SPMUD BOARD OF DIRECTORS
g REGULAR MEETING: 4:30 PM

y/

‘SDI_ITH PLACER SPMUD Board Room

MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

5807 Springview Drive, Rocklin, CA 95677

The District’s regular Board meeting is held on the first Thursday of every month. This notice and agenda is posted
on the District’s web site (www.spmud.ca.gov) and posted in the District’s outdoor bulletin board at the SPMUD
Headquarters at the above address. Meeting facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities. Requests for other
considerations should be made through the District Headquarters at (916)786-8555.

AGENDA
I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER
Il.  ROLL CALL OF DIRECTORS
Director Gerald Mitchell, Ward 1
Director William Dickinson, Ward 2
President John Murdock, Ward 3
Director Victor Markey, Ward 4
Director James Williams, Ward 5
Ill. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
IV. CONSENT ITEMS [pg 4 to 13]

Consent items should be considered together as one motion. Any item(s) requested to be
removed will be considered after the motion to approve the Consent Items.

ACTION: (Voice vote)
Motion to approve the consent items for the July 2, 2015 meeting

1. MINUTES from the June 4, 2015 Regular Board Meeting.

2. ACCOUNTS PAYABLE in the amount of $2,14,301.80 through June 30, 2015.

3. MONTHLY INVESTMENT REPORT in the total amount of $47,228,258.33, through June
30, 2015.

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS

Iltems not on the Agenda may be presented to the Board at this time; however, the Board
can take no action.
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VI.  BOARD BUSINESS

Board action may occur on any identified agenda item. Any member of the public may
directly address the Board on any identified agenda item of interest, either before or during
the Board's consideration of that item.

1. Consideration of Ordinance No. 15-01 — Public Hearing and 1st Reading of an
Ordinance Establishing Requirements for Credit Reimbursement Agreements [pg 14 to 21]

Recommendation:
The Credit Reimbursement Ordinance provides a mechanism for developers/sub-dividers to
obtain credits in lieu of payment of sewer participation charges for the construction of
major facilities, and/or seek reimbursement for the costs of construction.

Action Requested: (Roll call vote)
1. Waive the 1* reading and conduct a Public Hearing for the adoption of Ordinance No.
15-01 establishing the requirements for Credit Reimbursement Agreements.

2. Consideration of Resolution No. 15-17 To Accept the Nexus Study for the Amendment
of the Sewer Participation Charge and;

Conduct a Public Hearing for the Consideration of Ordinance No. 15-02 — 1% Reading Of An
Ordinance Amending Sewer Participation Charges [pg 22 to 47]

Recommendation:
Staff has evaluated the hydraulic capacity of the collection system under various scenarios
to assure capacity for existing customers, and to obtain information in preparation for
future development. The District has prepared a nexus study to establish an increase in
fees which meets the Mitigation Fee Act. The current Sewer Participation Charge is
$2100/EDU. Staff proposes that the charge be increased to $3750/EDU by April 1, 2017,
with increases every 6 months commencing October 1, 2015. Future adjustments to the
charge will be in alignment with the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index.

Action Requested: (Roll call vote)
1. Adopt Resolution No.15-17 accepting the Nexus Study for the amendment of the
Sewer Participation Charge.
2. Waive the 1* reading and conduct a Public Hearing for the adoption of Ordinance No.
15-02 amending the Sewer Participation Charge.

3. Consideration and Approval of Resolution No. 15-18 Fiscal Year 2015/16 Budget
[pg 48 to 73]

Recommendation:
The 2015/16 Fiscal Year Budget, beginning July 1, 2015 and ending June 30, 2016 outlines
projected revenues and expenses for the General and Capital Funds and is the fiscal
planning tool to accomplish the District’s strategic goals and objectives and establish the
proposed spending plan.
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Action Requested: (Roll call vote)

1. Adopt Resolution No. 15-18, adopting the Budget for Fiscal Year 2015/16 and
proposed spending plan.

4. Consideration and Approval of Resolution No. 15-19 Establishing and Amending The
Schedule of Fees & Charges [pg 74 to 76]

Recommendation:

Staff has prepared an updated fee schedule to establish and amend fees and charges for
FY 15/16.

Action Requested: (Roll call vote)
1. Adopt Resolution No. 15-19 establishing the Fee Schedule for FY 15/16.

VIl.  REPORTS [pg 77 to 83]

The purpose of these reports is to provide information on projects, programs, staff actions
and committee meetings that are of general interest to the Board and public. No decisions
are to be made on these issues.

1. Legal Counsel (A. Brown)
General Manager (H. Niederberger)
1) FSD, ASD & TSD Reports
2) Informational items

3. Director’s Comments:

Directors may make brief announcements or brief reports on their own activities. They may
ask questions for clarification, make a referral to staff or take action to have staff place a
matter of business on a future agenda.

VIIl.  ADJOURNMENT

If there is no other Board business the President will adjourn the meeting to its next
regular meeting on August 6, 2015 at 4:30 p.m.
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BOARD MINUTES
SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

Meeting Location Date Time

Regular District Office June 4, 2015 4:30 p.m.

l. CALL MEETING TO ORDER: The Regular Meeting of the South Placer Municipal Utility District Board of
Directors was called to order with President Murdock presiding at 4:30 p.m.

1. ROLL CALL OF DIRECTORS:

Present: Will Dickinson, Vic Markey, John Murdock, Jim Williams, Jerry Mitchell
Absent: None

Vacant: None

Staff: Herb Niederberger, General Manager

Jody Allen, Superintendent

Joanna Belanger, Administrative Services Manager
Adam Brown, Legal Counsel

Eric Nielsen, District Engineer

Sam Rose, Superintendent

Gary Gibson, Field Services Manager

Others: Dane Wadlé, CSDA Governmental Representative

1ll. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Director Murdock led the Pledge of Allegiance.

IV. CONSENT ITEMS:

1. Minutes from the May 7, 2015 Regular Board Meeting.

2. Accounts Payable in the amount of $1,419,351.58 through May 31, 2015.

3. Monthly Investment Report in the total amount of $46,884,357.95, through May 29, 2015.
The Accounts Payable item (IV.2) was pulled from the Agenda for further discussion, by Director Mitchell.
Director Dickinson made a motion to approve all other items on the consent calendar; a second was made
by Director Mitchell, which carried 5-0. Items within the Accounts Payable item were discussed for
clarification purposes. Director Williams made a motion to approve Item 2. On the consent calendar, a
second was made by Director Mitchell, which carried 5-0.

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS:
President Murdock opened the Public Comments, hearing none the public comments were closed.

VI. BOARD BUSINESS:

1. ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF THE RETIREMENT OF SUPERINTENDENT JODY ALLEN & DESIGNATION OF
SAM ROSE AS THE NEW SUPERINTENDENT & APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION No. 15-10 COMMENDING
JODY ALLEN FOR ELEVEN YEARS OF SERVICE TO SPMUD.

President Murdock presented Resolution No. 15-10 to Superintendent J. Allen commending him for his
service to the District. Each Director made congratulatory comments thanking Mr. Allen for his work and
dedication to the District and wishing him well in his retirement. Mr. Allen made brief comments of
thanks to the District. Director Mitchell made a motion to approve Resolution 15-10 acknowledging the

1ITEMIV.
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Regular Board Meeting
June 4, 2015
Page | 2

retirement of Jody Allen, and designating Sam Rose as the new superintendent; a second was made by
Director Williams, the motion carried 5-0.

2. CONSIDERATION OF ACCEPTANCE OF BILL OF SALE & ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION No. 15-11
AUTHORIZING THE REFUND AGREEMENT FOR THE ROCKLIN 60 — PHASE 2 SUBDIVISION, BETWEEN
SPMUD & TAYLOR MORRISON SERVICES, INC.

General Manager Niederberger reported that the Rocklin 60 — Phase 2 Subdivision located in Rocklin
consists of 88 single-family residential homes and a total of 88 EDU’s. He stated that a Refund Agreement
is established to collect a fee in the amount of $139.76 for each EDU accepted by the District in the refund
agreement area, the Agreement expires June 4. 2025. Director Mitchell made a motion to accept the Bill
of Sale, a second was made by Director Dickinson the motion carried 5-0. A motion was made by Director
Williams to adopt Resolution No. 15-11, a second was made by Director Mitchell the motion carried 5-0.

3. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION No. 15-12 AUTHORIZING THE GENERAL MANAGER TO CONTRACT
FOR ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR PHASE 2 OF THE FOOTHILL TRUNK SEWER REPLACEMENT PROJECT.
District Engineer Nielsen reported that Phase 1 of the Foothill Trunk Sewer project was complete, and
recommended approval of a contract in the amount of $182,907 with Waterworks Engineers for the
design and permitting for Phase 2 of the project to be constructed in FY15/16. Director Dickinson asked
why the contract was broken into two phases. District Engineer Nielsen stated that the project was split
between the two fiscal years. Director Mitchell asked if there is a potential for delays related to the
environmental permitting, District Engineer stated that there is potential for delay, however staff and the
contract engineer isn’t sure of the extent of any delays. Director Mitchell made a motion to approve
Resolution No. 15-12, a second was made by Director Dickinson the motion carried 5-0.

4. SDRMA ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION No. 15-13 ELECTION OF CANDIDATES TO SERVE AS DIRECTORS
FOR THE (SDRMA) SPECIAL DISTRICT RISK MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

General Manager Niederberger reported that the ballots had been received for the SDRMA board, he
asked the Board for their selection of candidates. Director Mitchell made a motion with his preferred
candidates; further discussion ensued between the Directors until consensus was made on the chosen
candidates. Director Mitchell modified his motion and indicated the following three candidates were
selected for election to the Special District Risk Management Authority Board of Directors: Robert Swan,
Michael Wright & Sandy Seifert-Raffelson, a second was made by Director Williams the motion carried 5-
0. A motion was made by Director Dickinson to adopt Resolution No. 15-13, a second was made by
Director Markey the motion carried 5-0.

5. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION No. 15-14 TO COLLECT DELINQUENT SERVICE
CHARGES FOR SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT ON THE PLACER COUNTY TAX ROLLS FOR
TAX YEAR

General Manager Niederberger asked the Board to hold a Public Hearing regarding the collection of
delinquent service charges for 2014 and take into consideration any comments received from the public.
Administrative Services Manager Joanna Belanger reported the most up to date number of accounts to be
assigned as 1,068 in the amount of $287,333. Further reporting that payments were continuing to be
received online and over the phone throughout the meeting and until the file was sent to Placer County.
No public comments were received in the hearing. Director Mitchell made a motion to approve
Resolution 15-14, a second was made by Director Williams the motion carried 5-0.
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6. CONSIDERATION OF THE ASSOCIATE ENGINEER & COLLEGE INTERN JOB SPECIFICATIONS AND
SALARY, RESOLUTION No. 15-15 & 15-16

General Manager Niederberger reported that during the budget preparation for the upcoming fiscal year
a needs analysis was performed in each department. It was determined that the Technical Services
department has needs for a professional level position for the level of work, and that the current
Engineering Technician will be reclassified at the Associate Engineer level. Director Dickinson asked why
the Associate level versus an Assistant level position was necessary at this time. District Engineer replied
that additional engineering work is being completed and into the future staff will be updating the
Hydraulic Model, the flow infiltration studies and high risk facilities evaluation. Director Mitchell asked if
the position is correctly classified as non-exempt. General Manager reported that the salary analysis for
surrounding agencies placed the position as non-exempt. Director Mitchell asked for clarification
regarding the internship program and number of hours the position would work. District Engineer Nielsen
stated that the position would be working up to 20 hours per week throughout the year in conjunction
with the students college work. Director Mitchell made a motion to approve Resolution 15-15, a second
was made by Director Dickinson the motion carried 5-0. Director Dickinson made a motion to approve
Resolution 15-16, a second was made by Director Williams the motion carried 5-0.

7. CONSIDERATION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2015/16 BUDGET WORKSHOP

A workshop was for the proposed Budget for the 2015/16 Fiscal Year (FY2015/16, beginning July 1, 2015
and ending June 30, 2016). General Manager Niederberger outlined projected revenues and expenses for
the General and Capital Funds. A summary presentation of general fund expenses including salaries and
benefits and the operational expenses for the upcoming year was demonstrated. Capital projects for the
upcoming year were described, with staff answering Director questions regarding specific project
information. General Manager Niederberger lined out the total budget recommendation for FY 2015/16
in the amount of $14.95 Million, broken down to $11.15 Million in Annual Expenses and $3.8 Million in
Capital Investments. The budget represents an increase of approximately $0.43 Million (3%) over the
approved Budget for FY 2014/15. Anticipated revenues for the upcoming 2015/16 Fiscal Year were
projected to be: General Fund revenues $11.57 Million (79% of total), and Capital Fund revenues $3.12
Million (21% of total).

General discussion regarding expenditures followed, with no action taken. The 2015/16 Budget
document will be presented for approval at the 07/02/15 board meeting.

VII. REPORTS:
1. District Legal Counsel (A. Brown): Legal Counsel Brown reported that he continues to
work with the GM in review of the Board Policies. He also reported that he had been reviewing
additional contract items for the district which would be presented to the board for discussion at
future board meetings.
2. General Manager (H.Niederberger):
A. ASD, FSD & TSD Reports: General Manager Niederberger reported that the departmental
reports were included in the agenda materials. He also reported that his General Manager report
will contain a tentative calendar of future board meeting agenda items.
B. Information Items: No further information was reported.
3. Directors Comments: Director Markey reported that the Loomis 2x2 meetings continue
with further discussion regarding the Loomis Diversion Line alignment. Additional meetings are
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June 4, 2015
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scheduled with the Town. Director Mitchell reported that he would be attending the next SPWA
Board meeting to be held on 06/25/15.

Vil. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 6:20 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting on July 2, 2015 at 4:30

p.m.

Ay
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SOUTH PLACER
MIBCIPAL LITRLITY DESTRICT

South Placer Municipal Utility District, CA

Check Report

By Check Number
Date Range: 05/30/2015 - 06/24/2015

Vendor Number Vendor Name Payment Date Payment Type Discount Amount Payment Amount Number
Bank Code: AP Bank-AP Bank
1128 Golden 1 Credit Union 06/05/2015 Regular 0.00 142.00 6141
1021 ARC 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 98.00 6143
1022 AT&T 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 186.32 6144
1004 AT&T 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 106.31 6145
1068 City of Roseville 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 376,210.13 6146
1086 Dataprose 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 1,772.47 6147
1087 Dawson Oil Co. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 3,135.90 6148
1088 Dell Business Credit 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 1,766.42 6149
1479 Discount Metal Panels, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 9,873.33 6150
1479 Discount Metal Panels, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 -9,873.33 6150
1094 Donald S. Wilson 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 93.02 6151
1108 Everything Radios, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 230.00 6152
1112 FedEx 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 19.19 6153
1124 Gold Country Media Publications 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 289.00 6154
1145 Innovyze 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 1,000.00 6155
1146 InSight Mobile Data Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 330.00 6156
1159 Jensen Precast 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 719.37 6157
1173 KBA Docusys 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 212.08 6158
1174 KBA Docusys, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 612.97 6159
1500 Pacific Lift and Equipment Company Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 149.99 6160
1221 PG&E 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 724.13 6161
1473 Pitney Bowes Purchase Power 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 320.99 6162
1232 Pitney Bowes, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 40.83 6163
1244 Preferred Alliance 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 137.76 6164
1289 Sonsray Machinery LLC 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 6,666.56 6165
1333 SPOK, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 50.40 6166
1297 Stanley Convergent Security Solutions, Inc. 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 421.54 6167
1299 Staples Contract & Commercial 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 304.42 6168
1306 Superior Equipment Repair 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 390.62 6169
1499 TechRoe.com LLC 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 420.00 6170
1491 Vanguard Cleaning Systems 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 395.00 6171
1492 Wave Broadband - Rocklin 06/09/2015 Regular 0.00 209.85 6172
1026 AUS Sacramento MC Lockbox 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 1,031.01 6194
1073 Consolidated Communications 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 941.73 6195
1105 Eric Nielsen 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 81.75 6196
1501 FedEx Freight 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 102.81 6197
1118 Frank Laguna 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 248.29 6198
1139 Hill Rivkins Brown & Associates 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 6,344.00 6199
1188 Lucity, Inc. 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 375.00 6200
1207 Municipal Maintenance Equipment 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 1,243.05 6201
1231 Pipe Tool Specialties LLC 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 1,393.68 6202
1487 RJA Heating & Air, Inc. 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 250.00 6203
1280 SAM's Club/Synchrony Bank 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 344.45 6204
1299 Staples Contract & Commercial 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 21.49 6205
1499 TechRoe.com LLC 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 3,883.00 6206
1338 Verizon Wireless 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 380.24 6207
1355 Xylem Water Solutions USA 06/16/2015 Regular 0.00 6,103.91 6208
1128 Golden 1 Credit Union 06/19/2015 Regular 0.00 142.00 6209
1240 Placer County Personnel 06/19/2015 Regular 0.00 2,992.44 6210
1246 Prudential Municipal Pool 06/19/2015 Regular 0.00 152.98 6211
1017 Anderson's Sierra Pipe 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 64.88 6224
1018 Andre Kalinyuk 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 247.20 6225
1020 Aqua Sierra Controls, Inc. 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 17,940.31 6226
1458 Carie Huff 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 35.00 6227
ITEMIV.2.
6/24/2015 9:23:48 AM Page 1 of 4
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Check Report Date Range: 05/30/2015 - 06/24/2015
Vendor Number Vendor Name Payment Date Payment Type Discount Amount Payment Amount Number
1068 City of Roseville 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 1,513,921.00 6228

1080 CWEA Renewal 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 468.00 6229

1498 DLT Solutions 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 4,465.38 6230

1124 Gold Country Media Publications 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 155.20 6231

1140 Holt of California 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 3,277.16 6232

1163 Joe Gonzalez Trucking, LLC. 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 16,570.48 6233

1167 John Marquis 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 246.13 6234

1187 Loomis News 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 38.00 6235

1207 Municipal Maintenance Equipment 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 2,663.03 6236

1315 Placer Herald 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 38.00 6237

1253 Recology Auburn Placer 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 297.02 6238

1292 SPMUD Petty Cash 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 45.01 6239

1299 Staples Contract & Commercial 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 150.06 6240

1306 Superior Equipment Repair 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 3,895.43 6241

1332 USA Blue Book 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 2,151.68 6242

1475 Van Erp, Petersen & Babcock, LLP 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 3,756.25 6243

1343 Water Works Engineers, LLC 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 14,706.44 6244

1479 Discount Metal Panels, Inc. 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 9,873.33 6245

1140 Holt of California 06/23/2015 Regular 0.00 2,697.94 6246

1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 27.44 DFT0001290
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 57.26 DFT0001291
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 343.04 DFT0001292
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 715.71 DFT0001293
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 533.94 DFT0001294
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 152.61 DFT0001295
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 38.75 DFT0001296
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 124.88 DFT0001297
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 330.03 DFT0001298
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 18.18 DFT0001300
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 37.94 DFT0001301
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 227.26 DFT0001302
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 474.16 DFT0001303
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 353.74 DFT0001304
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 35.61 DFT0001305
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 25.68 DFT0001306
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 82.74 DFT0001307
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 112.05 DFT0001308
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 2,306.30 DFT0001309
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 1,614.81 DFT0001310
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 167.39 DFT0001311
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 539.38 DFT0001312
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/04/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 4,597.76 DFT0001313
1045 Cal Pers 457 Plan (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 100.00 DFT0001315
1135 Mass Mutual (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 4,250.00 DFT0001316
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 147.25 DFT0001317
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 231.90 DFT0001318
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 483.88 DFT0001319
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 2,898.70 DFT0001320
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 6,047.75 DFT0001321
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 971.42 DFT0001322
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 1,530.94 DFT0001323
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 769.30 DFT0001324
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 769.30 DFT0001325
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 8,136.10 DFT0001326
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 2,257.36 DFT0001327
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 590.56 DFT0001328
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 1,902.84 DFT0001329
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/05/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 6,900.55 DFT0001330
1045 Cal Pers 457 Plan (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 100.00 DFT0001332
1135 Mass Mutual (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 3,900.00 DFT0001333
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 147.25 DFT0001334
6/24/2015 9:23:48 AM Page 2 of 4
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Check Report Date Range: 05/30/2015 - 06/24/2015
Vendor Number Vendor Name Payment Date Payment Type Discount Amount Payment Amount Number
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 231.90 DFT0001335
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 483.88 DFT0001336
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 2,898.70 DFT0001337
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 6,047.74 DFT0001338
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 978.75 DFT0001339
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 1,542.50 DFT0001340
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 778.82 DFT0001341
1229 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 778.82 DFT0001342
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 8,557.72 DFT0001343
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 2,287.25 DFT0001344
1098 EDD (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 594.14 DFT0001345
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 2,001.46 DFT0001346
1149 Internal Revenue Service 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 7,060.11 DFT0001347
1015 American Fidelity Assurance 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 1,216.89 DFT0001348
1230 Pers (EFT) 06/19/2015 Bank Draft 0.00 31,901.33 DFT0001349
Bank Code AP Bank Summary
Payable Payment

Payment Type Count Count Discount Payment

Regular Checks 97 72 0.00 2,030,763.36

Manual Checks 0 0.00 0.00

Voided Checks 0 0.00 -9,873.33

Bank Drafts 57 57 0.00 122,411.77

EFT's 0 0 0.00 0.00

154 130 0.00 2,143,301.80

6/24/2015 9:23:48 AM Page 3 of 4

Page 10 of 83



Check Report Date Range: 05/30/2015 - 06/24/2015

Fund Summary
Fund Name Period Amount

100 GENERAL FUND 6/2015 2,143,301.80
2,143,301.80

6/24/2015 9:23:48 AM Page 4 of 4
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Account Number

106-0013470-02
102-0003449-01
102-0008920-01
112-1024573-02
106-0017093-01
106-0014810-01
112-1022345-01
102-0006453-01
102-0008127-02
112-1026344-01
112-1026364-01
112-1026530-00
102-0005819-01
212-1021624-01
106-0017859-01
112-1024629-01
102-0005146-01
102-0008127-03
106-0017795-01
106-0013941-01
102-0011644-01
106-0014046-01
106-0016754-03
102-0011357-01
106-0012781-01
106-0016489-01
103-0016041-01
106-0016918-01
106-0016918-01
112-1021687-01
102-0009214-01
112-1026312-01
112-1026493-00
112-1024652-02

Name

Bailey, Rhonda

Baskin, Jospeh J
Benkosky, Jenny
Campos, Cintia

Carol L Tomlin

Cohen, Paula

Conover, Ronald H
Conway, Larry L

Costo, Greg

D R Horton

D R Horton

D R Horton

DONG WON YI

E H WHEELER COMPANY LLC
Ennis, Ryan

Evaro, Katherine

Kamp, Joshua Van Der
LLC, Saide and Associates
MAHONEY MATTHEW
Neely, Richard

NOAH SCHROEDER
Palmer, Faith

Reed, Joshua Woods and Kerianne
Schroeder, Gene R
Shaltz, Gerald

SHANE W DIXON
SHAWN A CASH

Smith, Charles H

Smith, Charles H

STACEY L DETRICK
Sween, Peter L

Tim Lewis Communities
Tim Lewis Communities
Warn, Scott and Rebecca

Date
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/19/2015
6/19/2015
6/19/2015
6/19/2015
6/19/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/3/2015
6/19/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/22/2015
6/9/2015
6/19/2015
6/19/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/22/2015
6/19/2015
6/9/2015
6/19/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015
6/9/2015

Type

Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund
Refund

Amount Reference

84.60 Check #:
95.76 Check #:
7.06 Check #:
46.15 Check #:
85.58 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
32.84 Check #:
85.60 Check #:
133.30 Check #:
133.31 Check #:
123.20 Check #:
78.25 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
5.53 Check #:
102.60 Check #:
84.67 Check #:
80.87 Check #:
133.30 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
400.92 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
6.68 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
29.54 Check #:
84.60 Check #:
557.77 Check #:
78.10 Check #:
78.10 Check #:
83.65 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
84.52 Check #:
117.44 Check #:
84.00 Check #:
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6179
6173
6175
6186
6219
6217
6220
6212
6213
6190
6191
6193
6142
6221
6184
6187
6174
6222
6183
6216
6215
6180
6182
6176
6178
6181
6177
6223
6218
6185
6214
6189
6192
6188

Packet

UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00761
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00844
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00844
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00828
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789
UBPKT00789

Receipt

Adj
Type



MONTHLY INVESTMENT REPORT

SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL
UTILITY DISTRICT

Local Agency Investment Fund
As of June 24, 2015 $9,763,452.58

Average Interest for Month Ended
April 30, 2015 0.26%

Placer County Treasury
As of May 31, 2015 $35,066,077.78

Effective Rate of Return for Month Ended
May 31, 2015 0.76 %

Checking Account Balance (U.S. Bank)
As of June 24, 2015 $2,398,727.97

Investments are in compliance with the SPMUD Investment Policy, and have the ability to meet
the next six months of cash flow requirements.

ITEMIV. 3.
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SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
STAFF REPORT

To: Board of Directors

From: Herb Niederberger, General Manager

Cc: Eric Nielsen, District Engineer

Subject: Adoption of Ordinance 15-01 allowing Credit/Reimbursement Agreements
Meeting Date: July 2, 2015

Overview

South Placer Municipal Utility District (District) Sewer Use Ordinance, No. 09-02, mandates the payment
of a sewer participation charge for the privilege of connecting to the District’s wastewater system and to
fund the fair share portion of the cost of construction of the Major Facilities, i.e. trunk sewer upgrades and
expansion facilities that have been identified by the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance
Plan (SECAP) as necessary to serve new development within the District’s service area boundaries. Section
5.04D of Ordinance No0.09-02 allows the District to negotiate and enter into refund agreements with the
owner of lands in cases where such lands are being improved and the owner has or will install major
facilities which can be used for the benefit of property not participating in the original cost of construction.
This has provided uncertainty for those developers installing Major Facilities, as it is unknown when other
development contributing to the refund agreement will occur

Staff believes that it is prudent to establish the framework whereby a property owner or developer may
obtain credits in lieu of payment of sewer Participation Charges for the construction of Major Facilities
and/or seek reimbursement for the costs of construction of Major Facilities under the eligibility criteria set
forth herein. This Ordinance shall further the policy of the Board of Directors of the District to provide
alternative mechanisms to facilitate the construction and financing of District infrastructure.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors adopt the attached Ordinance 15-01 whereby
developers/subdividers may obtain credits in lieu of payment of sewer participation charges for the
construction of these major facilities, and/or seek reimbursement for the costs of construction.

Strategic Plan Goals
This action is consistent with SPMUD Strategic Plan Goals:
V. Financial Stability
Goal 5.2 — Explore and Evaluate Investment and Business Practice Alternatives

Fiscal Impact

The impact on Sewer Participation Charge revenue and cash flow is unknown at this time. This ordinance
will provide an incentive for developers to install Major Facilities since the timing of reimbursement will
be set by agreement.

ITEM VI.1
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SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

ORDINANCE 15-01

AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING REQUIREMENTS FOR CREDIT AND
REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENTS

SECTION 1: GENERAL PROVISIONS
SECTION 1.01 PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Ordinance shall be to establish the framework whereby a property owner or
developer may obtain credits in lieu of payment of sewer Participation Charges for the
construction of Major Facilities (as defined herein) and/or seek reimbursement for the costs of
construction of Major Facilities under the eligibility criteria set forth herein. This Ordinance
shall further the policy of the Board of Directors of the District to provide alternative
mechanisms to facilitate the construction and financing of District infrastructure.

SECTION 1.02 DEFINITIONS:
A. “District” means the South Placer Municipal Utility District.
“Board” means the Board of Directors of the South Placer Municipal Utility District.

C. “Applicant” means the owner or authorized agent of the owner, or subdivider of real
property who applies for credits against Participation Charges or a reimbursement
agreement pursuant to the provisions of this Ordinance with respect to the acquisition or
construction of Major Facilities, a portion of which benefits the applicant's property.

D. “Benefit Area” means the area comprising all lands benefited by the improvements, or any
portion thereof, acquired or constructed pursuant to this Ordinance with respect to which a
reimbursement agreement has been entered into.

E. “Benefitted Property” means any parcel or parcels of improved or unimproved real
property benefited by any improvement, or any portion thereof, acquired or constructed
pursuant to this Ordinance with respect to which a reimbursement agreement has been
entered into.

F.  “District Specifications” shall mean the Standard Specifications and Improvement
Standards for Sanitary Sewers prepared and ordered effective by the General Manager
pursuant to the provisions of Section 11937(e) of the Municipal Utility District Act,
Division 6, of the Public Utilities Code, State of California, as such may be amended from
time to time.
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G. “General Manager” means the General Manager of the District appointed pursuant to the
provisions of Section 11926 of the Public Utilities Code.

H. “Major Facilities” means trunk sewer upgrades and expansion facilities that have been
identified by the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP) as
necessary to serve new development within the District’s service area boundaries and
which in the General Manager’s determination are suitable both in terms of size, scope,
expense and general benefit to the District so as to be eligible for credits and/or
reimbursements under the provisions of this Ordinance.

I “Person” means any individual, partnership, co-partnership, firm, company, association,
society, corporation, joint stock company, trust, estate, governmental entity or any other
legal entity, or their legal representatives, agents or assigns. The masculine gender shall
include the feminine and the singular shall include the plural where indicated by context.

J. “Participation Charge”, means the Sewer Participation Charge as contained in Section 3 of
SPMUD Sewer Use Ordinance No. 09-02, also known as a fee, connection fee,
participation fee or developer impact fee, shall mean the sum paid to the District in lawful
money of the United States by any person, for the privilege of connecting to the District’s
facilities, whether such connection is voluntary or mandatory, to be used to fund the fair
share portion of the cost of construction of the trunk sewer upgrades and expansion
facilities that have been identified by the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity
Assurance Plan (SECAP) as necessary to serve new development within the District’s
service area boundaries.. The District's facilities shall include local collection systems,
trunk lines, and capacity.

K. Property Owner” means the record owner of the real property upon which is being served
or to be served by the District’s Wastewater system.

L. “Wastewater Collection System” shall mean the pipe system and appurtenances for
collecting and carrying water and water-carried wastes from domestic, nonresidential and
industrial sources to a wastewater treatment plant.

M. “Wastewater System” shall mean all facilities for collecting, pumping, treating and
disposing of wastewater.

SECTION 2: APPLICATION

Any owner or subdivider of real property who or which is required by the District to bear the
costs of constructing and installing improvements which are dedicated to, or acquired for, public
use and which contain supplemental size, capacity, numbers or length which benefit or benefits
property not owned by said owner or not within said subdivider's subdivision, may apply for
credits and/or a reimbursement agreement pursuant to which such improvements shall be
acquired or constructed and providing for reimbursement of the excess costs thereof from
Benefitted Properties and/or the Benefit Area, as such may be determined by the District.
Applications shall be made in the form and manner prescribed by the General Manager.
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SECTION 3: CREDITS

Upon application by the property owner or the property owner’s authorized representative, the
District may authorize credit for the construction of any Major Facilities in lieu of payment of
all, or a portion of, the sewer Participation Charge required. If authorized, such credit shall be
recognized only by prior written agreement between the parties, based upon the provisions
hereinafter stated.

Section 3.01: Major Facilities.

The amount of credit for construction of Major Facilities shall equal the actual cost of
construction as determined under a construction contract awarded by the competitive bid process
in accordance with California state law and District policy, plus eight (8) percent of the actual
cost of construction as an offset for engineering costs. This credit shall be allowed only if the
actual cost of construction is the result of a competitive bidding process that is consistent with
competitive bidding and prevailing wage requirements of the Public Contracts Code and Labor
Code that would be imposed on the District as if it was contracting directly for the construction.

Notwithstanding any provision herein to the contrary, credits shall not be allowed for costs
incurred for the purpose of accelerating a development schedule, unless required by the District,
and then only if the amount of such credit is approved in writing by the District Engineer prior to
commencement of the work.

Credits shall not be allowed for additional costs incurred when the proximate cause is an action
or inaction of the owner, developer, or Applicant, including but not limited to delays, lost
productivity, change orders and claims.

Section 3.02: Competitive Bid Process.
Credit for actual cost when authorized herein shall only be allowed if:

A. A project for the construction of an eligible Major Facility is advertised and
awarded in the same manner and subject to the same laws and regulations as
if the District was advertising and awarding the project, including but not
limited to compliance with the California Labor and Public Contracts Codes,
and incorporation into the construction contract documents the District
Specifications then in effect. Projects shall be advertised for a minimum of
thirty (30) days and shall not be advertised for bidding prior to approval of
the improvements plans by the District and any other jurisdiction for which
approval is required. Project bids shall not include schedule acceleration or
acceleration alternatives; and

B. All real property interests necessary to complete delivery of the Major

Facilities to the District have been transferred to District or other jurisdiction
as appropriate.
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Section 3.03: Apportionment of Credit.

Credit for Major Facilities shall be uniformly apportioned among the parcels for which the Major
Facilities were approved at the time of installation.

Section 3.04: Participation Charge Credit.

Credits allowed pursuant to this Ordinance shall be applied toward a maximum of 50% of the
amount of the Participation Charges due for the real property to which the credit is apportioned.
Allowable costs of construction of Major Facilities which exceed the amount of Participation
Charge credits allowed in this section shall be reimbursed in accordance with Section 3, below.

Section 3.05: Divided Parcel Credit.

Where credit is allowed pursuant to this Ordinance and apportioned to a particular parcel that is
to be divided, the credit shall be apportioned uniformly among the divided parcels.

Section 3.06: Designated Construction.

Unless otherwise determined by the Board, an owner of real property shall construct any Major
Facility shown by the District to be designated for construction on that real property.

Section 3.07: Public Financing District Credits.

Credits for Major Facilities financed by an assessment district, community facilities (Mello
Roos) district, special tax district, or similar public infrastructure financing may be allowed by
the District. The Applicant shall immediately notify District of any proposal to provide funding
for construction of Major Facilities by a public infrastructure financing entity. The District may,
at its sole discretion, redetermine and reassign credits for sewer Participation Charges based on
the amount of public funding thereby provided.

Any credit allowed shall be for a pro rata portion of those incidental expenses of the public
infrastructure financing entity which are considered by the Board to be the ordinary expenses for
construction of Major Facilities, and which are not incidental to and peculiar to the public
infrastructure financing entity. Such incidental expenses for which credit shall not be allowed
include, but are not limited to, attorneys” fees, preparation of legal descriptions, preparation of
documents, all expenses related to the sale of bonds, and other expenses required by the Placer
County Treasurer or appropriate administrative authority.

SECTION 4: REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENTS
Section 4.01: Reimbursement Agreement Terms.

Where allowable costs of construction of Major Facilities exceed the amount of any Participation
Charge credits, then in that event the amount of such exceedance shall be reimbursed by the
District to the entity which constructed the Major Facilities, provided:
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The Major Facilities were constructed pursuant to plans approved by the District
Engineer prior to commencement of any construction.

The construction was not financed by a public infrastructure financing entity.

Fee requirements, allowable credits and reimbursable amounts all have been determined
consistent with this Ordinance.

The Applicant has paid all fees required by the ordinance.

The reimbursement request was submitted in writing to the District prior to the final
approval of an improvement plan, or where no improvement plan is filed, prior to
commencement of any construction.

A written reimbursement agreement has been executed by the party who executed the
subdivision agreement with the County of Placer, City of Rocklin, or Town of Loomis.
Where no subdivision map is to be filed and before the time the improvement plans for
the real property are approved by the County of Placer, City of Rocklin, or Town of
Loomis, the written reimbursement agreement shall be executed by the owner of the real
property where the construction of the Major Facilities will occur.

The written reimbursement agreement shall set forth the terms, conditions, amount of
reimbursement and time frame for reimbursement, including no prepayment penalties and
interest per annum at the net County of Placer treasury pool rate for the prior fiscal year
on the unpaid balance, with interest not beginning to accrue until sixty (60) days have
passed from the date construction is accepted by the District and from the date of receipt
by the District of releases of liens, claims, and encumbrances on the Major Facilities, a
reimbursement invoice for an amount consistent with the terms of the reimbursement
agreement, and all documents necessary to substantiate the actual costs.

Notwithstanding any other provisions contained herein, reimbursements will be made
under the following terms:

a. Reimbursements less than $100,000 shall be made within the year of execution of
the reimbursement agreement.

b. Reimbursements greater than $100,000, but less than $1,000,000, shall be made
over 5 years, commencing at the date of the execution of the reimbursement
agreement.

c. Reimbursements greater than $1,000,000, shall be made over 10 years,
commencing at the date of the execution of the reimbursement agreement.

The Board has approved the written reimbursement agreement.
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J. The General Manager shall provide for the accounting of the collection and payment of
reimbursement charges from the Benefit Area or Benefitted Property. Nothing herein
contained shall require the District to segregate reimbursement charges collected by the
District from general funds of the District or to maintain special funds or accounts for
such charges.

K. The maximum term of any reimbursement agreement authorized by this Ordinance shall
be ten (10) years. Upon expiration of the term, all obligations of the District thereunder to
collect the reimbursement charge and to reimburse the applicant shall cease.

Section 4.02: Public Financing District Reimbursements.

If reimbursement is sought from the District for the construction of Major Facilities financed by
an assessment district, community facilities (Mello Roos) district, special tax district, or any
similar public infrastructure financing entity, then any reimbursement from the District due there
from shall be paid solely to the assessment district, community facilities (Mello Roos) district,
special tax district, or any similar public infrastructure financing entity, or its successor, and not
to the person constructing or causing the construction of the project. At no cost to the District,
the person claiming entitlement to reimbursement shall have the entire burden of establishing to
the District’s complete satisfaction that the project is not constructed as a project of an
assessment district, community facilities (Mello Roos) district, special tax district, or any similar
public infrastructure financing entity. At no cost to the District, such District satisfaction may
include, by way of illustration and not limitation, reimbursement conditioned upon
indemnification, bond, mediation, judicial interpleader, and payment of District’s actual
attorney’s fees. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the District Engineer may determine, in his or her
sole discretion that reimbursement may be made to the property owner who constructed the
Major Facilities.

If the construction of Major Facilities is financed by a public infrastructure financing entity and
where the person, firm or corporation seeking reimbursement has deposited cash into the
incidental expense special deposit trust fund established for the financing of the assessment
district, reimbursement may be allowed provided all provisions of this Ordinance are met. The
reimbursable amount shall be the lesser of the amount of the cash deposit or the amount by
which the allowable costs for construction exceed the amount of any water development fee.

By entering into a reimbursement agreement, the District shall not be deemed an insurer of
payment to the applicant of any reimbursement charge or charges or otherwise guarantee the
collection and payment over to the applicant of any reimbursement charge.

SECTION 5: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Section 5.01 Conflicts:

In the event of a conflict between any provision of this Ordinance and the provisions of any other
ordinance, rule or regulation promulgated by any California city or county or by any federal or
state agency, the provisions of this Ordinance shall prevail except in cases where Federal or
California law provide otherwise.
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Section 5.02 Severability:

It is hereby declared that in the event any provision or section of this Ordinance is declared void
or invalid by any Court of competent jurisdiction, that the remaining sections of the Ordinance
shall not be affected thereby, and it is the intent of said Board of Directors to enact each and
every, all and singular, of the provisions of this Ordinance irrespective of any provision which
may be declared null and void.

Section 5.03 Vested Contractual Rights Not Affected:

No provision of this Ordinance shall be construed as altering or affecting any vested contractual
rights between the District and any person, firm, or corporation with whom a valid contract
exists as of the effective date of this Ordinance.

Section 5.04 Introduction/Publication/Effect:

A. This Ordinance was introduced at a regular meeting of the Board of Directors on the 2nd_
day of July, 2015.

B. Upon final passage, this Ordinance or a summary of this Ordinance shall be published once
a week for two successive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation within the District,
pursuant to the provisions of Sections 11534 and 11910 of the Public Utilities Code.

C. Ordinance to take effect upon final passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the South Placer
Municipal Utility District on this ___ day of July, 2015 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:
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SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
STAFF REPORT

To: Board of Directors

From: Herb Niederberger, General Manager

Cc: Eric Nielsen, District Engineer

Subject: Amendment of the Sewer Participation Charge
Meeting Date: July 2, 2015

Overview

South Placer Municipal Utility District (District) Sewer Use Ordinance, No. 09-02, mandates the
payment of a sewer participation charge for the privilege of connecting to the District’s wastewater
system. Staff desires to establish a sewer participation charge that can be used to fund the fair share
portion of the cost of construction of the trunk sewer upgrades and expansion facilities that have been
identified by the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP) as necessary to
serve new development within the District’s service area boundaries. The Mitigation Fee Act,
Section 66000 et seq. of the State of California Government Code, requires that all public agencies
make findings and satisfy certain requirements when establishing, increasing, or imposing a fee as a
condition of approval of development. Staff has prepared the Sewer Participation Fee Nexus Study
that meets the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act.

The current Sewer Participation Charge is $2100/EDU. Staff proposes that the charge be increased to
$3000/EDU on October 1, 2015 and $3750/EDU on October 1, 2016. Future adjustments to the
charge will be in alignment with the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Board of Directors:
1. Adopt the attached Resolution making findings and accepting the Nexus Study for the
amendment of the Sewer Participation Charges; and
2. Adopt the attached Ordinance amending the Sewer Participation Charge.

Strategic Plan Goals
This action is consistent with SPMUD Strategic Plan Goals:
I11. Infrastructure Management
Goal 3.2 — Provide Engineering and Design to optimize the Capital Improvement Program
V. Financial Stability
Goal 5.2 — Explore and Evaluate Investment and Business Practice Alternatives

Fiscal Impact

Staff projects adding approximately 500 EDUs each year over foreseeable future. . At the current rate
of $2100/EDU this calculates to $1.05M in annual fee revenue. With the approval of the Staff
recommendation, annual fee revenue is estimated to increase to $1.875M by Fiscal Year 2017/18.
The revenue will fund capital improvements identified in the SECAP.

ITEM VI.2.
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SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
RESOLUTION NO. 15-17

MAKING FINDINGS AND ACCEPTING THE NEXUS STUDY FOR THE AMENDMENT OF THE SEWER
PARTICIPATION CHARGE

WHEREAS, the South Placer Municipal Utility District (district) has evaluated the

hydraulic capacity of the collection system under various scenarios to assure capacity for

existing customers and to obtain information to prepare for future development; and

WHEREAS, The District desires to establish a sewer participation charge to be used to
fund the fair share portion of the cost of construction of the trunk sewer upgrades and
expansion facilities that have been identified by the District as necessary to serve certain new

development within the District’s service area boundaries; and.

WHEREAS, the Mitigation Fee Act, Section 66000 et seq. of the State of California
Government Code, requires that all public agencies make findings and satisfy the requirements
when establishing, increasing, or imposing a fee as a condition of approval of a development

project; and

WHEREAS, the District has prepared the Sewer Participation Charge Nexus Study that

meets the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the South Placer
Municipal Utility District hereby accepts the Sewer Participation Charge Nexus Study attached

hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated by this reference and adopt the findings therein stated.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a Regular Meeting of the South Placer Municipal Utility District Board
of Directors at Rocklin, CA this 2nd day of July 2015.

Signed:

John R. Murdock, President of the Board of Directors

Attest:
Joanna Belanger, Board Secretary
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SOUTH PLACER
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

Sewer Participation Charge
Nexus Study

South Placer Municipal Utility District

Prepared by:
Herb Niederberger, General Manager
Eric Nielsen, District Engineer

July 2015
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ORGANIZATION OF THIS NEXUS STUDY

This study has been organized into the following sections:

Section
|

Vi

Description
Introduction, Background, Purpose of the Charge and the Mitigation
Fee Act

Provides a detailed explanation of the charge methodology used to
calculate the charges

Defines the land use and demand assumptions used in the
detailed calculations and in the application of the Participation Charge
Summarizes the backbone infrastructure costs included in the
Program to be funded by the charge

Provides the detailed calculations for the sewer participation charge
Addresses future charge adjustments, implementation, annual

administrative  duties, and Participation Charge credits or
reimbursements

Page

1

13

15

Appendix
A

Description
South Placer Municipal Utility District: System Evaluation and
Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP)

Equivalent Dwelling Unit Determination by Land Use and Customer
Type: Excerpt from Sewer Use Ordinance 09-02
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

Background

South Placer Municipal Utility District (District) serves the communities of Rocklin, Loomis,
Penryn, Newcastle, and portions of Granite Bay and unincorporated Placer County. The
District owns, operates, and maintains a collection system, which consists of approximately
250 miles of mainline pipe (ranging from 4-inch to 42-inches in diameter), over 5000
manholes, thirteen lift stations, and ten permanent flow monitoring stations. Figure 1, shows a
map of the District service area as well as the area evaluated with the hydraulic model as part
of the Wastewater Collection System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP),
included as Appendix A.

Figure 1 — South Placer Municipal Utility District Service Area Map
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The purpose of the SECAP is to provide the District guidance in its efforts to assure capacity
for existing customers and information on how to prepare and plan for future development.
This document summarizes the District’s compliance with provision D.13.viii — System
Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan of the California State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2006-0003-DWQ, the Statewide General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems (SSS WDR). It is included by reference to the
District’s Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP); is reviewed annually; and is updated as
deemed necessary by District staff (at minimum every five years) to account for conditions
affecting collection system capacity. The evaluation summarized herein utilized previous
District master planning efforts as its foundation, but the results stand alone as the District’s
current SECAP and 5-year planning document related to capacity.

The SECAP area coincides with the study area identified in the South Placer Municipal Utility
District Wastewater Collection System Master Plan (2009) and the District’s urban growth area
(UGA) identified in the South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems
Evaluation Updated Final Report (2009), which evaluated the combined systems of the
regional partners discharging to the two regional wastewater treatment plants. It is important to
note that the areas evaluated are the same, since one of the objectives of the SECAP is to build
off of those previous planning studies to maintain consistency of analysis but replace the
results with updated model simulation results.

Figure 1 also shows the areas that were not included in the SECAP and thus were not evaluated
with the hydraulic model. The Rodgersdale community was not included in the hydraulic
model for the same reasons it was not evaluated in the 2009 master plan (i.e., the entire
community is built out with no room for future development and according to District records,
there are no existing capacity related issues). Additionally, the District sphere of influence
(SOI), which represents the full extent of the District’s potential service range, was not
included in the hydraulic model. This is consistent with the foundational assumptions related
to growth potential made in the previous hydraulic evaluations (i.e. the extension of the
collection system into this area is not likely based on current planning projections, even under
long-term scenarios.)

The City of Rocklin and Town of Loomis are located in Placer County approximately 20
miles northeast of Sacramento, along Interstate 80. Increased population and employment in
Rocklin and Loomis will lead to increased demand on public infrastructure and services and
will ultimately impact infrastructure and the facilities required to provide such services.
Where backbone infrastructure and capital facilities are inadequate, permitting development
is contrary to the responsibility of local government to protect the public's health, safety, and
welfare. Consequently, the District has planned for the construction of backbone
infrastructure and capital facilities that will adequately serve its existing areas as well as its
future development.

Purpose of Study

New backbone infrastructure and capital facilities will be required to meet the demands of
2
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future development within the District’s Service Area Boundaries, in addition to upsizing
existing trunk sewers. The District has decided to implement a development impact fee
program® for these sewer projects and collect fee revenues as development occurs to pay for
the system expansion.

The Fee Program is compliant with the regulations set forth in the Mitigation Fee Act (also
commonly referred to as AB 1600) and ensures that a rational nexus exists between future
development area, and: 1)the use and need of the proposed infrastructure; and 2) the amount of
the fee assigned to future development. This Nexus Study demonstrates that a reasonable
relationship exists between the fee to be levied on each type of land use and the cost of the
facilities attributable to that land use.

Impact Fee Nexus Requirements (AB1600)

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

Identify the purpose of the fee.

Identify the use to which the fee is to be put.

Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between:

The fee’s use and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed.
The need forthe public facility and the type of development project onwhich the fee is
imposed.

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

orwdPE

o

As stated above, the purpose of this Nexus Study is to demonstrate that the proposed sewer
project fee complies with the Mitigation Fee Act. The assumptions, methodologies, facility
standards, costs, and cost allocation factors that were used to establish the nexus between the
fees and the development on which the fees will be levied are summarized in subsequent
sections of this study.

! For the purposes of this study, any use of the terms Fee, Fee Program, Connection Fee or Development Impact
Fee, relates to the Sewer Participation Charge as contained in Section 3 of SPMUD Sewer Use Ordinance No. 09-02.
3
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SECTION II: FEE (CHARGE) METHODOLOGY

When development impact fees are calculated, an analysis must be presented in enough
detail to demonstrate that a logical, thorough consideration was applied in the process of
determining how the fees relate to the impacts from new development. Findings must be
made to ensure that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee and the development on
which the impact fee will be levied. There are several generally accepted methods of
determining impact fees for future development. Following is a discussion of the method used
in this study to calculate the individual fees in the Fee Program.

The plan-based fee methodology utilized in this study is typically applied to infrastructure and
capital facilities that must be designed based on future demand projections and/or the
geographic location of anticipated growth. For example, the need for transportation
improvements depends specifically on the future area that will be served. An analysis of
existing facilities, geographic constraints, and current levels of service must be completed in
order to identify future facility needs. This information is analyzed in conjunction with a
projection of the amount and location of future development in order to determine the
adequacy of existing facilities and the demand for new improvements that will be required.

The steps to calculate an impact fee under the plan-based fee methodology include the
following:

Step 1 - Determine the future development anticipated to generate demand for new or
upgraded infrastructure.

Step 2 - Identify the facilities needed to serve the anticipated growth and determine
the cost of these facilities.

Step 3 - Subtract expected revenues that will be available from alternative funding
sources, if any, to determine the net facilities cost that will be allocated to future
development.

Step 4 - Select the applicable equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) factor that will be used
to allocate facilities costs based on a reasonable relationship basis; apply EDU
factors to each of the land uses based on their expected level of service demand.

Step 5 - Calculate the total EDUs that will be generated from future development for
all land use categories by multiplying each land use type by its EDU factor and taking
the sum of the EDUSs.

Step 6 - Divide the total EDUs for each land use category by the total EDUs for all
future land uses to determine each land use's percentage share of the total EDUs.

Step 7 - Multiply each land use's percentage share of the total EDUs by the applicable

infrastructure or facilities cost to determine the cost attributable to each land use
4
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category.
Step 8 - Divide the cost attributable to each land use category by the quantity (i.e.,

dwelling units or building square feet) of each land use type to determine the fee for
each residential or non-residential land use category.
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SECTION II1: LAND USES AND EDUs

The Mitigation Fee Act requires that a reasonable relationship exists between the need for
public facilities and the type of development on which an impact fee is imposed. The need
for public facilities is related to the level of service demanded, which usually varies in
proportion to the number of residents or employees generated by a particular land use type.
Therefore, land use categories have been defined in order to distinguish between relative
impacts on the proposed sewer infrastructure. Fees in the Fee Program have been calculated
on an equivalent dwelling unit basis for residential land use categories and per 1,000 square
feet of building space for non-residential land use categories. For a more detailed breakdown
of EDU determine by land use and customer type please consult Appendix B or the District’s
Sewer use Ordinance 09-02.

The District applies a number of equivalent dwelling units (EDUSs) to its customers as they
connect to the collection system in accordance with the current District Ordinance. An EDU is a
unit of measure that standardizes all land use types and represents a unit of flow (gallons per
day), at a certain wastewater strength, from a single family residential unit. As an example how
this could be applied to other types of land uses, a small business designed to discharge three
times as much water as an average single-detached dwelling would be assigned three EDUs.

The number of EDUs for each customer was used to calculate flows from each parcel into the
collection system. To maintain a foundational capacity evaluation criteria consistent with
previous planning studies, 190 gpd/EDU was applied as the unit generation factor throughout all
model simulations.

Existing Development

The parcels connected to the existing collection system and the usage type of each parcel were
identified using District records. Three main categories for usage type were applied in the model
(i.e., residential, commercial, and school). Diurnal patterns were developed for each of the usage
types and applied to the flows generated from each parcel.

Model results from the existing dry weather simulation were used to compare against the
recorded flow monitoring data to calibrate the model. This is a crucial step to assure that the
model results accurately reflect the amount of flow observed in the system. The assumed
flowrate per EDU used in the model matched well with the dry weather flows recorded by the
flow monitors.

Near-Term Development

Parcels that are anticipated to be developed in the near-term were identified and assigned EDUs.
The basis for identifying Near-Term Developments was the foundational research developed and
presented in the 2009 master plan. The following sources for future land use were identified in
the 2009 master plan and these remain applicable for the SECAP.

* City of Rocklin Draft General Plan Update (Quad Knopf, Inc., March 2005)
* Town of Loomis General Plan (Crawford Multari & Clark Associates, July 2001)
6
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* Placer County General Plan (Placer County, August 1994)
* Horseshoe Bar / Penryn Community Plan (August 1994)
* Granite Bay Community Plan (May 1989)

The rate of development since the 2009 master plan has slowed dramatically due to the economic
downturn that is generally agreed to have really hit the development community in late 2008.
Most of the near-term developments that were identified in the 2009 master plan were
anticipated to be in service by the year 2020, yet much of this development has yet to be
constructed and only recently started to have potential to move forward out of planning and into
construction. For this reason, the near-term developments from the 2009 master plan were
carried forward into this near-term scenario for the SECAP (i.e. by the year 2030). The assigned
near-term EDUs were used to calculate the hydraulic loading of the system for near-term
scenarios.

Long-Term Development — Ultimate Build-Out (UBO)

The long-term hydraulic loading of the model was completed by including all of the developable
parcels within the Urban Growth Area (UGA). This scenario models all parcels as contributing
to the collection system and thus represents the ultimate build out (UBO) of the UGA. The
general plans referenced above, along with Placer County zoning information were used to
determine the use and assumed hydraulic loading of long-term developments.

Additionally, the general plan for downtown Rocklin identifies a densification of the area during
future development. The densification resulted in an increase in the number of EDUs in the area
and thus an increase in the calculated hydraulic loading to the system. Many of the parcels
designated as connecting to the collection system under the long-term (UBO) scenario are
located in rural areas of the UGA. Many of the parcels currently contain residences that have
individual septic systems and are located on large areas of land. Because of the lack of detailed
data about potential for densification of these parcels (to a level consistent with the currently
approved general planning documents) as part of future development plans, it is difficult to
definitively determine the eventual loading onto the system. To investigate the potential range of
flows entering the collection system under the long-term (UBO) conditions, two scenarios were
developed to investigate the upper and lower bound of anticipated Long-Term hydraulic
loadings.

The Long-Term Lower Bound assumed that parcels that currently contain residences or
businesses will not develop (e.g., subdivide) in the future. Those residences/businesses will
abandon their individual septic systems and connect to the District collection system when the
District expands service into those areas. Currently vacant or undeveloped parcels were assumed
to develop according to the Placer County zoning requirements regarding minimum parcel size
to determine the future hydraulic loading. For the purposes of quantifying future improvement
costs, the lower bound scenario best represents the current potential for growth within the UGA.

As part of the District’s periodic SECAP updates, this assumption will be evaluated and
modifications made as necessary to match growth planning data available at such time.

7
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The Long-Term Upper Bound assumed that all parcels not currently served by the District’s
collection system will subdivide and/or develop according to the Placer County zoning
requirements for minimum parcel size. This scenario may be unrealistic since many parcels that
currently have residences will never subdivide. However, this upper bound represents the
theoretical maximum hydraulic loading on the collection system within the UGA. The results
from this upper bound scenario were not used as a basis for determining future improvement
costs.

The results of the Long-Term upper bound scenario were retained as a source for comparison
against the lower bound results. For example, the required upsize in pipe diameter to
accommodate the upper bound flow may only be one pipe size larger than the required upsize to
accommodate the lower bound flow. Construction of the larger diameter pipe may add only a
small amount to the project cost while providing the capacity for the ultimate potential
development. The District retains the right to require the larger of the two pipe sizes be built
based on growth and development data available at the time the individual projects are submitted
and approved.

The total EDUs for each scenario and their associated average dry weather flow are show in
Table 1.

Table 1 — Summary of EDUs and ADWF by Modeled Growth Scenario

Sewer Trunk Total EDUs Additional Total ASWF EDUx190
EDUs from GPD/EDU
Existing (MGD)
Existing (2014) 30,696 5.8
Near Term (2030) 39,964 9,268 7.6
Long-Term Lower Bound (2060) 49,285 18,589 9.4
Long-Term Upper Bound (2060) 57,620 26,924 10.9
8
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SECTION IV: TRUNK SEWER EXPANSION COSTS

The District utilized the results of this SECAP to identify, quantify and prioritize the
recommended Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) and the associated impacts on services
charges to existing customers to rectify existing capacity deficiencies and participation charges
to build capacity to serve future developments. These CIPs were established and prioritized to
develop a schedule of completion for the planned capital improvements projects. The schedule
for planning, design and construction of the identified improvements shall be based on the
District’s analysis of risk of failure, actual pace of development, and location. CIPs relieving
existing system deficiencies are the highest priority improvements, while CIPs related to future
development shall be addressed by the District in coordination with submitted, approved, and
constructed developments.

Project Cost Assumptions

The identified CIPs are consistent with much of the foundational sizing, slope and alignment that
was identified in previous planning studies. For all proposed improvements, the capital cost
estimates were built off of previous estimates but updated to current construction costs. As such,
a value of $20 per inch/diameter-foot was used to estimate construction costs for the proposed
improvements (2014 Dollars with an ENR 20 Cities Construction Cost Index of 9664).
Additionally, a 30% planning contingency was applied to the construction costs and an
additional 10% was used to account for the engineering design and administration costs. These
values are consistent with percentages used to quantify costs in foundational planning work. All
costs are rounded to the nearest $10,000. These planning costs are used to define the District’s
short-term (5-year) and long-term financial liabilities related to capacity improvements. The
District intends to maintain this method of generating project costs so that the potential impact
on charges levied by the District can be evaluated by comparing the periodic SECAP updates
and refining services and participation charges to fund CIPs associated with existing customers
and future development customers.

Mitigation CIPs

Growth potential in the Loomis Basin is included in near-term scenario. Some of the CIPs
required to serve this growth also provide relief of the existing condition capacity deficiencies.
To take advantage of the cost efficiencies associated with accelerating the construction of these
projects to mitigate existing capacity deficiencies as well as provide service for the proposed
development, the District has planned a number of projects to mitigate the capacity deficiencies
for existing and future users in the trunk sewers through the Loomis basin. The Sierra College
Lift Station was one of the mitigation projects identified in previous planning studies and was
completed in 2013. Table 2 contains a list of the remaining projected mitigation projects and
their associated costs. This SECAP assumed that these mitigation improvement projects would
be constructed to convey flows from near-term and long-term development, in lieu of
constructing the identified existing condition CIPs. The mitigation improvement projects are
displayed in all of the near-term and long-term figures in the SECAP, Appendix A.
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Table 2 - Summary of Mitigation Infrastructure

Sewer Trunk Existing Proposed Length Cost
Diameter(s) | Diameter(s) (LF) ($)
Boyington Diversion - 12”7 3,480 840,000
Lower Loomis Div. A - 15” 4,710 1,420,000
Lower Loomis Div. B - 18” 5,320 1,920,000
Contingency (30%) 1,260,000
Subtotal — Construction Costs 5,440,000
Design/Administration (10%) 550,000
Total Capital Costs 5,990,000

Near-Term CIPs

The improvement projects listed in Table 3 were developed to address the near-term wet weather

capacity deficiencies described in the SECAP, Appendix A.

Table 3 - Summary of Near-Term System Improvements

Sewer Trunk Existing Proposed Length Cost
Diameter(s) Diameter(s) (LF) $
Clover Valley A 8” 15” 6,250 1,880,000
Clover Valley B 10” 18” 3,260 1,180,000
Foothill 12”7 24” 2,275 1,100,000
Lower Clover Valley 18” 24” 3,115 1,500,000
Contingency (30%) 1,700,000
Subtotal — Construction Costs 7,360,000
Design/Administration (10%) 740,000
Total Capital Costs 8,100,000

Long-Term CIPs

As previously described, two scenarios were modeled to represent possible long-term conditions.
One scenario represented the long-term, lower bound condition which assumes that existing
residences and businesses within the UGA, not currently connected to the collection system, will
connect once service is available, and undeveloped parcels will develop according to the
documented general plans and current county zoning. The long-term, upper bound scenario
assumes that all parcels not currently connected to the collection system will develop (e.g.,
subdivide) according to current county zoning. For the purposes of District UBO planning
efforts, the lower bound scenario best represents the current potential for growth within the
UGA. As part of the District’s periodic SECAP updates, this assumption will be evaluated and
modifications made as necessary to match growth planning data available at such time.

In addition, the results of both scenarios indicate the need for significant, yet similar
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improvements to the collection system, only the costs of the improvements to address the lower
bound, long-term scenario will be considered. Table 4 contains the list of proposed
improvements to provide sufficient capacity for long-term development.

Table 4 - Summary of Long-Term Lower Bound System Improvements

Sewer Trunk Existing Proposed Length Cost
Diameter(s) | Diameter(s) (LF) ($)
Upper Antelope Creek East 8” 10” 1,980 400,000
Bankhead g"-12" 157 9,575 2,880,000
Fiberboard A 15” 18” 6,260 2,260,000
Fiberboard B 18” 217 6,735 2,830,000
Lower Clover Valley A 18” 24” 3,730 1,800,000
Lower Clover Valley B 24” 277 3,115 1,690,000
Lower Loomis Diversion 15"-18" 21”7 11,945 5,020,000
Sierra College 157 18” 2,400 870,000
Foothill A 10”7 12” 5,300 1,280,000
Foothill B 157 24” 2,720 1,310,000
Lower Secret Ravine A 24” 307 4,680 2,810,000
Lower Secret Ravine B 24"-27" 36” 4,000 2,880,000
Woodside A 24” 30”7 1,165 700,000
Woodside B 27"-30" 36” 1,150 830,000
Contingency (30%) 8,270,000
Subtotal — Construction Costs 35,830,000
Design/Administration (10%) 3,590,000
Total Capital Costs 39,420,000

New Sewer Trunks and Associated Improvements

Proposed new sewer trunks will need to be constructed to convey flow from future development.
The alignments, sizes, and lengths of new sewer trunks were based on foundational data from the
District’s 2009 and 1986 master plans, which remained generally consistent with the SECAP
current planning effort. In addition, as part of the District’s recently completed Loomis
Diversion Route Study (2014), future trunk lines to serve potential development east of Secret
Ravine tributary to the Loomis Diversion line were identified. As part of that analysis it was
determined that the majority of those trunk lines will flow by gravity to the Loomis Diversion
line, but to serve potential future growth east of Secret Ravine within the Brace Road sewer shed
will require a pump station to lift flow into the future Loomis Diversion line. As such, these
improvements were added to those identified in previous planning studies. Table 5 lists the costs
for these new trunk sewers and associated improvements.
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Table 5 - Summary of New Sewer Trunks

@ Proposed Length Cost

S TS Diameter(s) (LF) $

Upper Clover Valley A 8” 8,130 1,310,000
Upper Clover Valley B 10” 7,040 1,410,000
Upper Antelope Creek East") 8” 1,800 290,000
Upper Antelope Creek West 8 7,850 1,260,000
Upper Antelope Creek Middle A 8 7,900 1,270,000
Upper Antelope Creek Middle B 10¢ 5,170 1,040,000
Upper Antelope Creek 15% 15,200 4,560,000
Loomis East 8 11,600 1,860,000
Brace Road East 12¢ 27,500 6,600,000
Brace Road Pump Station 2,500,000
Croftwood East 8 10,300 1,650,000
Contingency (30%) 7,130,000
Subtotal — Construction Costs 30,880,000
Design/Administration (10%) 3,090,000
Total Capital Costs 33,970,000

(1) The portion of the Upper Antelope Creek East New Trunk Sewer on Swetzer to Mareta was already
constructed by the District in 2013 to eliminate the cost and risk of operating the Munoz Pump
Station and as such only a small extension from that line to connect to the future Upper Antelope
Creek Trunk was included.
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SECTION V: TRUNKSEWER IMPACT FEE

This section of the study addresses the nexus requirements as they relate to the calculation
of the trunk sewer fee. It also summarizes the required sewer facilities, estimated costs, and
fee amounts.

Nexus Test

As discussed in the Section | of the Study, the Mitigation Fee Act - Section 66000 et seq. of the
Government Code, requires that all public agencies satisfy the following requirements when
establishing, increasing, or imposing a fee as a condition of development:

1. ldentify the purpose of the fee. The purpose of the fee is to fund the trunk sewer upgrades
and expansion attributable to the impact from new development.

2. ldentify the use of the fee. The sewer participation charge will be used to fund the fair share
portion of the cost of construction of the trunk sewer upgrades and expansion facilities
that have been identified by the District as necessary to serve certain new development
within the District’s service area boundaries. These facilities are identified in Table 2
through 5 and are more thoroughly discussed in the Districts SECAP, Appendix A.

3. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the type of
development project on which the fee is imposed. The fee to construct trunk sewer
upgrades and expansion facilities that have been identified by the District as
necessary to serve certain new development within the District’s service area
boundaries and will be used to ensure that such facilities are available and have the
capacity to serve the identified new residential and non-residential development.

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility
and the type of development project for which the fee is imposed. The trunk sewer
upgrades and expansion facilities that have been identified by the District as nece