUMPING STATRON FEE (5500 - $1 000)

There are. presently about ten sewer dumpnng stations within the Csty
1Vimits Jocated at service stations and storage facilities. Owners of
‘these sewer dumping stations normally allow their customers to dump
*their holding tanks free of charge or at a minimal fee.  The existing
<.monthly ‘sewer service charge does not . include cost of treatment of this : :
“‘concentrated sewer discharge. It is estimated that a $5 = $10 a month . P
charge wou]d ralse from $500 - 31, 000 of addltlonal revenue per year.. RS

($180 ooo - $2ko ooo)

Presently all of the eX|st|ng Capltal lmprovement within the City SR
i e.," ‘Public: Safety But)dzng, Munlcnpal Service Center, Fire Houses,
‘other. miscellaneous City. buildings, City Hall remodel, stadium improve-
ments, softball:complex, etc.), have been flnanced and pald for by the
ex:stlng Lods populatlon.r.,jhv FE :

This. PYOPOSedbeY”Iﬂ charge would cover a new resxdent s proportsonate
share of those’ improvements. ' These new.revenues could ‘then be used to
:7help pay - for mew Capital Improvements, such as development of 01d Tokay
Campus, Fnrehouse No.: k4, completion of City Hall parking ]ot, Police
: Communlcataon System upgradlng, miscellaneous Storm Drain-: umprOVements, RO
"etc. - Based on ‘the. deprectated value of $9,000,000 for the Clty s exlst-;f

. ing genera] assets, ‘including buuldungs, parks and equipment, ‘the 07
proportlonate share. for a.new. hvmg unit would be about $600 ($3,000, 000/
15,000). - Using 300 ~ 100 new services per year, $180, 000 - $2h0 000 .
cou!d be: ralsed in.new. revenues. -

o Shown; elow" are the 'evelopment fees charged by six Valley citnes banedv
on a 3 bedroom, $75 000 1, 600 sq. ft home and 5 homes’ per. acre. e
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14-.fEstablish a Cap%tal Buy?in Fee - continued

. T TSP 5 Exnstlng Development 3
RRLTRE Z.Ae'ﬂ;Citf‘“!"~ S _ ST Fee per Unlt o
- Vdeaville g  $5,000
el Moodlamd 0 . $3,200
“! fi;Holluster;f ff?. L L ,; ) :$] 600tppp‘:
Thtiralrfleld" 'fi.' g oA ~;$5 800'
- _ ';jDavas {“_'. [ o “f$2,800; ST
L e D7 Stockton © $1,500%  (L.U.5.D.)
R f}’_Lonl ?”j,f . ,'$l 800 - L :
. . . ,._f 2 . . - - . 3
T B T i *ln addltlon, there is an "Area Benefit Charge" wh:ch Lo %'
T I jf,f ..varies based on development location and . tnc]udes such . . RPN |
RN - items as uttllty re:mbursement utility oversizing, - ... R R o
f ' streets, brxdges, etc., p]us a IGZ C:ty admlnlstratuve fee.;_:K A
é o 13lf the proposed Caplta] Buy-ln Fee ($600), water Connectlon Fee ($200), - i
paL - Mater Well Acreage Fee ($850/Ac) and Oversize Watermain Acreage Fee ($10°/AC) o
{7 o0 C‘were all implemented, lodi's development fee per unit would. ‘increase to . .
s -782,80000 Thss would lncrease annual revenue by approxnmatelyf$350 000
$h30 0 0. sy . :

CHARGE FOR consraucrlon w%TER ($3 ooo - $4 ooo)

";{As part of bunldlng new residential unlts the contractor needs and uses B
- -water from'the City's domestic’ system. . q:nce the City does not ‘meter.

; ‘ﬁiwater, and_water services are aVallabIe at the back. s:cewalk the con~ 8
o tracto. tfeS:lntO the exnsting servnce and useb tbe C:ty s water: at no cost.

R § ‘5 fe]t it wourdke reasonab]e to add a moderate $10 fee -to each buxld-w
iing permat to cover the cost of construction water. - Based on 300 ~ 400

. 'new services a- year, this wouid increase the Caty s revenue by about
-g¢'g$3,ooo - $h,000, . C - L ‘

TOTAL NEW REVEﬂUES' : "55559,506 toj$79};oooyv
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 WATe< CONNECTION AND SERVICE CHARGE .

Exhibit B |,

.::Waterf 
Service Charge

SMater
Connect1on Fee

Pr1vat Nater Purveyor

‘Mo charge if line is avé11ab1e 'T$12"77.*:° :

~ Vacaville i fv,.$L33o s ;”  1. 80 #
Manteca 2222 o "fl_ﬂ5 5.63 #

| Rairfield e R

Merced | a0 .»f,ff } 6.40 *1!:,,*v‘”“*'“
Redding s . 100 v
iy "i 14 85 +§;_5-¢

TVYuba 1"C1 tyi;‘ {:I»  , : SR 600

Modesto o :,i 3 ; 600 ;;5 90 +f  i

4

Sacramento' ‘ ” . 535 | 6.90

4

:Tdhlock. S ' , 490 ‘ ,>8;80.
Woodland - 450 6.5

ot st

 Roseville %0 0 Bo0*

Cpavis 250
‘Stockton - '150
1?01ov1s f}?]‘,i‘f'”'_ _,ﬁ«g EE 150

fi?Tracy _ 1T  ?fif' e o f‘>'"-IZOi(fO%{ntféégé’i”
e S 10 timest)

: Lod1 2 : £ ‘> ,," o 0
Average L 'f; o ,7$f750
(exclud1ng Lod1) L
Wesian s

10D17i$)BELbﬁ averagé 50 U $3.88 (273)

‘3 bedroom house

,«’Lot sizes 60x100 : v

- Gross acres of lot: 0.18Ac .
Fees. do not 1nc1ude cost of p'ov1d1ng water service

lateral : o

15, 000 ga]s/mo

":1;Assumptions'H




! STAFF REpORT ‘, .

SUBJECT: Local.Feesvfor*TfanSportation-lmpfovements

bRECOMMBNDA?ION:‘7ln£ofmation”0n1y

.~ DISCUSSION:

At recent meetings of the COG Technical Committee and COG Board,:-
Caltrans and COG staff have frequently reported on the changing
,fundlng pollczes ‘of ' "the " California: Transportatlon Commission
. ~{CTC). - The CTC.is the State Board which makes the flnal determl—v
.nation of which highway projects receive funding.. Due to. persis-

L _recently determined not -to  fund: any ‘new highway 1nterchanges?¢

such 1nterchanges, they mdst be prepared: to pay for them,‘accord—””t
ing to the CTC. : : : .

COG ftaff 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 Coiuncil voted 5-0 to increase fees
“on new residential ' construction by §3,409 per dwelling unit.
Breakdown follows below: ' :

E Description - Current Fee Proposed - Increase
1 T . : T LT i -
% Sewer Connection ' $1,222 $2, 222“/- $1,000
£3 : Water Connection 4 1,222 22224 1,000
; Parks o . S 548 548
Ciacivie ! Center,,Flre Statlon ST ' 350
. Traffic Signals oo =0 200
‘Major Equipment ..o -9~ - 350
- Hwy. Overpass/Interchange -Q- 500

'-H_Total-fvu.ol i l,;t;;'j' 52,992 56,392 -

yof part1cular 1nterest to the COG is the sS@Q for’"hlghway o er
’pass/lnterchange" 1mprovements.. Specifically earmarked. for "con-~*

,used for any ‘local hlghway ‘overpass/interchange’ 1mprovements.jv
5 Based on an. estlmated ‘6092  new homes being built per year,. ~the .
S fund 1s'expected to generate about 5390 GZG annually. R

_efThe Counc11 act1on W
i eral buxlders ang: concerned c1t1zens spoxe._ . OL
the 1nterchange fee . for’ comment ‘Also, it ‘was apparent that'the
‘city had done its’ homeuork, ‘because ‘no- one really challenged ‘the’
v{need for the new fe QThe;maln tOplC was the grandfatherlng;

“tent and’ contlnulng ‘statewide funding ‘shortfalls, the . CTC.-has . @6 .- e

l]needed merely ‘to serve new growth If local governments'want”‘ﬁ“

_struction wera new ramps and/or overpasses: for Union/120: andv~‘f.__
- Lou1se/90.f However, ‘it is. COG staff's understandlng that the newmgj»f,
fund 'is not - limited "to the specified 1mprovements, ‘but’ may “be .-




‘In addltlon to the fees note ‘on the previous. .page: the nanteca
"Unified School District is asklng the City to.raise bedroom taxes
. am;$72ﬁ to $2,50@ for a new single family home. The Covncil
-took_ O actlon on this proposal, but it was the. subject of exten-—.
" sive comment (malnly from parents of school chllaren) at the pub—*
Q11c hearlng. : . A

FA second readlng of the new fees is. scheduled for the June‘16,
1986 ‘Manteca City Council meetlng. " Implementation w111;oceur 69
jdays subsequent to that date. ‘ P R TR




October 13, 1986

To Whom it may concern: ‘ _fi.“ s 1B OCT Y

There ‘are loglcal ‘reasons to. oppose the Hotelﬁhn&x oG

A housing: complex of 110 units:in the core:of. downﬁﬁwnilaﬁﬁ will
create problems that ‘neither the bu51nesses or- theCOt G dHMLedl
can effectively control. Problems such as parking, transportation;:
crime and health needs. - Also the- avallablllty of -personal-needs: .
medical, recreatxonal educational and’groceries,; are some of ‘the
concerns. “The downtown does not seem: to be an appropr1tate locarlon
’for thxs prOJect." ~ : .

‘Other concerns are the long term 1mpacts of this 30 year committ-
- ment. . Impacts on the: property value, the traditions of Lodi and the
~downtown historical value. This project is not .a restoratlon but a
_;hlgh den51ty resxdentlal development.

The downtown bu51ness 1nd1v1duals belleve in thezr downtown :

herltage. They want a healthy Lodi, not only for their businesses.:

but for the citizens of Lodi. The frustrations have been overwvhelming.

It is impossible to believe that this project was so close to reality.
,'The Lodi Downtown Business Assoc1atlon ‘and_the City of ‘Lodi have: worked
‘and financed for ‘the future of the downtown:corridor. This~ proposal S
'acounterdlcts the revitalization-of- ‘the: downtown as_ a ‘commerical: shopplnsu@-,
" and business-center..’ A residential project in. the center of*thls area /-
r;1s in dlrect confllct wlth thos efforts. : g :

Lo Thls is not an obJectlon to low income hou31ng bu- to a hou51ng
‘development 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
communlty

" THE LODI DOWNTOWN BUSINESS ASSOCIATION BOARD
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Governor George Deukmejlan‘”

Meiled'to
it Senator John Geramend;



- “the " downtown *-historical '

LETTERS

TO THE

EDITOR

Opposes H01e| Loda
Editor:

“housirg complex of 110 unitsin the
core of downtown Lodi will create
problems - that " neither ithe. busi-
nesses or.the City of Lodi can ef-
fectively control.. Problems such

:. as parking, transportation, crime "
‘the:

“and - health’ needs.” " Also
availability. of personnel: needs:

' v,; ~ for this project,

- impacts of ‘this' 30-year committ-
" ment,
“value, the- traditions 'of ‘Lodi and
value,
This project is not a restoration hut

‘.opement
$110,000 . for some  control? “The
veloper will have total control of

the redevelopment and the opera-.
tions of- thls pro;ecl “Also 1t may-

 There are logical reasons to op-:
" pose ‘the Hotel Lodi. prOJect A

Other concerns are the long term’

Impacis.-on: the: ‘property"

‘Should_ the City of Lodi- xnvest“
state HCD and the out-of-town’ de-

not employ any Lodi businesses or
-generate any Lodi revenue, This is
-a state, county and city dwelling
_not “exclusive to Lodi citlzens,
‘There ‘seems to be no benefits to
“Lodi, only to the selier and the

“out-of-town investors. Why would -
- the City of Lodi want to invstin a -

“piece of this cake, it seems that on-
~“ly problems will be bought,

-~ The downtown business. indlvid-
uals_ believe -in -their. downtown

-heritage.  They want. a* healthy
- medical, recreational, educational:
- and - groceries,” are :some of ‘the"
" concerns;- The downtown does not

-seem o be an appropnate locahonj

“Lodi;"not only for their businesses
=but for the citizens of Lodi., The
opposition to the proposal of Hotel
Lodi. is- logical. ‘The frustrations

““have.been overwhelming, It is im-

possible to believe that this project

Downtown Business Association

scounterdicts the revitalization of

- the’ downtown "as a . commerical
“shopping and business center., A"

'_residentlal project in the center of
“this-area is in direct conmc& w1th
: those efforts.
This objection means not to in-
terfere _with personal business or

ws“sp close toreality. The Lodi-

~and the City of Lodi have worked"
“and financed for the future of the

- downtown corridor, This proposal -
a high .density.. rcsidentnal devel-

state projects, however this is a
project involving taxpayer dollars.
Thus it is our right as taxpayers to

-.state our concerns and opinions. If

this project is. to continue let it
proceed. thhout the ¢ity taxpayer
dollars.

1t seems-a-shame to let down-

" town Lodi slip away. 1 hope all

concerned will speak up, sign peti-
tions in the downtown Lodi. The

“final decision of the city’s funding:
of this project will be made Wed-:

nesday. night- at ‘the- ciiy council,
meeting, 7:30 p.m. Express your:
concerns, ‘'It's never too late to
speak what’s in your heart.”

Judy Peterson

(Also signed by three others)

Save it for the polls.

Editor: .
Concerning all the response to.
the Woolstrum mailer, I fear the|
issue has gotten lost. Personal feel-:
ings are now being leveled at indi-
viduals and blanket statements are-
being made which border on libel.
We have; 1 am sure, all made!
our decisions ‘as'to how we will
vote. Let us, thérefore, keep any:
further “statements we may have:
for the time and the place where:

‘they will count — the voting polls.

To those who have ‘waded Into:
this “verbal cesspool, and have!
sank'lower than the mailer — the:

" Lord rebuke you, May he also have

mercy on you,
Joan Hall




CUESN DL L T

TO: Lodi City Council

We the undersigned representlng the Lod1 ‘Downtown
Business” Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants ‘and citizens,
g0 on record in; opp051tlon “of . the use of the Hotel :

Lodi as’ a hou51ng pro;ect

We urge ‘you to tell your Clty Counc11 to vote in
opposition.of Community Block Crant‘Fund1ng 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 anly
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community.
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: TO: Lodi City Council l
: ‘We the undersigned representing: “the Lodi Downtown :

‘ _Bu51ness Assoc1at10n,' concerned merchants and. citizens,
i goron record in opposition:of ‘the use of the’ Hotel
Lod1 as’ a housing pro_)ect -

S

~:  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 Housmo Unit.

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

[ 2 : We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown

, %)’ - Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
i e :) go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel
e Lodi as a housing project.

Ve 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

o Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark
i 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 Lod1 Community.
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TO(ltédi City'Council

We the - under51gned representlng the Lodi Downtown
Business Assoc1at1on, concerned merchants and citizens,
go on record ip oppesitiom of the use of the Hotel ’
Lodi as a housing project7' :

We urge you to tell your Clty 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 Lod1 Community.
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Lo To: ;L‘odifcny cOu‘nc'iif e ;
“) v_We the under51gned representlng the Lodi Downtow
) Business Assocxatlon, concerned merchants and citizens,
) ~go on record ip oppesition of the use of the Hotel
T ‘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 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 conflict to everything we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty
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TO: Lodi City Council
'h) o We the undersigned representing the L§di Downtown
x”) Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
) go on record ip oppesition 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 confllct to everythlng we have bePn
‘taxed for as an Improvement. District.and will only :
_serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty
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T0: po;j‘i' City Council .

'We the under51gned representlng ‘the Lodi Downtown _
Business Asscc1atlon, concerned merchants and citizens,
go on record in opposition. of the use of the Hotel

Lodl as a housing prOJect. '

N2 o

We urge you to zell 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 Lod1 Community.
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TO: Lodi City Counéil =
7) R " We the undefsighed representing the Lodi Downtown
) o Business Assoc1ation, concerned merchants and citizens,

go on record ip oppesition 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 Lod1 Communlty
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TO:’LQdi;City Counci1

We the under31gned representing’ the Lodi Downtown
Business. Assoc1at1on, 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 Community.
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,TOi,Lbdi City Council

Ve the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown.
Business Assoc1at10n, 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 Lod1 Communlty
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TO: Lodi City C@uncil

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 Communlty
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TO: Lodi City Council

Y We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown
/>_ Business Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and citizens,
) go on record ih 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 Commuhity 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 tofdestroy our Downtown Lodi Community.
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©10: 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.

o

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in R
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and S
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 Communlty.
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LR S TO: Lodi City Council

el :) We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown v
Er Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
b; ‘ j) go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel

- : Lodi as a hou51ng 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 Comnunxty
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“TO: Lodi .:y»Cou“,ncilr . - - - 73

“We the under51gned representlng the Lodl Downtown
Business Assoc1at10n, 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 Hou31ng Unit.
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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

_ Business Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and citizens,
':b‘ N go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel
‘ : 'Lod1 as a houslng prOJect

~>>" We the undersighed representlng'the Lodi Downtown

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote in

St opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and

g 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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This is in direct conflict to everythlng we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
2 : 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 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 under51gned representlng the Lodi. Downtown
Business" Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and citizens,
go on.record-in opposition of. the use of the Hotel
Lod1 as a hous1ng progect.v sl

We urge you to tell your Clty Counc1l to vote in
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and

‘represent us at the State level = reject the State

Housing Funding which will commit .ur downtown landmark
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit.

This is in direct conflict to everythzng we have been

taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty.
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- TO: Lodi City Council

. Business Assoczatlon, concerned merchants and citizens,
-go on record in opposition of the use of ‘the Hotel

t}> "v,>'f'We‘the under51gned'féprecént1hgVthe Lodllbgwgtbﬁhw R h':*  ’§f
j> Lodi as a hou51ng 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 Doantown Lodi Community.
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TQ;;quitﬁitthOUnCil~

Ve the under51gned represent1ng the Lodi Downtown LT
Business Assoczatlon, concerned merchants and cxtlzens,

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

We'urge'you to tell your City Council to vote in
opposition of Community Block Crant 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 Hou51ng Unit.

Th1s is in dlrect conflict to. everything we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodl Commun1ty.
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aTO:;LodiECiiy'Councilv

, Ue the undersxgned representlng the Lod1 Downtown SN
- Business Assoc1at1on, concerned merchants and. cztlzens,

-go -.on-record in opposition of" the use of the Hotel-
Lod1 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;i

This is in direct conflict to everythzng we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
seryé td)destroy our Downtown Lodi Community.
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TO{_Lodi City Council'

Wz the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown
Business Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and citizens,
go on record in opp051t10n of the use of the Hotel
Lodi as a hou51ng progect.

I

We urge you to tell your,Clty Council to vote in
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and

y _ represent us at the State level to reject the State

i : Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark
§' for the next 30 years as a State Funded Housing Unit.

i :
5 T This. is in direct confllct to everything we have been
ke taxed for as an Improvement District and will only

i g . serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Comnunlty.
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T0: 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
Lod1 as a hou51ng progect.A e

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 R —
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark ~ = = = = R
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Hou51ng Unlt. : B 4

This is in direct conflict to everythlng we have been
‘taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve. to destroy our Downtown Lodi Communlty,,




TO: ,Lédi*ci,jty »Council

We the under51gned representlng the Lod1 Downtown Lal.'ff'
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens,

go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel R
Lodi as a housing- pro;ect.,

We urge you to tell your Clty 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 Hou51ng Unlt..'L R - $

This is. 1n dlrect confllct to everythlng we have been
~ taxed for as an Improvement District and will only :
'*fserve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Community. -
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:;Td:’,“l’,c’sd'iacny councif'i_.* o

'.;We the under31gned representlng the Lodi DowntOWn :
P .. Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
£ :)~ " go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel
' Lodi as a hou51ng progect. .

~

5
E.
i

We urge you to tell your Clty Counc11 to vote in
‘opposition ol Community Block Grant 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 Hou31ng Unlt.

QThls is in dlrect confllct to everythlng we have been
‘taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
: gserve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Commun1ty. '
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TYTO:MLodi CitYﬂCancii,

Ve the under51gned representlngjﬁhefLodx Downtown>f
Bus1ness Assoc1at1on, concerned merchants and c1t1zens,
go ¢n record in opposition of the use of the Hotel ..

Lodi:.as a. hous1ng prOJect.H, ¢f5¢

We urge you to tell your Clty Counc1l 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 Hous1ng Unit.

‘ Thls is in direct conf11ct to everythlng we have been
‘taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
sexve :to destroy our Downtown Lodl Communlty

\l\'v.

217 Uhos® Y

/0/0 J /ic¢ Aod,
oo /.%m /z/ R

332 ) gp 2 VP,

//[//ZL/% w/q

f/@!?/mnt |




N TO: Lodi Ci:y Council

R

wirgemi v,..,.'..m‘." - e
LA SN

IS R We the under51gned rep sentlng the Lod1 Downtown N
) ~ . Business Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and c1tlzens,_
. . go on record in opposition: of the use of the Hotel
Lodi as a hou51ng pr Ject..f - S L

We urge you to tell. your C1ty Counc11 to vote 1n,
opposition of- Communlty ‘Block Grant Funding and -
represent us at the State level to reject the State
Housing Funding which w111 commit our dewntown landmark
for ‘the next 30 years as a State Funded Hous1ng Un1t. ;

ThlS is in dlrect confllct to everythlng wve. have been R S "Q
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only . T
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodi Communlty. S
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TO: Lodi City ,cg»uq;‘:i'ir’i: N D O

Weythe underszgned representlng the Lod ,Downtown
V_Bu51ness Association, concerned merchant ‘and’ cxtlzena,
... go:on record in opposition of the use of the. Hotel '
”iALodl as a housxng progect. : : -

e urge you to telliyour Clty Counc11 ‘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 Hous1ng Unlt.

T5Th1s is in dlrect COﬂfllCt to everythlng we' Have been
..taxed for as an Improvemant District and will only
_serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty
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3 'TO= Lodi City Council

We the under51gned representlng the Lodi Dountown o
Business’ Assocxatlon, concerned merchants and c1t1zens,
'go on recordin opposition of ‘the use of the Hotel

" Lodi as a hou51ng prOJect. 3 o

We urge you to tell your C1ty Counc11 to vote in B R R A
- opposition of:Community Block Grant: Fundlng and RS DT NIRS RTE 5
“represent us at the State level'to’ reject the State

Housing- Fund1ng which 'will commit our’ downtown. landmark

for the next 30 years as. a State Funded Hous1ng Unxt.;

Thls is 1n dlrect confllct to everythzng we have been
taxed for as an.Improvement District and will only
n;serve to destroy ourYDowntown Lod1 Communlty.




,Awo ‘the” undersxgned representlng the Lod1 Downtown e
‘Business Association, concerned merchants and c1tlzens,
©.. 'go on record in opp051t10n*of the use of the Hotel
- Lod1 ‘as a housxng progect“* i .

-_We urge you to tell. you, Clty Counc11 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

i for the next 30 years as a State Funded Hou51ng Unlt.,

- Thls is in direct- conflzcc to everythzng we have been
-.'taxed for as :an Improvemenc District and will only -
serve. to destroy our - Downtown‘Lodl Ccmmunlty. BRI
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TO}: Lodi City Cou ’c"il

We the under51gned representlng the Lod1 Downtown
Business Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
- go on record in. opposition of the use. of the Hotel
Lodi as a hou31ng progect. L

We urge you to tell your City Counc11 to vote in e ‘ Sl i
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and R
represent usat the State level to 'reject the State
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark
for the next 30 years as a State Funded HOUSlng Unlt.

 This is in dlrect confllct to everyth1ng we ‘have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only -
_serve to destroy our Downtown Lodl Communlty.w
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We the under51gned representlng‘the Lod1 Downtown ¥‘j<
Business" A85061at10n, concerned merchants and c1tlzens,"'
.3 i) go on record in opposition of: the use of the Hotel u

SR Lodi as a housing project. = .. , oy

We urge you to tell your. Clty Council to vote in v e
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and EERAE ST
represent -us at the State level to reject the State’ B ol
Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark -

for the next 30 years as a State Funded Hou31ng Unit.

Thls is in direct confllct to everythlng we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve 69 destroy our Downtown Lod1 Commun ty.'-f
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: f.tTo:“ Loai City Council

\We the under51gned representlng the Lod1 Downtown :
Business Assoc1atlon, concerned merchants and" c1t1zens,

~go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel
Lod1 as a hous1ng progect. , o ol :

we urge you to tell your C1ty 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 Houslng Unit.

Thls is in direct confllct to everythlng we have been :
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve to destroy our Downtown Lodl Communlty.

p ',. \\ B

@\ DHR gss
74#9/k77»7’¢9r'*¢%/77_1

» Jggz/ Sa ML & )39
P9 s %45 ?
LD/ s/ (LA(/»/% XZ«/

0/9 a) JOW

OMOO p(ow\

5 ~7///’/§ e (—/f

‘ ';jg;oézyégo/fyn,cfta«2/1?4(’;T”f




We the under51gned represent1ng the Lod Downtown :

~ Business: Assoc1at10n, concerned’ merchants and c1tzzens,
'go on record in opposition of the se of the Hotel
Lodi as a hou51ng prOJect., 5 '

.We urge you to tell your Clty Council to vote in
opposition .of Community Block: Grant: Fundlng and .
represent ‘us at the State level to reject the State . ..
‘Housing Funding which will commit our downtown lapdmark
for the next. 30 years as a StatelFunded Hou51ng Unzt.v,

Thls is in dxrect confllct to evetythlng we - have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
,serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty.,

ﬂm "*’ZYF (l/ﬂ/ﬁ-( - fm/oa_/ﬂ\é_( . AOX
o Ty Pomain . LEF Volay 05K ,DZ BV R
o | FMLW ’ﬁ/)ﬂj@w&/{\ | 533 \A& Hnrr\ej [ Lcd, Oét |




' TO: Lodi City Council - _ \

We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown ;
Business Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and citizens, z
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel ' ;
Lodi as a housing project. . SR :

We urge you to tell your City Council to vote'in

" opposition of Community Bleck Grant 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 Funded Hou51ng Unit. -

AR ey e

4Th13 is in direct confllct to everythlng we have been
. ~ taxed for as an Improvement District and will only.
L . serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty. -
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"1 1T0 Lod1 Clty Counc11 R

- .We the under51gned representlng the Lodi Downtown‘
.Bu51ness Association, : concerned merchants. and citizens,
go on record in opposxtlon of the use of the Hotel '

_'Lodl as a hou31ng ppOJect : _ _ EE o S

T ﬂWe urge you to tell your C1ty Counc1l to vote 1n
~ . .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 Hou51ng unit.

'jTh1s is in. dlrect conf‘lct to. everythlng we have. been o
~ taxed for as an Improvement District and will only Do
serve:to destroy our. Downtown Lodi Communlty.,. P
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To: Lodi c;i"ty‘ ,c’ounc'n-

R Ve the under31gned tepresentlng the Lod1 Downtown_, o
) Business ‘Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
' go on record in opposition of “the use of the Hotel

Lod1 as. a hou51ng progect.fjr’*' v :

We urge you to tell your: Clty Counc1l to vote in s
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and

represent ‘us at the State level:to reject the State ,
Housing Funding which will commit ‘our downtcwn landmark
for the next 30 years as-a" State Funded Hou31ng Unit.

This is in dlrect conflict to everythlng we have been.
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only -
serve to. destroy ‘our Downtown Lod1 Communlty. i
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;TO Lod1 C;ty Counc1l

;We the under51gned,represent1ng the Lod1 Downtown
~f_ngv.,s:I.x'Aess Association, .concerned merchants and citizens,

“go on record in- oppos1tlon of the use- of the Hotel :
. Lod1 as: a hou51ng progect. .

We urge you “to tell your Clty Counc1l to vote in
---opposition- of Community Block Grant Fundlng .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 Hou51ng Unlt. -

,"Thls is’ 1n dlrect conflzct to everythlng we have been SR
.. taxed forias an. Impcovement District and will’ only
: w'serve to: destroy our: Downtown Lod1 Communlty
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,We the uncer51gned representlng the Lﬂ41 Downtown RIS
Business, Association, concerned merchants and c1tlzens,q
g0 on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel

Lod1 as.a housing prOJect., E :

We urge you to tell your Cxty Counc1l to wvote 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 Hou31ng Unit.

ThlS is in direct confllct to everythlng we have’ been
. taxed. for as an Improvement District and will only
o serve to destroy our: Downtown Lod1 Communlty. '
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m'waOf LodifCiLy Coundfl ﬁ'

) S AWe‘the undersxgned repr entlng the Lod1 Dothown RN
s A . Business Assoc1ation, ‘concerned mérchants ‘and: c1t12ens,A~r:»

- 'go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel
'_,Lodl as a hou51ng pro;ect. : s

o We urge you to tell’ your Clty Counc1l to vote in
opposition of Community Block Grant Funding and

' ‘represent us at the State lavel to reject the State
~Housing Funding which will commit our downtown landmark
,for the next 30 years 8s'a State Funded Hous1ng Unit.

' Thls is in direct conf11ct to everythlng we have been -
- -taxed for as an Improvement District and will only’
~ serve to destroy our : Downtown Lod1 Communlty. :
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We the undersigned representing  the: Lodi Downtown N R
fBuszness Assoc1at10n, concerned’ merchants and cxtlzens,.h;ing
‘goon. tecord in opposition of the use of the Hotel

1Lod1 as a hOU'ng pro;ecL. o : .

’We urge you to tell your Cxty Counc11 to vote 1n»‘

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 Houslng Unlt. :

This is in dxrect confllct to everythlng we " have been
. ~taxed for.as an: Imptovement District and will only
W.Q*serve to desttoy our: Downtown Lod1 Communlty.- EA
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?Q:QTO Lod1 Clty Counc1l

Ve the under51gned representlng the Lod1 Downtown , '
. Business Assoc1atlon, concerned merchants and c1t12ens, Sl
~ go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel L
"Lodi as a hou31ng progect. o e

We urge you- to tell your Clty Counc1l to vote in
'opp051tlon ‘of Community Block Grant Fundlng and

represent. us at:the State level to'reject the State» ,
“Housing Funding: whlch 'will commit our downtown landmark - G e o
- for the. next 30 years as a State Funded Houslng Unit. .0

" This is in dlrect conf11ct to’ everythlng we have been -
. taxed for as an. Improvement District and will only
serve. to. destroy our: Downtown Lod1 Comnunlty. R
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~
: Lodi City Couhcji, f
ff,m‘i)7fg‘ o ,Ave the Undergzgned fépréSéﬁtihg'the Lodi Downtown 5
L T ~ Business Assoc1at10n, concerned merchants and citizens,
&;>~/ v go on record in opposition’ of . the use of the Hotel

- Lod1 as a hou51ng progect‘

.He urge you to tell your City: Counc1l to vote in
opposition of Community Block Grant: Fundirg 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‘S te. Funded Hou51ng Unxtr

5 Thls is in dlrect confllct to everythlng we have been ‘
,taxed ‘for-as an’ Improvement District and will’ only
: serve ‘Lo’ destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty. ok
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: Lodi City Council

“ mkWe~thefuhdersigned‘representihgvthe Lodi’ ' Downtown' _
' Business: Association, concerned merchants and citizens,
- go on record.in opposition of . the use of the Hotel ’ '
"Lodl as a hous1ng prOJect. o c

We urge you to tell your City Counc11 to vote in

.. opposition of Community Block Grant Fundlng 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 Hous1ng Unlt-x

*ﬂThls is in dlrect confllct to everythlng we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and will only
serve to destroy our Downtown Lod1 Communlty.ui—‘v
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'We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downiown
Business Assoc1at10n, ‘concerned merchants’and citizens,
go on record in opp051t1on of the use of the Hotel
Lodi as a hou51ng progect. ;

We urge you to tell your Clty Counc1l to vote in
T opposition of Community Block Grant Fundlng and
- represent us at the State level to reject the State
" Housing Funding which will commit our downtown  landmark ¥ w0 :
for the next 30 years as a State Funded Hous1ng Unlt. RN

This is in dlrect confllct to everythlng we have been
taxed for as an Improvement District and-will only
- .serve to destroy our: Downtown Lod1 Communlty. ,y’*’
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‘,We the under51gned representlng the Lodi Downtown‘ -

Business Association, concerned merchants and c1t12ens,
go on record in opposition of the use of the Hotel )

Lodi "as a houslng pIOJECt

We urge you to -tell your Clty Council to vote -in
opposition of Community Block Grant Fundlng 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 Lod1 Communlty. :
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~TO0: Lodi City Council =

‘We the undersigned representing the Lodi Downtown
Business A33001at10n, concerned merchants and citizens,
go on.record ip opp051tlon of the use of the Hotel

Lodi as a hou51ng prOJECt

We urge you to texl your Clty 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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