
Folsom City Council
Staff Re ort

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

Staff recommends the City Council:

Adopt Resolution No. 10491 - A Resolution Adopting the Nexus Study Fiscal year 2020-2021
Update for the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees and to Set the Updated
Amount of the SPIF Fees

And

Introduce Ordinance No. 1307 - An Ordinance of the City of Folsom Amending sections
3.130.01O(JJ) And 3.130.030(E)(1)(c) of the Folsom Municipal Code Perraining to the Set-
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MEETING DATE: 712812020

AGENDA SECTION: New Business

SUBJECT: exus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021rJpdate

Resolution No. 10491 - A Resolution Adopting the
Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-202IUpdate for the
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees
(SPIF) and Setting the Updated Amount of the SpIF Fees

Ordinance No. 1307 - An Ordinance of the City of
Folsom Amending sections 3.130.010(JJ) And
3.130.030(E)(1)(c) of the Folsom Municipal Code
Pertaining to the Set-Aside Component of the Folsom
Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees (Introduction
and First Reading)

Folsom Plan Area N

FROM: Finance Department



Aside Component of the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees (Introduction and

First Reading)

BACKGROUND / ISSUE

On January 28,2014, the Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) for the Folsom Plan Area
(FPA) was adopted by the City Council with Resolution No. 9298. The PFFP is an $877
million plan that described the infrastructure and facility costs, presented a financing strategy,

and estimated the time horizon for the development in the FPA. The PFFP proposed the
establishment of several impact fees for the development of the backbone infrastructure
including roadway improvements, potable and non-potable water systems, wastewater
systems, storm drainage infrastructure and habitat mitigation to serve the FPA.

On September 8, 2015, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 1235 adding Chapter 3.130 to
the Folsom Municipal Code and established the Folsom Plan Area Specifi c Plan Infrastructure
Fee (SPIF). Also, on September 8,2015, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 9642 which
approved the initial nexus study for the SPIF Fee and set the initial amount of the SPIF fee.

On January 9,2018, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 1 0059 which approved the Nexus
Study Fiscal Year 2017-2018 update and set the updated amount of the SPIF fees.

On June ll, 2019, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 1293 amending sections

3.130.010(JJ) and 3.130.030(E)(1)(c) to the Folsom Municipal Code which changed the Off-
Site Roadway Improvement fee to a Set-Aside Fee to be collected at building permit issuance

rather than prior to final map approval.

POLICY / RULE

General Plan Policy ll.6 - states that it is the policy of the City of Folsom to require new
development to bear the cost of its increased demand on municipal services and facilities so as

not to create a greater burden on existing residents.

Section 3.130.030(4) of the Folsom Municipal Code authorizes adoption of the SPIF Fee by
Council Resolution.

ANALYSIS

Nexus Study: This Resolution will update the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure
Fees (SPIF Fees) for the development of public facilities necessary and required to serve the
FPA. The SPIF Program is the mechanism to equalize the costs of the Infrastructure, Public
Lands and Community Parkland in the FPA.

The SPIF Fees will equitably spread the cost burden of the public infrastructure improvements
in the FPA such as, roadways, sewer facilities, potable water facilities, recycled water facilities,
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storm drainage facilities, and habitat mitigation and other costs in the FPA as provided in the
PFFP.

The Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Update for the SPIF Fees is compliant with the
requirements set forth in the Mitigation Fee Act, also known as ,4.81600. The 2020-202I
Study Update ensures that arational nexus exists between future development in the City and

(i) the use and need of the proposed facilities, and (ii) the cost or portion of the cost of the

capital facilities attributable to future development. This 2020-2021 Updated Study
demonstrates that a reasonable relationship exists between the fees and the cost of the facilities
attributable to each land use type. These development impact fees comply with and will be

governed by the Mitigation Fee Act.

The Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021Update was done at the request of the landowners to

update the construction cost estimates used to calculate the SPIF Fees. The updated cost

estimates are in lieu of a Construction Cost Index (CCD update and will ensure the fees are

reflective of the cost of SPIF backbone infrastructure construction. Table 1, in Exhibit A of
ResolutionNo. 10491 summarizes the updated SPIF Fee Components for all FPASP land uses,

except those in the Folsom Heights area. As shown in Table 1, the SPIF Fee increased between

approximately $2,800 to $6,400 per unit for residential uses and between $3.34 and $5.16 per

building square foot for nonresidential uses. Table 2, in Exhibit A of Resolution No. 10491

summarizes the updated SPIF Fee Components for Folsom Heights land uses. As shown in
table 2, the SPIF Fee increased approximately 52,700 to $3,300 per unit for residential uses

and $4.05 per building square foot for General Commercial uses. Folsom Heights area fees do

not include the fees for water and sewer since those services are provided by El Dorado
Inigation District.

The updated Folsom Plan Area SPIF Fees, if approved, will become effective August 1,2020,
except for the change to the Off-Site Water Fee (discussed in the next paragraph).

Off-Site Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee: Pursuant to the First Amended and Restated

Tier 1 Development Agreement between the City of Folsom and Certain Landowners in the

FPA, developers are responsible for the costs of the Infrastructure, Public Lands, and

Community Parkland necessary to serve the development in the FPA. The SPIF Program
includes a Set-Aside component to equalize the costs amongst all the FPA landowners for the
Phase I Potable Water and Phase 1 Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure required to serve the first
2,500 dwelling units in the FPA. The Phase 1 Potable Water and Sanitary Sewer Improvements
necessary to serve the initial development in the FPA have been completed and accepted by
the City and are currently in City ownership and maintenance. In addition to potable water
and sanitary sewer infrastructure, the SPIF Program was amended through Resolution No.
10300 by the City Council on June ll,2019 to establish the Off-Site Roadway Fee as a Set-

Aside Fee.

Staff is requesting to further amend the SPIF Program to change the handling of the SPIF Off-
Site Water Treatment Plant (listed in Nexus Study as Off-Site Water) costs to be included in a
new set-aside fee. The Off-Site Water Treatment Plant costs were included in the SPIF in

J



order to reimburse the City for a portion of the FPA share of costs incurred by the City for
changes at the water treatment plant to accommodate future citywide growth, including new
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP) development.

SPIF Program backbone infrastructure improvements and public facility construction is the
responsibility of the Folsom South Area Owners' Group (landowners) and affiliated
constructing entities. The SPIF Set-Aside Fee is the mechanism to reimburse the landowners
the initial costs of constructing the Phase 1 Potable Water and Phase 1 Sanitary Sewer

backbone infrastructure and to reimburse the City for certain Off-Site Roadway improvements
as noted above. As FPA development moves forward, SPIF Program fees required for new
FPA development are either reimbursed to the landowners and constructing entities or are

being credited by the landowners and constructing entities for the infrastructure work they have
completed. Unfortunately, the existing SPIF Program does not include a dedicated set-aside

component for the FPA's share of the Off-Site Water Treatment Plant cost obligations. As
development in the FPA increases, it is important to facilitate a mechanism to reimburse the
City for the Off-Site Water Treatment Plant improvements constructed to serve developments
in the FPA. Cunently that mechanism does not exist.

As provided in the PFFP, the Off-Site Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee will be

implemented on new development based on the factors used in the City Council approved SPIF

Nexus Study. The proposed fee is listed in Table 27 as Attachment #4, which shows fee

amounts ranging between $354 and $1,306 per unit for residential uses and between $0.27 and

$0.41 per building square foot for nonresidential uses.

In order to implement a mechanism to collect the SPIF Off-Site Water Treatment Plant Set-

Aside Fee, Sections 3.130.010(JJ) and 3.130.030(E)(1)(c) of the Folsom Municipal Code will
need to be amended to include the collection of such a fee after adoption.

The Off-Site Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee component would be included in the SPIF

Fees and this component would be collected at building permit issuance based on the fees

shown in Table 27 (Attachrrrent#4).

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The Nexus Study for the FPA identified the cost for the SPlF-funded off-site water to be

$7,665,000 (2017 $). Several final small lot subdivision maps have been approved up to this
point and the SPIF fee obligations have been satisfied for those final small lot maps. The
amount of the SPIF Off-Site Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside funding that would have been
paid by new development on those final small lots will be collected through a reimbursement
of future SPIF - Infrastructure Fees collected by the City and disbursed annually to the FPA
Land Owners. The infrastructure constructing entities in the FPA will be the entities to receive
reimbursements from future SPIF fees collected from new development and will be reimbursed
on a first-in, first-out basis based on a calendalyear priority. Staff proposes to include the
City on parity with each of the original constructing entities (each with a calendar-year priority
of 2017). Reimbursements to the City and two constructing entities would be paid to each
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party based on a percentage basis equal to the outstanding reimbursement amounts owed to a
party as compared to the total amount owed to all parties with the same calendar-year priority.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This action is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act under 15061(bX3) of the
CEQA Guidelines.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Resolution No. 10491 - A Resolution Adopting the Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-
202t lJpdate for the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees (SPIF) and to
set Updated Amount of the SPIF Fees.

2. Ordinance No. 1307 - An Ordinance of the City of Folsom Amending Sections

3.130.010(JJ) and 3.130.030(E)(1)(c) of the Folsom Municipal Code pertaining to the
SPIF Set-Aside Component of the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee

(Introduction and First Reading)
3. Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021Update for the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

Infrastructure Fees (SPIF)
4. Table 27 - SPIF Off-Site Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee

Submitted,

I

Tamagni, Finance Director
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RESOLUTION NO. IO49I

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE NEXUS STUDY FISCAL YEAR 2O2O-202I UPDATE
FOR THE F'OLSOM PLAN AREA SPECIFIC PLAN INFRASTRUCTURE FEES (SPIF') AND

TO SET THE UPDATED AMOUNT OF THE SPIF FEES

WHEREAS, the proposed developments in the Folsom Plan Area create a need for additional
public improvements, infrastructure, facilities and services for the future residents, businesses, and
visitors in the Folsom Plan Area; and

WHEREAS, the General Plan of the City and voter-approved Measure W require that new
development within the Folsom Plan Area provide, in a time frame related to its development, an
adequate level of public improvements, infrastructure, facilities and services in order to maintain
adequate levels of public services and not adversely impact other areas of the City; and

WHEREAS, the Nexus Study for the Folsom Plan Area, dated December 20,2017 demonstrates
the need for the public facilities in the Folsom Plan Area and establishes a reasonable relationship
between the need for the public facilities and the type of development, between the use of the fees and
the type of development, and between the amount of the fees and the cost of the public facilities
attributable to the type of development; and

WHEREAS, the Public Facilities Financing Plan ("PFFP") for the Folsom Plan Area, adopted
by the City Council on January 28,2014 in Resolution No. 9298, sets forth a financing mechanism to
fund approximately $877 million in infrastructure and facility costs necessary to serve new
developments in the Folsom Plan Area; and

WHEREAS, the public infrastructure components in the PFFP constitute approximately
$299,784,000 for the construction of water, sanitary sewer, roads, storm drainage, and other public
infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 1235 added Chapter 3.130 to the Folsom Municipal Code which
establishes the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee (SPIF) and authorizes the adoption
of the SPIF Fees by City Council Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 10059 on January 9, 2018 and
established the updated amounts of SPIF fees; and

WHEREAS, the Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021Updafe for the SPIF Fees, dated July 16,

2020 demonstrates the need for the public infrastructure in the Folsom Plan Area, identifies the purpose

of the SPIF Fees and use of the funds, and establishes a reasonable relationship between the need for
the public infrastructure and the type of development, between the use of the fees and the type of
development, and between the amount of the fees and the cost of the public infrastructure attributable
to the type of development; and

Resolution No. 10491
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WHEREAS, this Resolution is adopted pursuant to California Government Code Section 66000

et seq. ("Mitigation Fee Act"), Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution, and the provisions

of Chapter 3.130 of the Folsom Municipal Code ("Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees").

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Folsom that the

Nexus Study Fiscal Yeu 2020-2021Update for the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee,

dated July 16, 2020, is hereby approved and adopted for the Folsom Plan Area.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the updated Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

Infrastructure Fees specified in Exhibit "A" are hereby approved and adopted for the Folsom Plan Area,

and the updated SPIF Fees shall be effective as of August 1,2020.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 28th day of July 2020 by the following roll-call vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

ATTEST

Council Member(s)
Council Member(s)
Council Member(s)
Council Member(s)

Sarah Aquino, MAYOR

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Resolution No. 10491
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Exhibit A
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fees

Effective August l, 2020
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ORDINANCE NO. 1307

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF FOLSOM
AMENDING SECTIONS 3.130.010(JJ) and 3.130.030(EXl)(c) OF THE FOLSOM
MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO THE SPIT'SET.ASIDE COMPONENT
OF THE F'OLSOM PLAN AREA SPECIFIC PLAN INFRASTRUCTURE FEE

The City Council of the City of Folsom hereby does ordain as follows:

SECTION 1 PURPOSE

The purpose of this Ordinance is to amend the definition of "SPIF set-aside
component" in Section 3.130.010(JJ) and the operation of said SPIF set-aside component
in Section 3.130.030(E)(1)(c) of the Folsom Municipal Code in order to provide for a
mechanism to collect the SPIF set-aside fee to reimburse the City for certain off-site
water treatment plant improvements in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Public
Facilities Financing Plan adopted by the City Council in Resolution No. 9298 on January
28,2014.

SECTION 2 AMENDMENT TO CODE

The definition of "SPIF set-aside component" in Subsection JJ of Section
3.130.010, "Definitions," of the Folsom Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as

follows:

3.130.010 Definition.

JJ. "SPIF set-aside component" means the component of the infrastructure fee
component to be collected from the first two thousand five hundred residential building
permits within the Folsom Plan Area to fund certain initial water and sewer
improvements, the component of the infrastructure fee component to be collected from
residential and commercial developments in the Folsom Plan Area to pay to the City for
certain off-site roadway improvements, as well as the component of the infrastructure fee
component to be collected from residential and commercial developments in the Folsom
Plan Area to reimburse the City for certain off-site water treatment plant improvements
benefitting the Folsom Plan Area, as determined in accordance with the study and as

updated and adjusted annually.

SECTION 3 AMENDMENT TO CODE

Section 3.130.030(E)(1)(c) of the Folsom Municipal Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

3.130.030 Specific plan infrastructure fee - Adoption, adjustment and payment.

E. The SPIF fee shall be comprised of the following components:

l. Infrastructure Fee Component.

Ordinance No. 1307
Page I of3



c. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary: (i) the SPIF set-aside component of the
SPIF fee for the purpose of funding certain initial water and sewer improvements shall be

collected from the first two thousand five hundred residential building permits within the
Folsom Plan Area (or on account of any of the first two thousand five hundred residential
building permits within the Folsom Plan Area paid in connection with final small-lot
maps prior to issuance of any building permits) and deposited into the SPIF set-aside
component of the fund for the sole pulpose of funding certain initial water and sewer
improvements; (ii) the SPIF set-aside component of the SPIF fee for the purpose of
funding certain off-site roadway improvements shall be collected from residential and
commercial developments in the Folsom Plan Area at the time of building permit and
paid to the City; and (iii) the SPIF set-aside component of the SPIF fee for the purpose of
reimbursing the City for certain off-site water treatment plant improvements shall be
collected from residential and commercial developments in the Folsom Plan Area at the
time of building permit issuance and paid to the City, as determined in accordance with
the study and as updated and adjusted annually.

SECTION 4 SCOPE

Except as set forth in this ordinance, all other provisions of the Folsom Municipal
Code shall remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 5 SEVERABILITY

Ifany section, subsection, clause, phrase, or portion ofthis ordinance is for any
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent
jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this
ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted this ordinance
and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion thereof, irrespective of
the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, clauses, phrases or portions be
declared invalid or unconstitutional.

SECTION 6 EFFECTIVE DATE

This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days from and after its passage

and adoption, provided it is published in full or in summary within twenty (20) days after
its adoption in a newspaper of general circulation in the City.

This ordinance was introduced and the title thereof read at the regular meeting of
the City Council on July 28,2020, and the second reading is to occur at the regular
meeting of the City Council on August25,2020.

On a motion by Council Member , seconded by Council
Member the foregoing ordinance was passed and adopted by
the City Council of the City of Folsom, State of California, this day of

2020 by the following vote, to wit:

AYES: Council Member(s)

Ordinance No. 1307
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NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Council Member(s)

Council Member(s)

Council Member(s)

Sarah Aquino, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Ordinance No. 1307
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I ExTCUTTVE SUMMARY

fntroduction and Background
The City of Folsom (City) adopted the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee Program
(SPIF, SPIF Program, or Fee Program) for the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP) on

September 8, 2015 by Resolution No. 9642. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) prepared

the SPIF Nexus Study dated August 28,2015 (2015 Nexus Study). The Fee Program was

requested to be created by property owners in the FPASP to equalize the allocation of costs for
SPIF facilities among benefitting properties.

As stipulated in the 2015 Nexus Study, the City anticipated property owners would petition the
City to consider one or more Specific Plan Amendments (SPAs). Such SPAs, if approved by the
City, would change the nature and mix of residential and nonresidential land uses. Any such

SPAs approved by the City on or before June 30, 2016 would be incorporated into a SPIF

Program update. Between the adoption of the 2015 Nexus Study and June 30,20L6, the City

approved SPAs that resulted in a change in the mix of FPASP residential and nonresidential land

uses. As a result, EPS prepared a FiscalYear (FY) 20L7-2018 Nexus Study Update (2018 Nexus

Study Update). Adopted by the City on January 9,2OtB by Resolution No. 10059, the 2018

Nexus Study Update included updated estimates of costs, land use and other fee program

information required to determine the nexus between required infrastructure, habitat mitigation,
parkland and public facilities land, and the developable land uses that will drive the demand for
the facilities.

As intended and mentioned in the 2015 Nexus Study and 2018 Nexus Study Update, the City
may update the nexus study periodically based on several factors, including changes in facility
costs greater than annual escalation factors. As described below, the FPASP property owners

requested this FY 2O2O-202L Nexus Study Update (2O2O Nexus Study Update) to ensure the
SPIF - Infrastructure Fee is reflective of the cost of SPIF backbone infrastructure construction.
Furthermore, this 2020 Nexus Study Update is the first nexus study update to occur since FPASP

properties have been approved for final small lot map or building permit issuance, therefore
requiring either the payment or credit of the SPIF Program fees. As a result, this 2020 Nexus

Study Update reflects the remaining FPASP land uses subject to the SPIF Program.

As described herein, the Fee Program update will be adopted by the City pursuant to the
provisions set forth in the Mitigation Fee Act found in Government Code Section 66000 et seq.

Purpose of the SPIF Program Nexus Study and Update
to the SPIF Program
Purpose ofthe SPIF Program Nexus Study

The purpose of this 2020 Nexus Study Update is to document the required nexus findings for the
City to implement the updated SPIF Program. This 2020 Nexus Study Update also describes

implementation and administration of the Fee Program. As described herein, the SPIF will be

updated periodically to reflect changes in costs, land uses, and other fee program information

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc, 1 z:\tutdh$\s t42000\u4Dtu
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over time. The implementation chapter of this document addresses how the Fee Program is

administered and updated.

Purpose for Updating the SPIF Program

The City adopted the 2018 Nexus Study Update in January of2018. EPS prepared the 2018

Nexus Study Update to respond to City approved SPAs that occurred on or before June 30, 2016,

and to reflect updates to infrastructure cost estimates and infrastructure facility system design

updates.

As is contemplated in the original 2015 Nexus Study and SPIF Program Ordinance, the SPIF Fee

Program is anticipated to be updated periodically to reflect actual and remaining estimated costs

specifically related to the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee component. Per the provisions of the SPIF

Fee Program Implementation (Chapter 7), all hard costs related to the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

component are subject to verification by the City and actual costs expended upon completion of
the infrastructure component. This process, the "true-up," is the method by which the City, the
SPIF Fee Program Administrator, and the Constructing Entity finalize the amount of hard

construction cost and related soft costs that will be subject to the SPIF Fee Reimbursement. After
completion of Phase 1 SPIF backbone infrastructure, the City and Constructing Entities reconciled

construction costs through the true-up which indicated actual costs exceeded the original

engineering estimates. Furthermore, recent bids for ceftain new SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

facilities are greater than estimated in the 2018 Nexus Study Update.

As detailed in later chapters of this document, this 2020 Nexus Study Update incorporates the
following adjustments to update the SPIF Program Fees:

1. Reflect remaining land uses. As detailed in Chapter 2, reflect the remaining FPASP

land uses subject to the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee to account for land uses for which the
SPIF - Infrastructure Fee has already been paid or credited.

2. Incorporate actual costs. As detailed in Chapter 3, adjust the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

facility costs using actual reconciled costs for completed infrastructure based on City

true-u ps.

3. Update remaining SPIF - Infrastructure Fee facility costs. As detailed in Chapter 3,

the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee facility costs are updated in various forms to ensure the
SPIF - Infrastructure Fee keeps pace with the cost of backbone infrastructure.

4. Create a new SPIF Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee. As detailed in Chapter 3,

the City incurred costs to improve and expand water treatment plant and water
conveyance facilities to accommodate new citywide growth, including growth expected in
the FPASP. A proportion of these facilities costs are included in the SPIF - Infrastructure
Fee based on the proportion of FPASP water demand relative to other citywide growth

and needs. To recoup its incurred costs more expeditiously, the City requested this
portion of the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee be allocated to FPASP land uses in a non-

rei mbursable Set-Aside Fee.

5. Incorporate the annual SPIF - Parkland Equalization Fee and SPIF - Public
Facilities Land Equalization Fee Updates. On an annual basis, these fees are

updated using an updated appraised value. This 2020 Nexus Study Update incorporates

the latest land valuation completed in June 2020.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 2 z:\tutdv'''@sqr20m\t1208 tu
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SPIF Program Overview
The SPIF is a City-implemented plan area-specific development impact fee program applicable
only to FPASP land uses. The SPIF, and all amendments and updates to the SPIF, is
implemented consistent with the provisions of Assembly Bill (AB) 1600 legislation, as codified by
the Mitigation Fee Act (California Government Code sections 66000 et. seq.). This section of the
Mitigation Fee Act sets forth the procedural requirements for establishing and collecting
development impact fees. These procedures require that a reasonable relationship, or nexus,
must exist between a governmental exaction and the type of development project on which the
fee is imposed.

The SPIF is independent and separate from all other City, Sacramento County (County), other
agency, or regional development impact fees that will be applicable to FPASP development.

SPIF Nomenclature and Terminology

Calculating and presenting the SPIF includes references to various types of land uses and

ownership entities (defined herein as Owner Subareas). As shown in Map 1, the Owner
Subareas are defined as each area wherein a property owner and the City entered into a Tier 2

Development Agreement and such area was designated on Exhibit 4.3 of that respective
Development Agreement. Although there are 3 properties for which a Tier 2 Development
Agreement was not executed, these areas are still designated as an Owner Subarea for purposes

of the SPIF.

Figure 1 is intended to define the SPIF terminology. Any of these land use terms may be used

in this nexus study. In general, the SPIF refers to the entire Fee Program, which is composed of
four fee components. Each SPIF component is described below.

SPIF Fee Components

Figure 2 shows the SPIF Program in relation to other cost burdens of new FPASP development,
Figure 2 also shows the respective components of the SPIF Program and how each component
relates to one another. The SPIF contains the following fee components:

SPIF-Infrastructu re Fee.

SPIF-Parkland Equalization Fee.

SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

SPIF-Admi n istration Fee.

The SPIF Infrastructure Fee Component contains the following categories of improvements and
costs:

. Roadway facilities.

. Dry utility facilities.

. Sanitary sewer facilities.

. Potable water facilities.

. Recycled water facilities.

. Storm drainage facilities.
r Habitat mitigation for backbone infrastructure

a

a

a

a
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Figure 1

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Definition of Terminology

LAND USE TERMINOLOGY

1, Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan: Refers to all land included in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan.

2. Owner Subarea:

3. lmplementation ProjecU
Phase:

4. Land Use:

Pepa,ed by EPS 6/29/2020

Reflects all property covered by each Owner Entity's Amended and Restated Development Agreement.

Refers to the individual numbered parcels/projects or groups of parcels/projects that will be developed in
each larger ownership interest. May be synonymous with Final Small Lot Map(s).

Refers to the total proposed mix of residential (single-fumily and multifamily) and nonresidential land uses in

each implementation project.

sp,t torms

Owner Subarea2.

I m plementation Project/Phase

4. Land Use

Specific Plan,|

3
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Figue 2

Sp€cillc Plan lnfEalructuE Fs (SPIF) 2020 Update
F6 Prcgnm Overview

'SPIF

"SPIF Fee components"

"Land

o
"Land t2l'

t11

I2l

Preparcd by EPS 7/17/2020

ReimbuBement for dedicaled land sPlF lnftabbucture Fee component.
Allocaled to all Fokom Plan Area on an acreage

[3] The SPIF Fee P.ogran includ6 3 Set-Aride Fe6 hat are non{eimburseable, aB menlion€d bolow
fBt 2,500 FPASP dwelling unib (exoludino Folsom Height6) to pay for Pha6e 1 Mter and 6erer hcilitl*.

is charged atthe isuanc6 ota building permil to partially tund
off-8ite roadMyfaciliti6 noeded to aocommodate future FPASP development.
SPIF W.ler Tr.atmont Plant Set-A6ide Foo: Applier to FPASP re8idonlial and nonrBidenlial land us* (excluding Fobom Hoight ) to pay forMter featmenl plant expanElon
and Mter conveyance facililies to accommodale new Cltywide growth, lncluding development in the FPASP.

[4] Dry utility facilitiE rere included in roadmy co8t8 in he 2015 Nexus Study; hoEve., cost *limatd lor dry utility facililieE Bignif cantly increared in the 2018 Nexus Stdy
lJpdate, w+rich wuld havo placed a significant cost bruden on nonresidenlial lsnd us6, aa sllocated uslng traffc allocation melhods. Sinc6 tha 20i8 Noxus Sfudy Updale,
dry utlitls con8trucdon cost8 have been allocated a6 a Beparate component in a manner that allocates the co8t6 offacilitieE on a more equlleble system ulilizalion by land use.

[5] Library wlll not be allo@ted to nonr*identsl development.

[6] Allooal€d in a manner Bimilar lo the City Ouimby park acaoage requirement facloB.
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As described herein, the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee also includes 3 Set-Aside fee features (one of
which is new in this 2020 Nexus Study Update) intended to help fund a portion of specific
facilities, as detailed below.

SPIF Set-Aside Fee - this fee feature is intended to help fund a portion of the Phase 1 and

Phase 2 sewer and water improvements.

SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee - this fee feature was adopted by the City on June

L7, 2079 through Ordinance No. 1293 and Resolution No, 10300 to help fund a portion of off-
site roadway improvements located north of U.S. Route 50.

SPIF Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee - this proposed fee feature is introduced in

this 2020 Nexus Study Update to helo fund a oortion of off-site water improvements that the
Citv comoleted to accommodate future citywide orowth. includino new FPASP develooment.

The SPIF-Parkland Equalization Fee and SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

components are included to equalize the burden among benefiting FPASP property owners for the
dedication of park and public facility land, respectively. The SPIF-Administration Fee

component is used to cover the City's cost of implementing, administering, and updating the
SPIF Program.

Table 1 summarizes the updated SPIF-Infrastructure and SPIF-Administration Fee

Components for all FPASP land uses, except those in the Folsom Heights area of the FPASP.I

In addition, Table 1 compares the updated SPlF-Infrastructure and SPIF-Administration Fee to
the FY 2O[9-2O2O SPIF Fee summary. As shown, the SPlF-Infrastructure and SPIF-
Administration Fee increased between approximately $2,800 to $6,400 per unit for residential
uses and between $3.34 to $5.16 per building square foot for nonresidential uses.

Table 2 summarizes the updated SPIF-Infrastructure and SPIF-Administration Fee

Components for Folsom Heights land uses. As shown the SPlF-Infrastructure and SPIF-
Administration Fee increased approximately $2,700 to $3,300 per unit for residential uses and

$4.05 per building square foot for General Commercial uses.

Because obligations for the SPIF-Parkland Equalization Fee and SPIF-Public Facilities Land

Equalization Fee will vary by Owner Subarea and timing of dedication relative to timing of
development, there is not a fee summary table for those two SPIF Fee Program components.

1As described later in this Nexus Study Update, the FPASP contains a subarea referred to as Folsom

Heights that is located in the eastern portion of the FPASP, Folsom Heights is located within the
boundaries of the El Dorado Irrigation District; and, therefore is not anticipated to participate through
the SPIF in funding FPASP water and sewer related infrastructure, Consequently, the Folsom Heights
SPlF-Infrastructure Fee does not include on-site water, off-site water, and sewer.

7Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee {SPlFl 2020 Update
SPIF Summary per Dwelling UniuBldg. Sq. Ft.

DRAFT
Page 1 ol2

SPIF Summary

Residential - SPIF Por DYvelli Unit

Item

o

Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPlFl
On- and Off-Site Roadways
Dry Utilities
On-Site Water
Off-Site Water
Recycled Water
Drainage
Sewer
Habitat Miligation
Administralion (3% of sum of all SPIF costs)

Total SPIF Cost per Dwelling UniUBldg. Sq. Ft

$14,377
$3,219

$10,002
$4,982
$3,009
$6,893
$1,1 53
91,207
$1,345

$,16,188

$13,070
$3,219
$6,273
$3,1 24
$1,887
$6,614
$1,153

$724
$1,082

$37,146

$11,763
$2,415
$3,899
$1,942
$1,173
$6,037

$865
$440
$856

$29,390

$10,456
$2,415
$3,22'l
$1,604

$969
$3,373

$86s
$21 1

$693
$23,802

$9,802
s2,415
$3,052
$1,520

$91 I
$2,902

$865
$1 59
$649

$22,28'l

$9,149
$2,415
$2,712
$1,351

$816
$4,0s2

$865
$1 97

$6,47

i22,204

FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee Summary (lncluding Admin.l

Difference from FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee
Anpunt
Percent

$39,780 $32,453 $25,701 $2r,025 $19,730 ${9,658

$3,689 $2,782$6,408
16%

$4,693
140'6 14% 13%

$2,551
13%

$2,546
1 30'6

Source: City of Folsom; MacKay & Somps; EPS.

PEpared by EPs 7/1612020 zlst.refb/dsEAclt4200o\11207e Fotun SPIF tndffinr.dor\m1*20 sPlF lhdtt.luodd\112079 sPlF u$.L n01 07-0t2020
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Table 1

Folsom Plan Area Speclflc Plan
Speclflc Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
SPIF Summary per Dwelllng Unlt/Bldg. Sq. Ft.

SPIF Summary

Item

Nonr€sldentlal - SPIF Por Bldg. Sq. Ft
ffi General

Commercial Park(|ND/OP) Commercial
Community
Commercial

Regional
Commercial

(o

Speclflc Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF)

On- and Off-Site Roadways
Dry Utilities
On-Site Water
Off-Site Water
Recycled Water
Drainage
Sewer
Habitat Mitigation
Administration (3% of sum of all SPIF costs)

Total SPIF Cost per Dwelllng UnluBldg. Sq, Ft.

$17.60
$2.24
$3.16
$1.57
$0.95
$e.23
$0.12
$0.4s
$1.06

$36.38

$14.80
$1.51

$2.55
$1.27
$0.77
$6.21
$0.23
$0.30
$0.83

$28.46

$20.80
$1.81
$2.40
$1.20
$0.72
$7.48
$0.12
$0.36
$1.0s

$3s.95

$20.80
$2.0s
$2.72
$1.3s
$0.82
$8.47
$0.12
$0.41
$1.10

$37.84

$1 5.1 9

$1.63
$2.04
$1.02
$0.61
$6.71
$0.12
$0.33
$0.83

s28.48

FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee Summary (lncludlng Admln')

Dlfference trom FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee
Amount
Percent

J31.22

$5.16
17%

$3.90
160/6

$4.92
16%

$5.23
16%

$3.92
1604

$24.56 $31.03 $32.61 $24.56

fee summ

Source: City of Folsom; MacKay & Somps; EPS.

Prep{ed by EPS 7/212020 z:\g.ffireldssAc\l42oooll12o7g FoMn sPtF hpl.tuahahvo1g-N sHF upd.hw& 14N7c gF update n01 07"01-mm
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Table 2

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Folsom Heights SPIF Summary per Dwelling UniUBldg. Sq, Ft

Page 1 of 2

Folsom Heights SPIF Summary

Residential - SPIF Per Unit

Low Density High Density Low Density Med. Density High Density Mixed UseItem

o

Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF)
On- and Off-Site Roadways
Dry Utilities
On-Site Water
Off-Site Water
Recycled Water
Drainage
Sewer
Habitat Mitigation
Administration (3% of sum of all SPIF costs)

Total SPIF Cost per Dwelling UniUBldg. Sq. Ft.

$14,377
$3,219

$6,893

$1,207
$771

$26,467

$1 3,070
$3,219

$6,614

$724
$7og

$24,336

$1 1,763
$2,415

$6,037

$440
$620

i21,2t4

$10,456
$2,415

$3,373

$211
$494

$16,948

$9,802
$2,415

$2,902

$'159

$458

t15,736

$9,1 49
$2,415

$4,052

$1 97
$474

${ 6,287

FY 2019.2020 SPIF Fee Summary (lncluding Admin.l
Difference from FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee (Amount)
Difference from FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee (Percent)

$23,23{
$3,236

12%

$2{,s94
$2,942

12%

$r8,s90
$2,684

1s%

Source: City of Folsom; MacKay & Somps; EPS

[1] Folsom Heights includes only Single-Family, Single-Family Low
Density, and Multifamily Low Density residential land uses, and
only General Commercial nonresidential land uses. However,
this table shows the corresponding SPIF Fee for all FPASP
land uses assuming the SPIF lnfrashucture Fee components
charged to Folsom Heights development.
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Table 2
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Folsom Heights SPIF Summary per Dwelling UniuBldg. Sq. Ft

Folsom Heights SPIF Summary

Item

Nonresidential - SPIF Per Bldg. Sq. Ft FI
Mixed Use lndustrial/Office General Community Regional

Commercial Park(|ND/OP) Commercial Commercial Commercial

Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF)
On- and Off-Site Roadways
Dry Utilities
On-Site Water
Off-Site Water
Recycled Water
Drainage
Sewer
Habitat Mitigation
Administration (3% of sum of all SPIF costs)

Total SPIF Cost per Dwelling UniuBldg. Sq. Ft.

$17.60
$2.24

$9.23

$0.45
$0.8e

$30.4r

$'14.80

$1.51

$0.30
$0.68

$20.80
$1.81

$0.36
$0.91

$20.80
$2.05

$0.41
$0.95

$1 5.1 9

$1.63

$6.71$6.21 $7.48 $8.47

$0.33
$0.72

$2s.s0 $31.37 $32.69 $24.57

FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee Summary (lncluding Admin.)
Difference from FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee (Anount)
Difference from FY 2019-2020 SPIF Fee (Percent)

127.32
$4.05

1 30/6

FH fee summ

Source: City of Folsom; MacKay & Somps; EPS.

[1] Folsom Heights includes only Single-Family, Single-Family Low
Density, and Multifamily Low Density residential land uses, and
only General Commercial nonresidential land uses. However,
this table shows the corresponding SPIF Fee for all FPASP
land uses assuming the SPIF lnfrastructure Fee components
charged to Folsom Heights development.
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SPIF Program Implementation and Administration
Implementation

The Fee Program Update presented in this 2020 Nexus Study Update is based on the best

infrastructure improvement costs estimates, funding source information, administrative cost

estimates, and land use information available at this time. The cost estimates presented in this
report are in constant 2020 dollars. After the fees presented in this report are adopted, the City

will conduct periodic reviews of infrastructure improvement costs and other assumptions used as

the basis of this nexus study. Based on these reviews, the City may make necessary

adjustments to the Fee Program through subsequent fee program adjustments. Subject to the
provisions in the Amended and Restated Development Agreement (ARDA), as costs, land uses,

and other Fee Program information changes over time, the SPIF will be updated to account for
these changes.

The proposed updated SPIF will be approved by the City through a resolution setting the amount
of the fees.

Administration

The specific provisions regarding the Fee Program administration were identified and discussed in

the Public Facilities Financing Plan. At the outset of the Fee Program, it is anticipated that the
City will retain a Fee Program Administrator, whose activities will include the following tasks:

. Assisting the City with updates to the SPIF.

o Assisting the City with reviewing proposed fee credit/reimbursement agreements for City
Cou ncil consideration.

Tracking all SPIF payments and assignment of fee credits/reimbursements.

Tracking the progress of construction contracts for SPIF improvements.

The City and Administrator will continue to refine the roles of each party during implementation
of the Fee Program.

Finally, using its authority to implement the SPIF, the City reserves the right to make
interpretations, clarifications, or other modifications to the SPIF implementation and
administration provisions summarized in this nexus study, subject to the provisions of the ARDA.

Supporting Documents
The following documents produced by or for the City have been used to inform this analysis:

. Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Document.

. Amended and Restated Development Agreement between the City and FPASP Property
Owners.

. Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee Nexus Study Document.

o
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Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2Ot7-2OLg Update

Document.

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan Document.

Russell Ranch Specific Plan Amendment.

Westland Eagle Specific Plan Amendment.

Hillsborough Specific Plan Amendment.

Carr Trust Specific Plan Amendment and Tentative Map.

Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment.

Broadstone Estates Specific Plan Amendment.

Infrastructure master plans prepared by or on behalf of the City.

Orga nization of Report
This SPIF Program Nexus Study is organized into the following chapters

. Chapter 1 summarizes the Fee Program.

. Chapter 2 identifies the land uses that are subject to the Fee Program.

. Chapter 3 describes the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component.

. Chapter 4 describes the SPIF-Parkland Equalization Fee Component.

. Chapter 5 describes the SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Component

. Chapter 6 summarizes the nexus findings for each Fee Program component.

. Chapter 7 describes Fee Program implementation and administration.

a

a

a
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2. FPASP Lnuo US=S

Summary
The FPASP is located on approximately 3,500 acres in the City and is bounded to the west by

Prairie City Road, to the east by the Sacramento/El Dorado County border, and to the south by

White Rock Road. Map 2 shows the size and location of the FPASP relative to the Sacramento

Region.

The FPASP is a master-planned community with a diverse set of land uses. After the City

approved SPAs through June 30, 2076, as detailed below, the Specific Plan is approved to
include up to 11,337 residential units of varying densities and 2.8 million building square feet of
commercial space-including approximately 500,000 square feet of regional retail, about
800,000 square feet of general and community retail, 100,000 square feet of mixed use retail,
and approximately 1.3 million square feet of office space. The residential units provide a wide

range of housing options, including single-family detached homes, duplexes, patio homes,

townhomes, apartments, condominiums, and live/work studios. The mix of office and

commercial development will provide new localjobs in the City. In addition, the FPASP includes

approximately 140.3 acres of parks, more than 1,000 acres of open space, and 6 different school

sites. Map 3 shows the FPASP land use plan, reflecting the land uses through the June 30, 2Ot6
SPAs. Table A-1 in Appendix A provides a detailed allocation of Specific Plan land uses to the
FPASP properties.

Table 3 details the residential and nonresidential land uses for the FPASP as amended by the
SPAs through June 30, 2016. Furthermore, Table 3 indicates the remaining land uses which

need to satisfy the SPIF Fee Program. These land uses reflect the FPASP approved land uses for
final maps and small lot final maps that were approved through July I,2O2O.

Through July 1, 2020, the following FPASP land uses have been approved and have satisfied the
SPIF Fee Program either through transferring of SPIF Fee reimbursements to credits, or SPIF Fee

cash payments:

. Mangini Ranch Phase 12

Village 8
Village 9
Village 1

Village 2

Village 5

Village 6
Village 7

2 Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Village 4 is assumed to have satisfied the SPIF Fee Program obligation by the
time this 2020 Nexus Study Update is approved, However, the City anticipates approving the
recordation of the final small lot map for this village after July L5, 2020.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. t4
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Table 3
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Remaining Developable Land Uses

Land Uses as of
Densrty@
Range Acres Units [1] Sq. Ft.

Less Approved
Final Maps [21

Remaining Nexus Study
Update Land Uses

Land Use Acres Units [1] Sq. Ft. Acres Units [1] Sq. Ft.

!

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use District (MU) - Residential [3]
Subtotal Residential

Nonre3idential
Mixed Use District (MU) - Commercial [3]
lndustrial/Office Park (lN D/OP)
General Commercial (GC) [4]
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal Commercial

Total

(363.5) (r,9r7)

1 00,362
1,353,845

586,970
235,224
512,443

2,788,84

1,933.3 11,337 2,788,844 (363.5) 11,9171

387.1
577.5
240.4
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,33/..2

1,268
3,154
2,158

896
1,601

343
9,420

100,362
1,353,845

586,970
235,224
512,443

2,788,84

1,569.8 9,420 2,7E8,444

du/acB

1-4
4-7

7-12
12-20
2G.30

9-30

tarcet ht
0.20
0.30
0.25
o.25
o.2a

467.6
822.0
278.9
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,697.7

1,535
4,453
2,509

896
1,601

343
11,337

(80.s)
(244.5)

(38.s)

(267)
(1,299)

(351)

11 .4
103.4
54.0
24.5
42.3

235.6

11.4
103.4
54.0
24.5
42.3

235.6

lad6e
Source: City of Folsom; MacKay & Somps; EPS.

[1] Units are an estimate based on target dwelling units. Actual dwelling units may differ but will fall within specified density range.

[2] Based on the FPASP approved land uses for final maps and small lot flnal maps approved through July '15, 2020.
ln addition, this includes Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Village 4, and Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Villages 4 and 8, as they have satisfled their SPIF obligation.

[3] Mixed Use District is split 60% residential and 40% commercial.

l4l Up lo 25o/o of the General Commercial acres may be developed as office.
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Russell Ranch Phase 1 (Entirety)
White Rock Springs Ranch (Entirety)
Carr Trust (Entirety)
Mangini Ranch Phase 2

Village 7a

Eagle Commercial
Enclave at Folsom Ranch

Specific Plan Amendments
As mentioned in the 2015 Nexus Study, the City anticipated one or more property owners to
petition the City to consider a SPA. Such SPAs, if approved by the City, would change the nature
and mix of residential and nonresidential land uses. Any such SPAs that were approved by the
City on or before June 30, 20L6, are incorporated into this SPIF Program Update.

In May 2015, the City approved its first SPA for the Russell Ranch project. This Nexus Study
Update reflects the land use updates based on the following SPAs that have been approved on or
before June 30, 20L6:

a

Westland Eagle SPA; September 22,2015.
Hillsborough SPA; May 24,2OL6.
Carr Trust; June 28, 2016.

Folsom Heights SPA; June 28,2016.
Broadstone Estates SPA; June 28,20t6

a

aa

a

As a result of the SPAs, the FPASP master land use summary as of June 30, 2016 includes 35

Single-Family dwelling units that are not specifically assigned to one specific ownership entity. As

these units are approved and included in the master land use table, they have been included in
this Nexus Study Update. It is important to note that these units are anticipated to bear SPIF

infrastructure costs, administration costs, and their proportionate share of parkland and public

facility land dedication requirements.

Folsom Heights
The FPASP contains a subarea referred to as Folsom Heights that is located in the eastern portion

of the project and borders El Dorado County. Folsom Heights is located within the boundaries of
the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID). As such, Folsom Heights will receive its water and sewer
services from the EID and will not participate through the SPIF in funding FPASP water and

sewer infrastructure. Consequently, the Folsom Heights development is excluded for the
purpose of allocating water and sewer improvement costs to the various land uses. Table 4
shows the Folsom Heights development is excluded from the water and sewer cost allocations.
Table 5 details the land uses for remaining the FPASP, as amended by the SPAs through
June 30, 2016, less the Folsom Heights development.

4 Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Village 4 and Village 8 are assumed to have satisfied the SPIF Fee Program

obligation by the time this 2020 Nexus Study Update is approved. However, the City anticipates
approving the recordation of the final small maps for these villages after July 15, 2020.
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Table 4
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Folsom Heights Development [1]

Folsom Heights Land Uses
June 2016 SPAs

Land Use
Target Dwelling
FAR Acrcs Unitg

Building
Sq. Ft.

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Densi$ (MHD)
Mixed Use District (MU) - Residential
Subtotal Residential

Nonresidential
Mixed Use District (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (lN D/OP)
General Commercial (GC)
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal Commercial

Total Developable

42.4
55.1
14.9

134
273
,r:

53;112.4

11.;

o

o.25

11.5

,123.9 530

125,673

125,673

125,673

Source: MacKay & Somps.

[1] The City has not approved any final maps or small lot final maps for Folsom Heights development. Therefore
this Nexus Study Update does not adjust Folsom Heights planned land uses.
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Table 5
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Remaining Developable Land Uses (excluding Folsom Heights) [11

Remaining FPASP Land Uses
Excluding Folsom Heights

Land Use
Density
Range Acres Units [2] Sq. Ft.

N
o

Residential
Single-Family (SF)

Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Densig (MHD)
Mixed Use District (MU) - Residential [3]
Subtotal Residential

Nonresidential
Mixed Use District (MU) - Commercial [3]
lndustrial/Office Park (l N D/OP)
General Commercial (GC) I41
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal Commercial

Total

du/acrc

1-4
4-7

7-12
12-20
20-30

9-30

344.7
522.4
225.5

47.8
64.3
17.1

1,221.8

11.4
103.4
42.5
24.5
42.3

224.1

1,134
2,881
2,035

896
'1,601

343
8,890

taryet far
o.20
0.30
0.25
o.25
0.28

I 00,362
1,353,845

461,297
235,224
512,443

2,663,171

1,445.9 8,890 2,663,171

land use wo lh

Source: City of Folsom; MacKay & Somps; EPS.

[1] Based on the FPASP approved land uses for final maps and small lot final maps approved through
July 15,2020. See Table 3 and Appendix A for details.

[2] Units are an estimate based on target dwelling units. Actual dwelling units may differ but will fall
within the specified density range.

[3] Mixed Use District is split 60% residential and 40o/o commercial.

[4] Up to 25% ol lhe General Commercial acres may be developed as office.
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3. SPIF-IIUFRASTRUCTI.JRE FTT COUPONENT

This chapter identifies the FPASP Backbone Infrastructure elements and requirements (as more

specifically defined below) as informed by the Specific Plan Document, City master plans, and

infrastructure planning documents from other agencies that are included in the SPIF. Specific

cost detail and infrastructure segment maps supporting FPASP Backbone Infrastructure are

included in Appendices B through L. Cost estimates for SPIF infrastructure are based on

information from MacKay & Somps and the City, unless otherwise indicated.

Backbone Infrastructure
Many people tend to use the term "backbone infrastructure" for all publicly owned facilities
without specific distinction between backbone infrastructure and public facilities. The Fee

Program uses the defined term Backbone Infrastructure to include most of the public service-
based items that are underground or at ground level, which may be both on site or off site (i.e.,
within or outside the FPASP boundaries). Backbone Infrastructure is sized to serve the FPASP as

a whole and in some cases may be sized to serve broader development areas, including existing
development (e.9., future freeway interchanges). For the SPIF, Backbone Infrastructure includes

the following items:

Roadways.s

Dry Utility Facilities.6

Potable Water Facilities.

Recycled Water Facilities

Sewer Facilities.

Storm Drainage Facilities.

Habitat Mitigation for Backbone
Infrastructure.

It is important to note that Backbone Infrastructure costs include roadway median costs (median

curbs and landscaping), as well as the costs for sidewalks/trails and streetlights adjacent to
backbone roadways. Backbone Infrastructure does not include landscape corridors and

soundwalls adjacent to backbone roadway facilities, with minor exceptions to this rule where a
backbone roadway is adjacent to an open space area.

Backbone Infrastructure Cost Adiustments
As mentioned in Ghapter 1 of this 2020 Nexus Study Update, EPS adjusted the Backbone

Infrastructure cost estimates to ensure the SPIF Fee Program keeps pace with the with the cost

of Backbone Infrastructure construction. As such, EPS incorporated the following adjustments to
update the SPIF Fee Program.

5 Includes on- and off-site roadways.

6 Dry utility facilities were included in Roadways in the 2015 Nexus Study; however, cost estimates for
dry utility facilities significantly increased in the 2018 Nexus Study Update. Dry utility facilities have

since been included and allocated as its own component.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc, 2l
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Incorporate Actual Costs

As detailed in Chapter 7 of the 2015 Nexus Study and subsequent nexus study updates, a

private party (e.9., developer) may advance-fund eligible SPIF component (constructed

Backbone Infrastructure or dedicated eligible park or public facilities land). That party would be

defined as a "Constructing Owner"and will be due a reimbursementfrom the SPIF Program. The

Infrastructure Fee Program Reimbursement Agreement (Fee Reimbursement Agreement)

outlines the terms and conditions that a Constructing Owner completes Backbone Infrastructure
improvements or dedicates parkland or public facility land and is eligible for fee reimbursement.

The total amount of reimbursement for completed Backbone Infrastructure will be based on

actual costs incurred for eligible hard costs based on a properly bid construction contract. All

hard costs will be subject to verification by the City and actual costs expended will go through a
true-up process upon completion of the infrastructure component. The true-up process, which is

more specifically detailed in the Fee Reimbursement Agreement, is the way the City, the SPIF

Program Administrator, and the Constructing Owner finalize the amount of hard construction cost

and related soft costs that will be subject to SPIF Fee reimbursement. As stipulated in the SPIF

nexus study and Fee Reimbursement Agreement, this 2020 Nexus Study Update incorporates

those reconciled costs for completed infrastructure. These true-up costs are added to the
Backbone Infrastructure cost estimates to ensure the reconciled hard and soft costs are reflected

in the SPIF Program.

Phase 1 Construction Costs Adjustments

When EPS prepared the 2018 Nexus Study Update, Phase 1 SPIF facilities were completed to
accommodate initial phases of FPASP development. Between the 2018 Nexus Study Update and

this 2020 Nexus Study Update, Constructing Owners have engaged with the City in Fee

Reimbursement Agreements for all the Phase 1 SPIF Backbone Infrastructure development. As of
this 2020 Nexus Study Update, EPS removed or adjusted the SPIF Facilities (or portions of) that
are included the Fee Reimbursement Agreements to date including use of Fee Reimbursements

that were converted to Fee Credits and used to offset eligible SPIF fees. For the SPIF Program

Fee Reimbursement Agreements that have not been fully transferred to SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

credits, EPS adjusted the remaining costs using annual construction cost index (CCI) escalation

factors. Furthermore, EPS reduced the remaining SPIF Fee Reimbursement amount by the SPIF-

Infrastructure Fees paid to the City.

The Phase 1 construction cost adjustments, including addition of the true-up costs described

above, are provided in Appendix B of this 2020 Nexus Study Update.

Remaining Costs Adjustments

Using information from the FPASP property owners and MacKay & Somps, EPS adjusted the costs

for remaining SPIF Backbone Infrastructure to ensure the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee keeps pace

with the cost of Backbone Infrastructure construction costs. EPS incorporated several

adjustments as described below.

Adjust Soft Costs and Contingency Fadors

EPS adjusted the remaining Backbone Infrastructure costs by updating the cost contingency
factor from the existing 10-percent to a new total of 2O-percent. This adjustment was only
applied to all backbone infrastructure remaining to be constructed, except storm drainage outfall
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structures, as described later in this section. Applying an adjustment to the contingency provides

more flexibility in the future as the potential variance in cost is not always isolated to a particular

cost item. Concurrently, EPS adjusted the eligible soft cost allowance (Engineering, Plan Check

and Inspection, etc.) from 2O-percent down to l5-percent. Based on empirical data, the 20-
percent soft costs allowance is generous and could be adjusted to 15-percent of total hard

construction costs.

Update Storm Drainage Outlet Control Structure Cost

The FPASP has a total of 40 storm drainage detention basins of various sizes, which 10 have

been constructed. Each storm drainage detention basin has a Storm Drainage Outlet Control

Structure.

The construction costs in the 2018 Nexus Study Update for each Outlet Control Structure was

$200,000. The 10 Outlet Structures which have been built cost range from $125,000 to

$525,000. The varying cost of the Outlet Structure is attributed to the size of the structure. As

determined in the construction of Phase 1 Backbone Infrastructure, the cost in the SPIF Program

for the Outlet Control Structure needs to vary with the size of the facility.

Within the FPASP, the size of a detention basin is roughly based on the size of the development
area it is serving and its location within the watershed. When the upstream watershed is larger
than the developed drainage shed area the detention basin serves, the smaller the detention
basin needs to be to meet its hydro-modification requirements.

Each detention basin's developed watershed area was compared to the total area of the
upstream watershed and each detention basin was categorized as small, medium, large, extra-
large, and extra extra-large. As a result, the Storm Drainage Outlet Control Structure costs are

updated in this 2020 Nexus Study Update to correspond updated hydro-modification analysis and

facility needs. As a result of these adjustments, the total storm drainage basin costs increased by

approximately $5.7 million for the remaining SPIF Program storm drainage facilities.

Update Roadway Rough Grading Costs

The Roadway Rough Grading cost estimates included in the 2015 Nexus Study and 2018 Nexus

Study Update included only the excavation cost for each roadway segment and does not consider
the costs associated with importing material for roadway segments if it needs imported material
in order to be constructed.

To provide a more representative cost in the SPIF for constructing the FPASP backbone
roadways, this 2O2O Nexus Study Update considers the total earthwork volume needed to
construct the SPIF-funded backbone roadways segments.

MacKay & Somps reviewed the import and export volumes for each SPlF-funded backbone

roadway segment and found that a significant number of roadway segments were roughly in a
balanced condition. Meaning the imported material needs of one roadway segment could be met
with an adjacent roadway segments'exported material.

Construction phasing influences the earthwork balance. As such, an assumed phasing approach

identified roadway segments that may need additional material.

Based upon the assumed phasing, a few roadway segments require large volumes of imported
material in order to be constructed which places a large cost burden on the development project
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required to build that roadway segment. Therefore, the imported material costs for various
SPlF-funded backbone roadway segments are added to the Roadway Rough Grading cost

estimates in this 2020 Nexus Study Update. As a result of these adjustments, the total roadway
rough grading costs increased by approximately $5.4 million for the remaining SPIF Backbone

Rough Grading.

Escalate Unit Cost Estimates

MacKay & Somps adjusted the remaining Backbone Infrastructure unit costs using annual CCI

escalation factors. Through this approach, MacKay & Somps carried forward the costs indicated

in the 2018 Nexus Study Update to cost estimates reflective of recent construction bids for SPIF

Backbone Infrastructu re.

Other FPASP Development Costs

The Backbone Infrastructure cost estimates exclude the costs of in-tract and other subdivision-
specific improvements, which will be privately financed. These in-tract improvements are

considered subdivision improvements and, therefore, are not part of this Fee Program. More

specifically, the SPIF does not include the following items:

o In-tract or subdivision improvements in a project include in-tract improvements (e.9.,
mass grading, sewer, storm drainage, water, and local roads) in an individual subdivision,
commercial, or multifamily project.

Habitat mitigation requirements for on-site development include the mitigation to
mitigate for the destruction of habitat for development of on-site, property owner-specific
vertical development. Only costs for habitat mitigation associated with Backbone

Infrastructure and Other Public Facilities are included in the SPIF.

a

a

a

a

a

a

Backbone Infrastructure Cost Summary
Table 6 summarizes the estimated cost of Phase 1 and remaining FPASP Backbone

Infrastructure (2020 $), which includes the following facilities:

Roadways (On-Site and Off-Site).
Dry Utilities.
Water System (On-Site and Off-Site).
Recycled Water System.
Sanitary Sewer System.
Storm Drainage System.
Habitat Mitigation (for Backbone Infrastructure)

As shown, a portion of Backbone Infrastructure costs are to be funded through sources other
than SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component revenues. Appendices B through L contain summary
and unit cost estimate assumptions prepared by MacKay & Somps. The appendices are

organized so that there is a separate appendix for each facility type. Each of these appendices
(Appendix B through Appendix L) contains an illustration of the backbone infrastructure and

summary of the total costs. Each appendix also contains detailed support for the cost estimates.
The backbone infrastructure requirements for each element of the SPIF-Infrastructure Fee

Component are summarized briefly below.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc, 24 .t$dllt|i@ls4r4rdtr!r|n tu grF r@Mbnvote-20 sF w.w\M2|n



DRAFT
Table 6
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Sp€citic Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPlFl 2020 Update
Summary of Estimated SPIF-Funded lnfrastructure lmpTovement Costs (2020$)

Summary of SPIF Costs

lmprovement

Bac
unaea

Phase 1 Remaining Total Funded by Costs at

Costs [1] Costs [2] Costs Other Sources Buildout

No

Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee

On- and Off-Site Roadwa!6
Backbone Roadway Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways [3]
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements

Total On- and Off-Site Roadways

Dry Lltility
On-Site Water
Off-Site Water [4] [5]
Recycled Water
Sewer [6]
Drainage
Habitat Mitigation
Total SPIF lmprovement Cost

$6,754,802
$8,443,179

$372,308
$695,893

$2,667,286
$125,1 30

$o
$19,058,598

$7,504,896
$1 8,307,371
$23,229,748

$2,299,'129
$3,930,591

$1 2,362,597
8412,146

s87,105,076

$31 ,731,172
$80,515,404

$1,944,000
$4,893,777

$23,626,979
$862,380

s1J23,722
$144,697,41!4

$23,444,680
$34,309,21 3

$26,059,050
$13,531,995
$10,064,31 I
$58,477,375

$s,793,31 0

i316,377,375

$38,485,974
$88,958,583
s2,316,308
$5,589,670

$26,294,26s
$987,51 0

$1,123,722
$163,756,032

$30,949,576
$52,616,584
$49,288,798
$15,831,124
$1 3,994,909

$70,839,972
$6,205,456

$/O3,,182,t151

$o
($4,029,750)

$0
$o
$o
$o
$0

($4,029,7s01

$o
$o

($23,082,1 33)
$o

($4,684,005)

$o
$o

($31,795,8881

$38,485,974
$84,928,833

$2,316,308
$s,589,670

$26,294,265
$987,51 0

$1j23,722
1159,726,282

$30,949,576
$52,616,584
$26,206,665
$1 5,831,124

$9,310,904
$70,839,972

$6,205,456
$371,686,563

sum cosls

Source: MacKay & Somps.

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastruclure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee

Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, SPIF lnfrastruciure Fee payments made as of July 15,2O2O, plus SPIF

True.Up amounts. See Table B-l through Table &14 for details.

[2] lncludes costs expected to be funded by SPIF and other funding sources.

[3] Backbone Roadways: Assumes CFD No. 1 I PAYGO for offsetting revenues.

[4] Assumesacombinationof CFDNo.201]1,CFDNo. 17,CFDNo. lS,andolherfundsforoffsettingrevenues.SeeTablel2fordetails.

[5] Off-Site Water - Remaining Phase 1 Cosls: lncludes costs for existing facilities not reflecled in Table B-1 and Table B-11, and will be funded

by sources other than the SPIF lnfrastruclure Fee. See Table 12 for details.

[6] Sewer: CFD No. 18 funded portions of SPIF sanrer facilities. These tacilities have already been completed and are fully funded; and

therefore, are not reflecled in this table. See Table 12 for details.
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Roadways

Roadway improvements include both construction of an on-site roadway system and contribution
to construction of off-site roadways in the City. The total roadway costs, including on-site and

off-site road costs, are summarized in Table 7.

On-Site Roads

The on-site roadway system requirements are summarized below:

. Roadway rough grading.

. Major and secondary road construction, including construction of travel lanes; medians; curb,
gutter, and sidewalk; entry monumentation; as well as street light and sign installation.

r Railroad crossings.

r Traftic signal control system.

. Signalized intersections.

r Electrical transmission system.

o Fencing (for roadways adjacent to open space areas).

The following major and secondary roads are included in the FPASP road construction program:

. Alder Creek Parkway.

. Oak Avenue Parkway.

o East Bidwell Street.

o Westwood Drive.

. Empire Ranch Road.

. Rowberry Drive.

o Mangini Parkway,

r Savannah Parkway.

o Prairie City Road.

. Russell Ranch Road.

o Placerville Road Utility Corridor.

o Scenic Vista Court.
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DRAFT
Table 7
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Roadway Costs (2020$)

Page 1 of2

Roadways

Item

Engineering/
Plan Check/

Construction lnspection Contingency Total

Percentage

BACKBONE ROADWAYS SUMMARY

SPIF-Funded Roadways

Phase 1 Roadways [1]
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lm provements
Subtotal Phase 1 Roadways

15% 20%

$6,754,802
$8,443,179

$372,308
$695,893

$2,667,286
$125,130

$o
$19,058,598

Remaining Construction

Backbone Rough Grading
Alder Creek Parkway
Oak Avenue Parkway
East Bidwell Street
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
ManginiParkway
Savannah Parkway
Prairie City Road
Placerville Road Utility Corridor
Subtotal Backbone Rough Grading

Backbone Roadways
Alder Creek Parkway
Oak Avenue Parkway
East Bidwell Street
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
ManginiParkway
Savannah Parkway
Russell Ranch Road
Scenic Vista Court
Subtotal Backbone Roadways

$3,998,760
$2,150,800

$362,472
$291,240

$6,197,940
$425,920

$4,667,360
$1,646,640
$3,7'15,760

$47,680
$23,504,572

$20,256,300
$12,555,050

$3,756,090
$758,300

$3,399,300
$631,900

$11,344,200
$3,764,200

$105,600
$85,100

$56,656,040

$599,814
$322,620

$54,371
$43,686

$929,691
$63,888

$700,1 04
$246,996
$557,364

$7,152
$3,525,686

$3,038,445
$1,883,258

$563,413
$1 '13,745

$509,895
$94,785

$'1,701,630
$564,630

$15,840
$12,765

$8,498,406

$799,752
$430,160

$72,494
$58,248

$1,239,588
$85,1 84

$933,472
$329,328
$743,152

$9,536
$4,700,914

$5,398,326
$2,903,580

$489,337
$393,174

$8,367,219
$574,992

$6,300,936
$2,222,964
$5,016,276

$64,368
$31,731,172

$27,346,005
$'16,949,318

$5,070,721
$1,023,705
$4,589,055

$853,06s
$15,314,670

$5,081,670
$142,560
$114,88s

$76,495,654

$4,051,260
$2,51 1 ,010

$751,218
$151,660
$679,860
$126,380

$2,268,U0
$752,840
$21j20
$17,020

$11,331,208
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Table 7
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Roadway Costs (2020$)

Page 2 of 2

Roadways

Item

Engineering/
Plan Check/

Gonstruction lnspection Contingency Total

Percentage

BACKBONE ROADWAYS SUMMARY

Railroad Grossings

City Fiber Optic & Traffic Signal Control System

Signalized lntersections & lmprovements

Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier

Off-Site Roadway lmprovements in Folsom
(Fair Share Cost - Assumed 50%)

Total Remaining SPIF-Funded Gonstruction

$1,440,000

$3,625,020

$17,501,466

$638,800

$832,387

$104,198,284

15%

$216,000

$543,753

$2,625,220

$95,820

$124,858

$15,629,743

20%

$288,000

$725,004

$3,500,293

$127,760

$166,477

$20,839,657

$1,944,000

$4,893,777

$23,626,979

$862,380

$1,123,722

$140,667,684

Total SPIF-Funded Roadways $104,198,284 $15,529,743 $20,839,657 $159,726,282

Roadways Funded by PAYGO [2] $2,985,000 $447,750 $597,000 $4,029,750

TOTAL BACKBONE ROADWAYS [3] $107,193,294 $16,077,493 $21,436,657 $163,756,032

roads cost

Source: MacKay & Somps.

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee

Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee payments made as of July 15,

2020, plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details.

[2] Future lane widening of Oak Avenue Parkway and Empire Ranch Road.

[3] The horizontal total does not sum because construction, engineering/plan check/inspection, and contingency costs are not
provided for the remaining Phase 1 Roadway costs.
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Off-Site Roads

In addition to constructing an on-site roadway system, the FPASP is required to contribute to the
construction of off-site roads in the City. The SPIF Program includes $1.0 million in the program

for the following improvements:

. Intersection improvements at Iron Point and Empire Ranch Road

. Intersection improvements at Sibley Street and Blue Ravine.

. Intersection improvements at East Bidwell and Nesmith Court.
r Intersection improvements at lron Point and Serpa Way.

As shown on Table 8, a portion of overall roadway costs will be funded by sources other than
the SPIF Program. The potential cost of widening Oak Avenue Parkway and Empire Ranch Road

from 4 lanes to 6 lanes, if encountered, will be funded through infrastructure Community
Facilities District (CFD) pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) revenues collected by the City.

Dry Utilities

The FPASP dry utilities system includes utility transmission pipelines for natural gas and

transmission for electrical, telecommunications, and broadband systems. In addition, drY utilities
cost estimates include the relocation of electrical facilities required for FPASP buildout. As

mentioned earlier in this Nexus Study Update, dry utilities were included in the roadway
improvements in the 2015 Nexus Study but have been included as a separate component since

the 2018 Nexus Study Update. Table 9 shows the estimated dry utilities system costs for the
FPASP.

Water

The FPASP water system requirements consist of three components: on-site improvements, off-
site improvements, and systems optimization review. These components are summarized below

On-Site Water

The on-site water system is divided into five pressure zones and consists of a series of
transmission pipelines, pressure regulating stations, pump stations, and storage tanks,

Table 1O shows the estimated on-site water system costs for the FPASP.

Off-Site Water

The FPASP is required to contribute to the cost of required off-site water facilities, as shown in
Table 11. These facilities consist of existing and new facilities. Existing facilities include a water

treatment plant, a pump station, transmission pipelines, reservoirs, and the distribution system.

New facilities include transmission pipelines and expansion of the pump station to provide

additional capacity.
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Table 8
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Roadway Costs and Sources of Funding (2020$)

Item
Buildout Funding Sources

TotalCost SPIF PAYGO [1] Total

Project€pecifi c Roadways

Phase I Gonstruction
Backbone Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Signal Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements in Folsom
Total Phase I Construction

Remaining Construction
Backbone Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Signal Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements in Folsom
Total Remaining Gonstruction

Total Roadways

$6,754,802
$8,443,179

$372,308
$695,893

$2,667,286
$1 25,1 30

$o
$19,058,598

$6,754,802
$8,443,179

$372,308
$695,893

$2,667,286
$125,130

$o
$19,058,598

$31,731,172
$80,515,404

$1,944,000
$4,893,777

$23,626,979
$862,380

$1,123,722
$144,697,434

$31,731,172
$76,485,654

$1,944,000
$4,893,777

$23,626,979
$862,380

$1,123,722
$140,667,684

$o $6,754,802
$o $8,443,179
$o $372,308
$o $695,893
$o $2,667,286
$o $125,{30
$o $o
$o $19,058,598

$o $31,731,172
$4,029,750 $80,515,404

$o $1,944,000
$o $4,893,777
$o $23,626,979
$o $862,380
$o $1,123,722

$4,029,750 $144,697,434

$163,756,032 $159,726,282 $4,029,750 $163,755,032

Source: MacKay & Somps.

[1] PAYGO funds:
2 of the 4 lanes of Oak Ave. south of Easton Valley Parkway
2 of the 4 lanes on Empire Ranch Rd.

roads su
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Table 9
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructute Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Dry Utilities Costs (2020$)

Dry Utilities

Item Gonstruction
SMUD Contract

Cost fll

Engineering/
Plan Gheck/
lnspection Contingency Total

Percentage

SPIF DRY UTILITIES FACILITIES

Phase I Dry Utilities System [2]

50% 15% 20%

$7,504,896

Remaining Construction

Backbone Dry Utility System
Alder Creek Parkway
Prairie City Road
Oak Avenue Parkway
East Bidwell Street
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
Mangini Parkway
Savannah Parlaray
Subtotal Backbone Dry Utility Syatem

$2,217,300
$2,591,600
$1,635,900

$361,000
$412,300

$1,238,800
$254,600

$2,200,200
$1,081,100

$r r,992,800

$1 ,108,650
$1,295,800

$817,950
$180,500
$206,1 50
$619,400
$127,300

$1,100,100
$540,550

$5,996,400

$332,595
$388,740
$245,385

$54,1 50

$61,845
$185,820

$38,1 90
$330,030
$162,165

$1,798,920

$443,460
$518,320
$327,1 80

$72,200
$82,460

$247,760
$50,920

$440,040
$216,220

$2,399,560

$4,102,005
$4,794,460
$3,026,415

$667,850
$762,755

$2,291,780
$47't ,010

$4,070,370
$2,000,035

$22,1E6,680

Electrical Transmission System - 69 KV Pole Relocation
Alder Creek Parkway $680,000
Subtotal Electrical Transmission System $680,000

Subtotal Remaining Construction $12,672,800 $6,336,400 $1,900,920 $2,534,560 $23,444,680

$340,000
$340,000

$102,000
$1o2,ooo

$136,000
$t 36,000

$1,258,000
$1,258,000

TOTAL DRY UTtLtlES COSTS [31 $12,672,800 $6,336,400 $l ,900,920 $2,534,560 $30,949,576

du cosls

Source: MacKay & Somps

[1] Reflects the estimated cost SMUD will charge for the installation of backbone electrical conductors.

[2] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee

Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee payments made as of July 15, 2020,
plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details.

[3] The horizontal total does not sum because construction, SMUD contract costs, engineering/plan checUinspection, and contingency
costs are not provided for the remaining Phase 1 Dry Utility costs.
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Table l0
Folsom Plan Arca Specific Plan
Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated On-Site Potable Water System Costs (2020$)

On-Site Potable Water

Item

Engineering/
Plan ChecU

Construction Inspection Contingency Total

Percentage

SPIF ON.SITE POTABLE WATER FACILITIES

Phase I On-Site Potable Water System [21

15% 20%

$18,307,371

Remaining Construction

Potable Water Pipelines System
Alder Creek Parkway
Oak Avenue Parkway
East Bidwell Street
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
Mangini Parkway
Savannah Parkway
Rustic Ridge Drive
Prairie Cig Road
Subtotal Potable Water Pipelines System

Storage Reseryoirs
Zone3-Phasel
Zone3 - Phase 2
Zone 4
Subtotal Storage Reseryoirs

Pressur€ Reducing Stations
Zone 3 lo Zone 2
Zone 4 to Zone 3
Subtotal Prcssurc Reducing Stations

Booster Pump Stations
Zone 3 to Pressure Zone 4 - Phase 2
Subtotal Booster Pump Stations

Total Remaining Gonstruction $25,414,232 $3,812,135 $5,082,846 $34,309,213

$2,574,800
$920,400
$399,600
$494,500
$640,400

$84,000
$2,248,900
$1,746,300

$57,600
$925,200

$10,091,700

$4,629,372
$3,885,800
$5,954,360

$r4,469,532

$318,000
$212,000
$530,000

$323,000
$323,000

$386,220
$138,060

$59,940
$74,175
$96,060
$12,600

$337,335
$261,945

$8,640
$138,780

$1,513,755

$694,406
$582,870
$893,1 54

$2,170,430

$47,700
$31,800
$79,500

$48,450
$48,450

$514,960
$184,080

$79,920
$98,900

$128,080
$16,800

$449,780
$349,260

$1 1,520

$185,040
$2,018,340

$3,475,980
$1,242,540

$539,460
$667,575
$864,540
$113,400

$3,036,01s
$2,357,505

$77,760
$1,249,020

$13,623,795

$925,874
$777,160

$1,190,872
$2,893,906

$63,600
$42,400

$106,000

$64,600
$64,600

$6,249,652
$5,245,830
$8,038,386

$19,533,868

$429,300
$286,200
$71 5,500

$436,050
$436,050

TOTAL ON-SrrE POTABLE WATER COSTS [21 $25,414,232 $3,812,,l35 $5,082,846 $52,616,584

p-water costs

Source: MacKay & Somps.

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee

Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee payments made as of July 15, 2020,

plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details.

l2l The horizontal total does not sum because construction, engineering/plan checuinspection, and contingency costs are not
provided for the remaining Phase 1 On-Site Potable Water costs.
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Table 11

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructurc Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Off€ite Potable Water System Costs (2020$)

Off-Site Potable Water

Item
Folsom Plan Area Cost

Percentage Existing [1] Phasel Phase 2 Total

Existing Facilities Shared Capacity
WTP Phase lll
WTP Phase IVA
WTP Phase IVB
Zone 3 East BPS
Natoma Raw Water Pipeline
Foothills Reservoirs
Zone 3 East Distribution System
Engineering, Admin, Construction Man., and Contingency
Subtotal Existing Facilities
Plus Escalation [2]
Subtotal Escalated Existing Facilities

New Facilities
Off-Site Water Pipeline Phase 1 (See Subtotal)
Transmission Pipelines -24" l2l
Zone 3 East Booster Pump Station (additional capacity)
Subtotal New Construction
Planning, Design, and Construction Management
Contingency
Subtotal New Facilities [3]

Systems Optimization Review (SOR)

SOR lncurred
Willow HillSOR
SubtotalSOR

Total $16,447,000 s6,782,748 $26,059,050 $49,288,798

$2,450,000
$1,110,000
$6,887,000

$250,000
$1,543,000

$360,000
$500,000
$265,000

$13,365,000
$782,000

$14,147,000

$2,300,000
$0

$2,3oo,ooo

$2,450,000
$1,110,000
$6,887,000

$250,000
$1,543,000

$360,000
$500,000
$265,000

$0 $13,365,000
$782,000

$0 $14,147,000

$o

$o

15%
2Oo/o

$o
$o
$o
$o $1,082,748

$o
$12,883,000

$6,420,000
$19,303,000

$2,895,450
$3,860,600

$26,059,050

$0
$12,883,000

$6,420,000
$19,303,000

$2,895,450
$3,860,600

i27,141,798

$5,700,000
$5,700,000

$2,300,000
$5,700,000
$8,000,000

$0
$o

olf watet

Source: Brown & Caldwell; MacKay & Somps.

[1] Phase 1 off-site water system costs based on actual construction costs for Phase 1 water systems.

[2] Existing off-site water system facility hard costs based on the costs included in the SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018
Update, adjusted by 2 years of SPIF lnfrastructure Fee escalations, equal to 5.85%, rounded to the nearest $1 ,000.

[3] Reflects the Phase 1 SPIF Off-Site Potable Water Facility costs included in a SPIF Fee Reimbursement that have not been

converted to SPIF credit. See Table B-1 1 for details.
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Sysferns Optim ization Review

Systems Optimization Review (SOR) consists of improvements made to increase the efficiency of
the City water system. The FPASP is required to contribute toward the SOR improvements,

which are divided into incurred and new categories. The incurred categories include work items

that already have been completed, while the new improvements are planned but have not yet

been made.

The incurred SOR tasks include leak repairs; studies to analyze the improvements to the Willow

Hill pipeline; and engineering, administration, and construction management to develop a new

water supply plan and address federal and state requirements.

The SOR tasks include installation of the Willow Hill pipeline lining and further engineering,

administration, and construction management for the new water supply development. SOR costs

are shown in Table 12.

As shown in Table 12, a portion of the total off-site water costs are funded through alternative

funding sources, which include the following mechanisms:

. CFD No. 2013-1 (Water Supply).

. CFD No. 17 (Willow Hill).7

. CFD No. 18 (Sewer and Water).

Recycled Water

The FPASP is required to construct transmission pipelines for a recycled water system. The

recycled water system is divided into multiple pressure zones, each with a series of transmission
pipelines. Table 13 shows the cost summary for the recycled water pipelines'

Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary sewer system requirements include a series of transmission pipelines, pump stations,

and force mains, as shown in Table 14. Backbone sewer infrastructure includes the following

items:

. Sanitary Sewer Pipelines.

. Alder Creek Parkway Lift Station.

. Russell Ranch Lift Station.

. Sewer Odor Control System.

It is assumed the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional Sanitation)

ultimately will build a regional sewer lift station. Therefore, a regional lift station is not included

in the FPASP sewer improvements. The FPASP, excluding Folsom Heights development, will

contribute to construction of this lift station through payment of the Regional Sanitation impact

fees.

z CFD No, 17 was replaced and encompassed by CFD No. 18, and is now a component of CFD No. 18
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Table 12
Folsom Plan Ar€a Specific Plan
Specitic Plan lnfrastructuro Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimatod Off€ite Potable water and Sewer System Costs and Sources of Funding (2020$)

Off-Site Potablo Water &
Sewer System

Costs and Source$ of Funding

Item

Total
Estimated

Costs

SPIF Treatment
lnfrastructure PlantSel-

Fee [1] Aside Fee [1] CFD 2013-1

CFD 17

Wllow Hill

Water & Sewer
Bond Proceeds
& PAYGO [21 Total

Off-Site Potable Water Facilities
Existing Faciliiies
Systems Optimization Review (SOR)
Off-Site Water Pipeline - Phase 1 [31

Off-Site Water Pipeline - Phase 2 [4] [51

Subtotal Off€its Potable Water Facilitieg

Sewer Facilities
Sewer Pipelines [41

Alder Creek Lift Station - Phase I [3] [6]
Alder Creek Lin Station - Phase 2
Russell Ranch Lift Station
Sewer Odor Control System
Subtotal Sewer Facilities

Total

$14,147,000
$8,000,000
$1,082,748

s26.059.050
$49,288,79E

s1,493,493
$0

$1,082,748
$16,759,050
$19,335,291

$6,871,374
$0
$0
$0

36,871,374

$5,782,133
$0
$o

$9,300,000
$15,082,133

$14,147,000
$8,000,000
S1.082.7,+8

E26.059,050
i49,288,79E

$o$o
05,700,00o$2,300,00o

$5,700,00032,300,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

q

$10,877,405
$5,182,509

$148,500
02,065,500

s405,000
$18,678,914

$10,877,405
$498,504
$148,500

$2,065,500
$405,000

$13,994,909

s0
$4,684,005

$0
$0
$0

$4,684,005

$10,877,405
$5,182,s09

$148,500
s2,065,500

$40s,000
$18,678,914

$0
$o
$o
$0
$0
$o

$0
So

$o
$0
$o
$o

$0
$0
$0
So

$o
$o

387,967,712 $33,330,200 $6,871,374 $2,300,000 $5,700,000 $19,766,138 167,587,712

ws t0
Source: MacKay & Somps; CFD No. 2013-1 Hearing Report: CFD No. 17 Hearing Report; CFD No. 18 Hearing Report; EPS.

[1 I Off-Site Potable Water Existing Facilities: The SPI F Fee Program originally included $7,655,000 of existing water system costs the City invested in recent years.

The City requested that the Citys past investments in the existing water system be allocated lo the remaining FPASP land uses and charged as a SelAside Fee

so lhe City can more efiiciently recover its past water system investments. The amount shown in the SPIF reflecls the proportion of SPIF credits that have been
executed through July '15, 2020 through which the City will submit a SPIF Fee Program Reimbursement Agreement to be reimbursed by FPASP developers
and builders through the SPIF Fee Program. The amount showr for lhe \ /bter Treatment Plant SetAside Fee reflects the balance owed by the remaining
undeveloped FPASP land uses. The amounts shon n in these funding sources reflect FY 2020-2021 dollars.
See Appendix K for details.

[2] Funding consists of a combination of bond proceeds and PAYGO during the first 20 years of the CFD.

[3] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastruc{ure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Reimbursements that have not
been converted to SPIF credit, plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-'l through Table B-14 for details.

[4] Sewer Pipelines: lncludes remaining Phase 1 costs and Phase 2 costs. See Table 14 for details.

[5] The amount shown to be covered by CFD No. 1 I is based on a conservative Phase 2 Waler Facilities funding approach.

[6] Alder Creek Lift Station - Phase 'l: Total estimated costs includes a porlion ($4,684,005) that has been funded by CFD No. 18. These cosls are not rellected
in Table 14 or Table B-1 1 but are included in this lable for purposes of showing CFD No. 18 use of funds.

Pepared by EPS 7h62020



DRAFT
Table 13
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructurc Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Recycled Water System Costs (2020$)

Recycled Water

Item Construction

Engineering/
Plan Gheck/
lnspection Gontingency Total

Percentage

SPIF RECYCLED WATER FACILITIES

Phase I Recycled Water System [11

15o/o 20%

$2,299,129

Remaining Gonstruction

Recycled Water Pipelines
Alder Creek Parkway
East BidwellStreet
Westwood Drive
ManginiParkway
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
Savannah Parkway
Rustic Ridge Drive
Prairie City Road
Placerville Road Utility Corridor
Subtotal Recycled Water Pipelines

Pressure Reducing Stations

Zone 5 Storage Reservoir

Subtotal Remaining Gonstruction

$636,000 $95,400 $127,200 $858,600

$3,564,600 $534,690 $712,920 $4,812,210

$10,023,700 $1,503,555 $2,004,740 $13,531,995

$2,417,000
$0

$127,800
$1,399,200

$589,1 00
$192,500
$227,400

$52,800
$601,700
$215,600

$5,923,100

$362,550
$o

$1 9,1 70

$209,880
$88,365
$28,875
$34,110

$7,920
$90,255
$32,340

$873,465

$483,400
$o

$25,560
$279,840
$1 17,820

$38,500
$45,480
$10,560

$120,340
$43,120

$1,164,620

$3,262,950
$o

$172,530
$1,888,920

$795,285
$259,875
$306,990

$71,280
$812,295
$291,060

$7,961,185

TOTAL RECYCLED WATER COSTS [21 $10,023,700 $1,503,555 $2,004,740 $15,831,124

rwater cost

Source: MacKay & Somps.

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflectthe Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF
lnfrastructure Fee Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee
payments made as of July 15,2020, plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details

[2] The horizontal total does not sum because construction, engineering/plan checUinspection, and contingency
costs are not provided for the remaining Phase 1 Recycled Water costs.
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Table 14
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfmstructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Sewer System Costs (2020$)

Sanitary Sewer

Item

Engineering/
Plan GhecU

Construction lnspection Contingency Total

Percentage

SPIF SANITARY SEWER FACILITIES

Phase 1 Sanitary Sewer System [1] [2]
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Phase 1 Sanitary Sewer System

15% 20%

$3,432,087
$498,504

$3,930,591

Remaining Construction

Sanitary Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Parkway
Oak Avenue Parkway
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
Mangini Parkway
Savannah Parkway
Prairie Cig Road
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer Pipelines

Sanitary Sewer Pump Stations & Force Mains
Alder Creek Sewer Lift Station - Phase 2
Russell Ranch Sewer Lift Station
Sewer Odor Control System
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer Pump Station & Force Mains

Subtotal Remaining Construction $7,455,050 $1,118,258 $1,491,010 $10,064,318

$1,673,650
$142,400
$251,600
$947,600
$115,500
$s89,700
$531,200

$1,263,400
$5,515,050

$1 10,000

$1,530,000
$300,000

$1,940,000

$251,048
$21,360
$37,740

$142,140
$17,325
$88,45s
$79,680

$189,510
$827,258

$16,500
$229,500

$45,000
$291,000

$334,730
$28,480
$s0,320

$1 89,520
$23,1 00

$117,940
$106,240
$252,680

$1,103,010

$22,000
$306,000

$60,000
$388,000

$2,259,428
$192,240
$339,660

$1,279,260
$155,925
$796,095
$717,120

$1,70s,590
$7,445,318

$148,s00
$2,065,s00

$405,000
$2,619,000

TOTAL SANTTARY SEWER COSTS [31 $7,455,050 $1 ,1 1 8,258 $1 ,491 ,01 0 $13,994,909

sewercosfs

Source: MacKay & Somps

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure Backbone Facili$ costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee

Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee payments made as of July 15,2020,
plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details.

[2] This table does not reflect costs included in the Off-Site Water and Sanitary Sewer Facilities Sources and Uses Tables shown in

Table 12 related to Alder Creek Lift Station - Phase 1 since portions of this facility ($4,684,005) are funded by CFD No. 18.

[3] The horizontal total does not sum because construction, engineering/plan check/inspection, and contingency costs are not
provided for the remaining Phase 1 Sanitary Sewer costs.
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As shown in Table 12, a portion of the total sanitary sewer costs will be funded through CFD

No. 18 revenues.

Storm Drainage

Storm drainage system requirements include a series of pipelines, water quality/hydro-
modification basins, and detention basins. The system includes (1) water quality/hydro-
modification basins, (2) water quality/hydro-modification/detention basins, and (3) stand-alone
detention basins, summarized in Table 15.

Habitat Mitigation

The FPASP is required to mitigate for habitat destroyed by the construction of Backbone
Infrastructure and Other Public Facilities. The habitat requirements include both preservation of
existing habitat and creation of new habitat. The habitat types include wetlands, Swainson's
hawk foraging habitat, oak woodland impacts, purple needlegrass impacts, and longhorn
elderberry beetle habitat. Habitat mitigation costs are shown in Table 16.

SPIF-Infrastructure Fee Component Calculation
As described above, the cost estimates for Backbone Infrastructure include the design and

construction costs for the following facilities:

. Roadways.

. Dry Utilities.

. On-Site Potable Water System.

. Off-Site Potable Water System.

. Recycled Water System.

. Sanitary Sewer System.

. Storm Drainage System.

. Habitat Mitigation (for Backbone Infrastructure).

The following steps describe the methodology for determining the SPIF-Infrastructure Fee

Component for each fee element:

1. Determine the total amount of land uses that will benefit from the infrastructure
improvements (discussed in Chapter 3).

2. Determine the infrastructure needed to serve new development (identified by the Specific
Plan Document, City, and discussed in this Chapter 4).

3. Determine the net cost of infrastructure to be funded by the SPIF after accounting for other
funding sources (calculated in this Chapter 4).
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Table 15

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Storm Drainage System Costs (2020$)

Page 1 of 2

Storm Drainage

Item

Engineering/
Plan ChecU

Gonstruction lnspection Gontingency Total

Percentage

SPIF STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES

Phase 1 Storm Drainage System [11

15% 20%

$12,362,597

Remaini ng Construction

Storm Drain Pipelines
Alder Creek Parkway
Oak Avenue Parkway
East BidwellStreet
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
ManginiParkway
Savannah Parkway
Prairie City Road
Subtotal Storm Drain Pipelines

$6,060,000
$2,826,600

$461,900
$774,900

92,202,200
$245,000

$2,953,700
$2,119,500
$2,831,400

$20,475,200

$606,040
$1,410,920

$930,778
$431,090
$949,684
$498,100
$576,380
$532,180

$1,014,500
$o

$1,346,660
$494,410
$481,630
$622,960
$462,730
$465,090
$916,320

$e09,000
$423,990

$69,285
$116,235
$330,330

$36,750
$443,055
$317,925
$424,710

$3,071,280

$90,906
$21 1,638
$139,617

$64,664
$142,453

$74,7'15
$86,457
$79,827

$152,175
$o

$201,999
$74,162
$72,245
$93,444
$69,410
$69,764

9137,448

$1,212,000
$565,320

$92,380
$154,980
$440,440

$49,000
$590,740
$423,900
$566,280

$4,095,040

$121,208
$282,184
$186,156

$86,218
$189,937

$99,620
s115,276
$106,436
$202,900

$0
$269,332

$98,882
$96,326

$124,592
$92,546
$e3,018

$183,264

$8,181,000
$3,815,910

$623,565
$1,046,115
$2,972,970

$330,750
$3,987,495
$2,861,325
$3,822,390

$27,641,520

$81 8,1 54
$1,904,742
$1,256,550

$581,972
$1,282,073

$672,435
$778,113
$718,443

$1,369,575
$0

$1,817,991
$667,454
$650,201
$840,996
$624,686
$627,872

$1,237,032

Detention Basins [2]
Combo #1

Combo #2
Combo #3
Combo #4
Combo #5
DB #1

DB#2
DB #3
DB #5
DB #8 [3]
DB #11
HMB #1

HMB #2
HMB #3
HMB #4
HMB #5
HMB #6
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Table 15
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Storm Drainage System Costs (2020$)

Page 2 of 2

Storm Drainage

Item

Engineering/
Plan ChecU

Construction lnspection Contingency Total

Percentage

HMB #8
HMB #9
HMB #10
HMB #11
HMB #12
HMB #13
HMB #14
HMB #15
HMB #16
HMB #18
HMB #1e [4]
HMB #21
HMB #22 [5]
HMB #23
HMB #24 [3]
HMB#27
Subtotal Detention Basins

$1,839,300
$482,040
$683,670
$500,490
$709,080
$712,410
$668,050

$1,162,310
$1,104,130
$1,190,712

$0
$388,680

$0
$698,420

$o
$962,610

$22,841,374

$275,895
$72,306

$102,551
$75,074

$106,362
$106,862
$100,208
9174,347
$165,620
$178,607

$0
$58,302

$0
$104,763

$o
$144,392

$3,426,206

20%

$367,860
$96,408

$136,734
$100,098
$141,816
$142,482
$133,610
$232,462
$220,826
$238,142

$0
$77,736

$o
$139,684

$o
$192,522

$4,568,275

$2,483,055
$650,754
$922,955
$675,662
$957,258
$961,754
$e01,868

$1 ,569,1 1 9

$1,490,576
$1,607,461

$0
$524,718

$0
$942,867

$o
$1,299,524

$30,835,855

15o/o

Subtotal Remaining Gonstruction $43,316,574 $6,497,486 $8,663,315 $58,477,375

TOTAL STORM DRATNAGE COSTS [6] $43,316,574 $6,497,486 $8,663,315 $70,839,972

drainage costs

Source: MacKay & Somps

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure Backbone Facility costs included in SPIF

lnfrastructure Fee Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee
payments made as of July 15,2020, plus SPIF True-Up amounts.
See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details.

[2] ln this SPIF Nexus Study FY 2019-2020 Update, DB No. 4 is combined with HMB No. 15, HMB No. 7

is combined with HMB No. 6, and HMB No. 17 is combined with HMB No. 18.

[3] Gragg Ranch Recovery LLC constructed DB #8 and HMB#24. See Table B-8 for details.

[4] East Carpenter lmprovement Company, LLC and Enclave constructed HMB #19. See Table B-10 for details.

[5] Mangini lmprovement Company, LLC constructed HMB #22. See Table 8-6 for details.

[6] The horizontal total does not sum because construction, engineering/plan checUinspection, and

contingency costs are not provided for the remaining Phase 1 Storm Drainage costs.
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Table l6
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructurc Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Estimated Habitat Mitigation Gosts (2020$)

Habitat illitigation

Item

Gost Per
Acrc/Shrubs

(2020$)

Mitigation
Requirement Acres
Phase 1 Remaining

Estimated Mitigation Cost
Remaining
Phase 1 [1] Remaining Total

Native Habitat

Wetlands/Waters
Toad HillVP
CRB Floodplain Mosaic
Fairy Shrimp Preservation
Subtotal Wetlands/Waters

Swainson Hawk

Oak Woodland

Valley Longhom Elderberry Beetle
Mitigation Credits [31

Transplant Cost [3]
Subtotal Valley Longhorn Elderberry Beetle

Purple Needlegrass

Native Habitat Subtotal
Native Habitat Contingency (1 0olo)

Native Habitat Soft Costs (5%)
Native Habitat Total

Cultural Mitigation
Subtotal Cost
Cultural Mitigation Contingency (17% - Rounded)
Cultural Mitigation Total

Total Habitat Costs

$250,000
$160,000
$325,000

$6,636

121

$3,500
$5,000

$51,380

209.2

72.6

$183,500
$2,288,000

$191,750
$2,663,250

$o
$25,000
$25,000

$4,515,912
$451,591
$225,796

$5,193,299

$183,500
$2,288,000

$191,750
$2,663,250

$o
$25,000
$25,000

$4,515,912
$451,591
9225,796

$5,193,299

0.7
14.3
0.6

ls.6

$1,388,530 $1,388,530

$410,000 $41 0,000

0.0
5.0
5.0

0.6 $29,132 $29,132

$512,011
$88,000

$600,011

$512,011
$88,000

$600,01I

$412,146 $5,793,310 $6,205,456

habitat

Source: ECORP Consulting, lnc.; City of Folsom; EPS.

[1] The Phase 1 costs shown reflect the Phase 1 SPIF Habitat Mitigation costs included in SPIF lnfrastructure Fee

Reimbursements that have not been converted to SPIF credit, less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee payments made as of July 15,

2020, plus SPIF True-Up amounts. See Table B-1 through Table B-14 for details.

[2] Oak Woodland mitigation costs are not provided on a per acre basis.

[3] Mitigation requirement expressed in number of shrubs.
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4. Determine the proportionate impact and the appropriate share of costs attributable to each

land use:

a. Determine the appropriate factor to allocate the cost of required infrastructure
improvements by improvement type (presented in this Chapter 4).

b. Apply the appropriate allocation factor to the anticipated land uses to determine the total
number of equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) (see Tables 17 through 24).

c. Determine the percentage of total EDUs by land use category (Tables 17 through 24)

d. Multiply the percentage of EDUs by land use category by the total infrastructure cost by

improvement type (Tables 17 through 24).

e. Divide the allocated cost by land use type by the number of units by land use type to
determine the justifiable fee per unit (for residential) or by building square feet to
determine the justifiable fee per building square feet (for nonresidential).

Tables 17 through 24 show the cost allocations for each infrastructure category

SPI F Set-Aside Fees

As identified in the Financing Plan, there would be challenges in funding Phase 1 and Phase 2

sewer and off-site water backbone infrastructure required to buildout the FPASP. The 2015

Nexus Study and the 2018 Nexus Study Update included a SPIF Set-Aside Fee which would not

be an additional fee, but would comprise a portion of the off-site water component of the SPIF -
Infrastructure Fee that Constructing Owners could not transfer from SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

reimbu rsements to credits.

During the implementation of the SPIF Program, the City addressed the need to establish new

Set-Aside Fees to expedite the cash flow of additional City-funded SPIF backbone infrastructure
facilities: 1) off-site roadway improvements and 2) in this update, a new set-aside for existing
water treatment plant and water conveyance upgrades. By Ordinance No. 1293 and Resolution

No. 10300, the City adopted the SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee. Furthermore, this 2020

Nexus Study Update includes a proposed Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee so the City can

more expeditiously recover incurred costs to upgrade water system facilities that were needed,

in part, to serve FPASP buildout.

The sections below describe each Set-Aside Fee in more detail

SPIF Set-Aside Fee

The Financing Plan identified a particular challenge in funding Phase 1 and Phase 2 sewer and

off-site water obligations. In particular, the concept of a SPIF Set-Aside fee was described in the
Financing Plan as a way to help address the early sewer and water infrastructure funding
challenges. Initial FPASP development is required to pay a SPIF Set-Aside component to address

initial water and sewer facility costs. This is a loan of SPIF collections to help cash flow the initial
water and sewer costs. It will be repaid or equalized to all properties through the SPIF Program,

as well as through the CFD No. 18.
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0.75
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4.00
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1.96%
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s14,377
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'100%

100%
100%
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G=D'eF H.6FHD A

'too.qt* t'l5B,?23,N2

Non16lddtLl
Mixod u@ (MU) - comhercial
lndustrial/Of,i@ Pa.k (lND/OP)
GeneEl Comm€rcial (GC)
community Commorcirl (cc)
Rqionel Cohherclal (RC)
Subtotal Non.dlddtlal

820 Shopping center
750 Ofric€ Park
820 Shopping C€nter
820 Shoppng Cenler
826 Speclalty Retail Slore

32.66
19.38
40.31
35.62
32.83

59.28
74.11
8.47
76.40
70.42

$1,766,525
s20,033,741
$12,210,M0

t4,8s3,085
$7,746,497

l48,o80,cF

t17.60
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Dry Utllltlss

Lrnd u3e
DevelopaDle

Acres
L'NIG/

CGt Allocatlon Barls Dry Utllltlss Cost AllocatlonLand U3oa

Sq. Ft. Factor A-EDUS ofA-EDUs Cost-A Factor B-EDUS of B-EDUS
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Cost-B
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Acre
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Sq. Ft.
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Subtotal
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A B C D=c'A E=Motel AM F=Tdal Cod'E G H=G'B ot G'A l=H/Suhtolal H J=Subtotal F l K4/A L4/B

Single-Family (SF)
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Community Commercial (CC)
Rsgional Commercial (RC)

5q. fr.

11.4 '100,362
'103.4 1,353,84s
54.0 586,970
24.5 235,224
42.3 5't2,443

235.6 2,78A,84

1,569.8

1.00
'1.00

'1.00
'1.00

1.00
'1.00

387
577
240

4A

64
17

1,334

Nf aw
1.00 't'l
1.00 103

1.00 54
1.00 25
1.00 42

236

387.',|
577.5
240.4

47.8
64.3
'17.'l

1,334.2

1,264
3,154
2,154

896
1,601

343
s,120

24.70h
36.8%
15.3%

3.00/6

4.104
1.'lo/o

85.0%

o.70h
6.6%
3.4%
1.604
2.70h

16.0%

$7,632,300
$1 1,384,858

$4,739,58ti
$942,404

$'t,267,711
$337,136

$26,303,996

$224,758
$2,038,787
$1,065,035

$483,031
$833,969

t4,645,580

pt unit

1.00
1.00
0.75
0.75
0.75
0.75

1.00
1.00
'L00
'1.00

1.00

'l.5.50/o

38.6%
19.8%
4.204

14.7o/o

3.'lo/o
100.0%

$4,O82,182
$1 0,153,945

s5,2'to,577
$2,163,428
$3,865,678

$828,187
125,303,996

$10,545
$17,584
$21,675
945,260
$60,1 1 I
$4A,432

@t unil

s3,219
s3,219
$2,415
82,4't5
s2,415
$2,415

pet q. ft.

$2.24
$1.51

$1.81
92.05
$1.63

1,264
3,154
1,619

672
1,201

257
8,',t71

AA 1'l
103
54
25
42

235

716
716
7'16
7't6
716

4.80/i
43.90/o

22.90k
10.4%
18.0%

100.0%

$224,758 $19,
$2,038,787 $19,

$1,065,035 $19,

$483,031 $19,
$833,969 $19,

14,6/15,580

$30,949,576

Subtotal

Totsl Prolect 1,5?0 100.0% 130,949,575

du dloc

Source: MacKay & Somps; EPS

Prepated by EPS 7/1 612020
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Table 19
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
lnfrastructure Gost Allocation: On-Site Potable Water (2020$)

On-Site
Potable Water

Land Uses
Excluding Folsom

Heights GostAllocation Basis Water Cost Allocation

Land Use
De\r Units/
Acres Sq. Ft.

water
Demand [1]

Distribution
of Demand

totat
Demand

Assigned
Cost

per
Acre

per univ
Sq. Ft.

Fomula

Residential
Single-Family (SF)

Single-Family High Density (SFHD)

Multifamily Low Density (MLD)

Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)

Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (l ND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Subtotal

Total Project

A B D=C'AorB E=DfiohlDemand F=TotalCost'E G=F/A H=F/B

A6

344.7
522.4
225.5
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,221.8

11.4
103.4
42.s
24.5
42.3

224.1

1,4/j5.9

units

1,134
2,881
2,035

896
1,601

343
8,890

sg. ,?.

100,362
't,353,845

461,297
235,224
512,443

2,663,171

pet unit

0.59
0.37
o.23
0.'t 9

0.18
0.16

per affi
1.64
1.97
1.s4
1.54
1.46

669
1,066

468
170
288

55
2,716

21.6%
34.3o/o

15.1o/o

5.5%
9.3o/o

1.8o/o

87.5o/o

o.6%
6.670

2.1%
1.2o/o

2-OYo

12.5o/o

$32,903
$34,593
$3s,'r90
$60,378
$7s,979
$54,408

$27,803
$33,397
$26,1 07

$26,1 07

$24,751

per unit

$10,002
$6,273
$3,899
$3,221
$3,052
$2,712

per sq. fl.

$3.1 6
$2.55
$2.40
$2.72
$2.04

$11,342,477
$18,O71,234

$7,934,784
$2,886,054
$4,885,474

$930,373
$46,050,395

$31 6,951

$3,453,597
$1,1 09,036

$639,631
$1,046,974
$6,566,189

19

204
65
38
62

387

3,r04 100.0% $52,616,584

p-waler alloc

Source: Folsom Specific Plan Area Water Supply Assessment (June 2010), MacKay & Somps, EPS

[1] Residential: acre feeVdwelling uniUyear; nonresidential: acre feeVacre/year

Prcparcd by EPS 7/16/t2020
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Table 20
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
lnfrastructure Cost Allocation: Off-Site Potable Water (2020$)

Off-Site
Potable Water

Land Use

Land Uses
Excluding Folsom

Heights CostAllocation Basis Water Cost Allocation
ffi

Cost Acre Sq. Ft.
Dev.

Acres
Units/ Water
Sq. Ft. Demand [1]

Total
Demand

Distribution
of Demand

Fomula

Residential
Single-Family (SF)

Single-Family High Density (SFHD)

Multifamily Low Density (MLD)

Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)

Multifamily High Density (MHD)

Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
I ndustrial/Offi ce Park (l ND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Subtotal

Total Project

A

344.7
522.4
225.5
47.8
64.3
17 .1

1,221.8

11.4
't03.4
42.5
24.5
42.3

224.1

1,445.9

H=F/B

per unilunits

1J34
2,881
2,035

896
1,601

343
8,890

sg. n.

1 00,362
1,353,845

461,297
235,224
512,443

2,663,171

pet unit

0.59
0.37
0.23
0.'t I
0. 18

0. 16

per are
1.64
1.97
1.54
1.54
1.46

c D=C'A or B E=D/Total Denand F=Total Cost'E G=F/A

Ao

669
1,066

468
170
288

55
2,716

21.60/o

34.304
15.1o/o

5.5o/o

9.3o/o

1.8o/o

875%

O.60/o

6.6%
2.1o/o

1.2o/o

2.0%
125%

$1 6,388
$'t7,230
$17,527
$30,072
$37,843
$27,099

$13,848
$ 16,634

$13,003
$13,003
$12,328

$4,982
$3,124
$1,942
$1,604
$1,520
$1,351

per sq. ft.

$1.s7

$5,649,33'l
$9,000,713
$3,952,066
$1,437,453
$2,433,301

$463,389
$22,936,253

$1 57,863

$1,720,128
$552,376
$31 8,580
$521,46s

$3,270,412

19

204
65
38
62

387

3,104

$1.27
$1.20
$'1.3s
$1.02

{00.0% $26,206,665

off water alloc

Source: Folsom Specific Plan Area Water Supply Assessment (June 20'10), MacKay & Somps, EPS

[1] Residential: acrefeeudwelling univyear; nonresidential: acliefeevacrclyeat

PEparcd by EPS 7/1612020
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Table 21

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
lnfrastructure Cost Allocation: Recycled Water (2020$)

Recycled water

Land Uses
Excluding Folsom

Heights CostAllocation Basis Water Cost Allocation

Land Use
DEV.

Acres
units/ Water Total
Sq. Ft. Demand [1] Demand

Distrlbution
of Demand

Assigned
Cost

per univ
Sq. Ft.

per
Acre

Fomula

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Offi ce Park (l ND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal

Total Project

A

11.4
103.4
42.s
24.5
42.3

224.1

1,45.9

unils

1,134
2,881
2,035

896
1,601

343
8,890

per unit

0.59
o.37
o.23
0.'19

0.18
0. 16

669
1,066

468
170
288

55
2,716

19

204
65
38
62

387

3,,t04

21.6%
34.3o/o

15.1o/o

5.5o/o

9.3o/o

1.8o/o

87.5o/o

o.6%
6.6%
2.1o/o

1.2o/o

2.Oo/o

12.5o/o

D=C'AotB E=D/ToElDenand F=Tolal9ost'E G.F/A

$3,4'12,691
$5,437,220
$2,387,394

$868,347
$1,469,927

$279,928
$13,855,508

H=F/B

per unit

$9,900 $3,009
$10,408 $1,887
$10,588 $1,173
$18,166 $969
$22,860 $918
$16,370 $816

A!

344.7
522.4
225.5
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,221.8

sq. ,?.

1 00,362
'1,353,845

461,297
235,224
512,443

2,663,171

per acre

1.64
1.97
1.54
1.54
1.46

$95,363
$1 ,039,1 08

$333,684
$192,4s0
$315,01 1

$1,975,616

per sq. ft.

$8,365 $0.95
$10,048 $0.77
$7,855 $0.72
$7,855 $0.82
$7,447 $0.61

100.0% $15,831,r24

Naler alloc

Source: Folsom Specific Plan Area Water Supply Assessment (June 2010), MaclGy & Somps, EPS

[1] Residential: acre feeUdwelling uniUyear; nonresidential: acre feeuacre/year

Prcparcd by EPS 7n6/2020
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Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
lnfrastructur€ Cost Allocation: Sewer (2020$)

DRAFT

Sewer

Land Uses
Excluding Folsom

Heights Cost Allocation Basis Sewer Cost Allocation

Land Use
Dev.

Acres
Units/

Ft.Sq.

ESDS per
Unit/

1 k Sq. Ft. [1]

Distribution
of EDUS

Assigned per
Cost Acre

Total
EDl.Js

per uniu
Sq. Ft.

Fomula

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (lND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal

Total Project

A

344.7
522.4
225.5
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,221.8

11.4
103.4
42.5
24.5
42.3

224.',|

1,4/.5.9

unils

1,134
2,881
2,035

896
1,601

343
8,890

sg. ft.

1 00,362
1,353,845

461,297
235,224
512,443

2,663,171

per unit

1.00
1.00
0.75
0.75
0.75
o.75

pet 1k sq. ft.

0.10
0.20
0.10
0.10
0.10

D=B'C or
D=B/1,000'C

1,134
2,881
1,526

672
1,201

257
7,671

't4.0%
35.7o/o

18.9o/o

8.3%
14.9o/o

3.2o/o

95.0%

O.1o/o

3.4o/o

0.6%
0.3%
0.6%
5.Oo/o

$1,307,894
$3,322,789
$1,760,294

$775,048
$1,384,880

$296,698
i8,847,603

$3,794
$6,361
$7,807

$16,214
$21,538
$17,3s1

per unil

$1,153
$1 ,1 53

$86s
$865
$865
$865

B E=D/foElEDUs F=Totaloosl'E G=F/A H=FIB

A
@

10
271
46
24
51

402

$11,s75
$312,290

$53,203
$27,129
$59,1 02

$463,30r

pet sq. ft.

$1,015 $0.12
$3,020 $0.23
$1,252 $0.12
$'1,'107 $0.12
$1,397 $0.12

8,073 100.0% $9,3{0,904

&wer all6
Source: MacKay & Somps; SASD; EPS.

[1] Reflects Sacramento Area Sewer District (SAS) ESD factors for monthly rates.

Prcparcd by EPS 7/1M020
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Table 23
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
lnfrastructure Cost Allocation: Storm Drainage (2020$)

Stom Drainage

Land Uses Cost Allocation Basis Drainage Cost Allocation

Land Use
Developable

Acres
Unitg
Sq. Ft.

Distribution
of EDUS

Assigned
Cost

per univ
Sq. Ft.

lmpervious
Area perAcre

Total
EDUs

per
Acre

Formula

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)

Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (lN D/OP)
General Commercial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal

Total Project

A B c D=C*A E=Dlfotal EDUS F=Total Cost'E G=F/A H=F/B

A
@

387.1
577.5
240.4
47.8
64.3
'17.'l

1,334.2

11.4
103.4
54.0
24.5
42.3

235.6

,t,569.8

units

1,268
3,154
2,158

896
1,601

343
9,420

12.3o/o

29.4o/o

18.4o/o

4.30/o

6.60/o

2.Oo/o

73.Oo/o

1.3o/o

11.9o/o

6.2o/o

2.8o/o

4.9o/o

27.O%

per unit

$6,893
$6,614
$6,037
$3,373
$2,902
s4,052

per sq. ft.

$9.23
$6.21
$7.48
$8.47
$6.71

o.25
0.40
0.60
0.70
0.80
0.90

$22,579
$36,1 26

$54,1 90

$63,221
$72,253
$81,284

97
231
144
33
51

15
572

10
93
49
22
38

212

$8,740,778
$20,861,344
$1 3,027,058

$s,021,969
$4,645,848
$1,389,961

$5r,686,958

$926,641
$8,405,607
$4,390,976
$1 ,991,465
$3,438,325

$r 9,r s3,01 3

sq. ft.

100,362
1,353,845

586,970
235,224
5't2,443

2,788,84

0.90
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.90

$81,284
$81,284
$81,284
$81,284
$81,284

784 100.0% $70,839,972

dnin alloc

Source: MacKay & Somps, EPS

Prcpared by EPS 7/162020



Table 24
Fol3om Plan Aroa Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPlFl 2020 Update
lnfra3tructure CostAllocation: Habitat Mitigation (2020$l

DRAFT

Habitat Mitigation

Land ljses Cost Allocetion Basis Habitat Mitigation Cost Allocation

Land [Jse
Developable

Acres
Units/
Sq. Ft.

EDU
Faclor

Distnbution
of EDUS

Tolal
EDUs

Ass-ifne-per
Cost Acre

per UniU
Sq. Ft.

Fomule

Rosidontial
SinglsFamily (SF)
Singl+Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (lND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)

Subtotal

Total Project

B D=C'A E=D/Tolal Acres F=Total Cost'E G=F/A H=F/B

q
o

387.1
577.5
240.4
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,3U.2

unils

1,268
3,154
2,158

896
1,601

343
9,420

sq. f,.

100,362
1,353,845

586,970
235,224
512,443

2,788,844

per acre

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

per ac€
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

387
577
240

48
64
17

1,3U

24.7o/o

36.80/o

15.370
3.Oo/o

4.1o/o

1 .10/o

85.0%

0.7o/o

6.6%
3.4Yo

1.60/o

2.7Yo

15.O%

100.0%

sl,530,292
$2,282,688

$950,297
$188,954
$254,179

$67,597
t5,274,008

$45,064
$408,781
$213,542
$96,849

$167,212
$931,449

$6,205,456

s3,953
$3,953
$3,953
$3,953
$3,953
$3,953

perunil

$1,207
$724
$440
$211
$1 59

$197

per sq. ft.

$0.45
$0.30
$0.36
$0.41
$0.33

11.4
103.4
54.0
24.5
42.3

235.6

11

103
54
25
42

236

1,570

$3,953
$3,9s3
$3,953

953
953

$3,
$3,

1,569.8

hab alloc

Source: ECORP Consulting, lnc.; MacKay & Somps; EPS

PEparcd by EPS 7nOD020



Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Update
Public Review Draft Repoft July 16, 2020

The SPIF Set-Aside applies to the first 2,500 FPASP dwelling units that are subject to the SPIF,

excluding Folsom Heights. The SPIF Set-Aside amount is a total of approximately $5.1million.
Table 25 shows the SPIF Set-Aside amounts by FPASP land use category. Unless a

developer/property owner has advance-funded eligible SPIF Set-Aside infrastructure and has

executed a Reimbursement and Fee Credit Agreement through the City for the SPIF-SeI Aside

infrastructure, such developer/property owner may not take a fee credit against the SPIF-SeI

Aside component.

The SPIF Set-Aside will be used to fund 100 percent of the Phase 1 water costs with any

remaining amounts to offset a portion of the Phase 1 sewer list station costs.

The SPIF Set-Aside is a temporary loan of SPIF collections to help cash flow the initial water and

sewer facility costs, primarily Phase 1 water and sewer costs. Because the SPIF Set-Aside is a

loan for cash flow reasons, it is repaid or equalized to all properties through the SPIF Program,

as well as through the CFD No. 18.

Any developer/property owner who pays the SPIF Set-Aside and is not repaid through credits
shall be reimbursed either through cash reimbursements from SPIF collections or CFD bond

proceeds or with fee credits on SPIF payments.

SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee

The SPIF off-site roadway improvements are anticipated to cost approximately $2.2 million,
which would be shared evenly between revenues generated through the City's Major Road Fee

Program - an impact fee charged to new development in the City occurring north of U.S.

Route 50 - and the SPIF Fee Program. As shown in Table 7 of this 2020 Nexus Study Update,

approximately 91.1 million in off-site roadway improvements are allocated to new FPASP

development.

However, until June 2019, the SPIF Fee Program did not include an effective mechanism by

which the City could accrue the SPlF-portion of off-site roadway improvement funds to construct
the facilities. Therefore, on June LI,2019, the City adopted Ordinance No. 1293 and Resolution

No. 10300 which amended the SPIF Program to incorporate the SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside

Fee. This new set-aside fee is to be charged to all residential and nonresidential FPASP

development at the issuance of a building permit until the City has accrued approximately

91.1 million (2020$). When adopted, the SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee was established at

$200 per EDU to new FPASP residential and nonresidential land uses. Table 26 shows the
F'Y 2O2O-2O21 SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee.

SPIF Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee

As stipulated in the Water Supply Agreement between the City and the property owners, the
FPASP development is responsible for reimbursing the City for having incurred past expenses to
expand the water treatment facility and associated conveyance improvements. Therefore, the
2018 Nexus Study Update included approximately $13.4 million (2017$) in Water Supply

Agreement existing facilities, of which $5.7 million is to be funded by CFD No. 18 PAYGO revenue

and $7.7 million is included in the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 51 ziw''@F4sdr.tr0!.2on M sIF th@^eb@le-m
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Table 25
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
SPIF Set-Aside (Water & Sewer)

SPIF Set-Aside per Unit

Residential Land Use [1] FY 2019-2020
Proposed

FY 2020-2021

Annual Escalation Rate [2]

Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential

$3,313
$2,078
$1,292
$1,067
$1,011

$899

2.25%

$3,388
$2,125
$1,321
$1,091
$1,034

$e19

sef aside

Source: Engineering-News Record; EPS

[1] SPIF Set-Aside is not applicable to nonresidential uses.

[2] Per Chapter 3.130.030 of the Folsom Municipal Code, the City's Finance
Director's determination of general changes in annual construction costs may
be based upon averaging the Construction Cost lndex (CCl) for twenty cities
and for San Francisco, as published in the Engineering News-Record publication

for the preceding 12 months ending in December of the prior calendar year.

See Table O-2 and Table O-1 for details.

Prepared by EPS 7/16n020 52



DRAFT
Table 26
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee [1]

SPIF Off-Site Roads
Set-Aside Fee

Land Use FY 2019-2020
Proposed

FY 2020-2021

Annual Escalation Rate [2]

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (l ND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)

-- 
Per unit 

--$220 $225
$200 $205
$180 $184
$160 $164
$150 $153
$140 $143

2.25%

__ per bldg. sg. fr. __
$0.27 $0.28
$0.23 $0.24
$0.32 $0.33
$0.28 $0.2e
$0.23 $0.24

road sa

Source: Engineering-News Record; EPS

[1] ln June 2019, the City adopted Ordinance No. 1293 and Resolution No. 10300
to amend the SPIF Ordinance and allow the adoption of a new Off-Site Roads
Set-Aside Fee. This set-aside fee is not additive to the SPIF Program, and is
similar to the existing SPIF Set-Aside for water and sewer facilities. The SPIF
Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee is non-creditable with SPIF lnfrastructure Fee
Reimbursements and is required for the issuance of a building permit.

[2] Per Chapter 3.130.030 of the Folsom Municipal Code, the City's Finance
Director's determination of general changes in annual construction costs may
be based upon averaging the Construction Cost lndex (CCl) for twenty cities
and for San Francisco, as published in the Engineering News-Record publication

for the preceding 12 months ending in December of the prior calendar year.

See Table O-2 and Table O-1 for details.
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However, the SPIF Program does not include a mechanism by which the City can elficiently be

reimbursed for these existing improvements in a time frame acceptable to the City. Therefore,
the City proposes the estimated remaining FPASP land uses indicated in Table 5 pay a SPIF

Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee, a non-reimbursable component that is required for all

estimated remaining FPASP land uses, excluding Folsom Heights, at the issuance of a building
permit. However, the FPASP land uses that have satisfied the SPIF Fee Program obligation, as
mentioned in Chapter 2, will not pay the proposed SPIF Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee,

as these final map-approved projects have satisfied this obligation through the transfer of SPIF -
Infrastructure Fee Reimbursements to SPIF - Infrastructure Fee Credits or SPIF Fee Program

cash payment. To recoup those costs, the City will submit a SPIF Fee Program Reimbursement
Agreement to be reimbursed by FPASP developers through the SPIF Fee Program. To calculate

the SPIF Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee, the proportion of water treatment plant and

associated conveyance facilities costs owed by the remaining undeveloped FPASP land uses were

allocated to all remaining FPASP land uses, excluding Folsom Heights. These costs were allocated
to the land uses using the same allocation methodology shown in Table 23.

Table 27 shows the Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee cost allocation and calculated fees.

Appendix K includes the supporting analysis.
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Table 27
City of Folsom
SPIF lmplementation
lnfrastructure Cost Allocation: FPASP Portion of City Water Treafunent Plant Expansion - Remaining (2020$)

FPASP Portion of
City Water Treatrnent

Plant Expansion
Remainind Lend llses

Land Uses
Excluding Folsom

Heights Cost Allocation Basis Water Cost Allocation
Dev.

Acres [11

Water
Demand [2]

Total
Demand

Distribution
of Demand

Assigned
Cost [31

per UniV
Sq. Ft.

Units/
Sq. Ft.

per

Land Use Acre

Fonula

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
Office Park (OP)
General Commercial (GC)
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)
Subtotal

Total Project

A

344.7
522.4
225.5
47.8
64.3
17.1

1,221.8

B

urifs
1,134
2,881
2,035

896
1,601

343
8,890

sq. fl.

1 00,362
1,353,845

461,297
235,224
512,443

2,663,171

per unit

0.59
0.37
0.23
0.19
0.18
0.16

pef acre
'1.64

1.97
1.54
'l.54
1.46

669
1,066

468
170
288

55
2,716

21 .8o/o

34.3o/o

15.10/o

5.5o/o

9.3o/o

1 .8o/o

87,5o/o

0.6%
6.8o/o

2.1o/o

1.2o/o

2.Oo/o

12.50h

100.0%

$1,481,252
$2,359,982
$1,036,230

$376,899
$638,01 0

$121 ,500
$6,013,874

$41,392
$451 ,017
$1 44,833

$83,532
$136,728
$857,500

$6,871,374

$4,297
$4,s18
$4,596
$7,885
$9,922
$7,1 05

$3,631
$4,361

$3,409
$3,409
$3,232

per unit

$1,306
$81 I
$s09
$421
$399
$3s4

per sq. ft.

$0.41
$0.33
$0.31
$0.36
$0.27

c D=C*A or B E=D/Total Demand F=Tolal Cost'E G=F/A H=F/B

uu

11.4
103.4
42.5
24.5
42.3

224.1

19
204

65
38
62

387

3,1041,45.9

Mp Emaining alloc

Source: Folsom Specilic Plan Area Water Supply Assessment (June 2010), MacKay & Somps, EPS

[1 I Residential acreage in this table does not reflect the reduction of the estimated acreage of residential subdivisions which have processed final maps.

[2] Residential: acrefeeudwelling unit/year; nonresidential: acreleevaqelyeat
[3] See Table K-7.
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4. SPIF-P+RKLAND EqueuznrloN Ftt CoUPaNENT

Purpose
As indicated in the Specific Plan document, the entire FPASP area was identified as providing

125.1 acres of land to be dedicated as neighborhood and community parkland; however, the

required park acreage has increased based on the increase in residential units in the SPAs

through June 30, 2016. The required parkland included in this Nexus Study update is

140.3 acres.

As identified in the Specific Plan document the FPASP is to include several neighborhood and

local park sites and these 2 community park sites: Community Park West and Community Park

East. As designed, except for the Owner Subarea that contains the Community Park West or
Alternate Park West Site, the amount of parkland dedication in each other Owner Subarea is less

than that owner's proportionate share of total dedicated parkland, using an approach to

determining parkland requirements that is similar to that set forth in the City's Quimby
Ordinance, Folsom Municipal Code (FMC) section L6.32.04O'

The City typically uses the process outlined in FMC section 16.32.040 to determine a project's

parkland requirement; however, in the FPASP, the City will not collect fees pursuant to FMC

section 16.32.040 as the owners are required to dedicate parkland. Rather, the City imposes a

SPIF-Parkland Equalization Fee (or Parkland Equalization Fee). The sole purpose of the

Parkland Equalization Fee is to provide a mechanism to reimburse owners who have over-

dedicated land in the FPASP relative to their proportionate share of the FPASP Parkland

Requirement. The Parkland Equalization Fee is in place of the City's FMC section 16.32.040

Quimby ordinance requirements and is designed to provide a mechanism for an under-dedicating

owner to pay the over-dedicating owner for its share of the FPASP parkland dedications in excess

of the under-dedicating owner's actual parkland dedications. For purposes of the Parkland

Equalization Fee, an under-dedicating land owner is a property owner who, in his or her Owner

Subarea, is dedicating less parkland than his or her proportionate share. An over-dedicating

land owner is a property owner who, in his or her Owner Subarea, is dedicating more parkland

than his or her proportionate share. The method to determine each owner's proportionate share

of FPASP parkland is described in this chapter.

The City and property owners have agreed in the Amended and Restated Development

Agreement (ARDA) (Section 3.8.5) that the number of parkland acres will not change with a

reduction in the number of units that might be entitled in the FPASP, nor will offers to dedicate

additional parkland be credited against an owner's FPASP Parkland Requirement. The property

owner of the Community Park West or Alternate Park West Site, as applicable, that is dedicated

to the City in the FPASP will dedicate land in excess of its FPASP Parkland Requirement, as

defined herein, and the remaining owners in the FPASP will under-dedicate. Parkland

Equalization Fee revenues collected by the City would be paid to the owner of the Community

Park West or Alternate Park West Site once the owner of the applicable Community Park West

Site has given to the City an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for such Community Park Site.
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Parkland Definition, Requirement' and Determination
Parkland Acreage Definition

Measurements and calculation of parkland acreage shall be based on net acres (rounded to the

nearest 1/1OOth of an acre)8. Net acreage will be measured by the physical acreage of the parcel

excluding all areas associated with major backbone roadways and other backbone public facilities
(e.g., water storage tanks and sewer lift stations) and excluding acreage associated in any

internal subdivision roads. For purposes of this fee component, net acreage shall equal the area

measured from the property line where a park abuts a private property parcel and measured

from the back of the curb where a street is adjacent to a park.

FPASP Parkland Requirement

The City Parks and Recreation Director or his or her designee shall determine the amount of
parkland required in an Owner Subarea during the planning process, through which small lot

tentative maps would be considered by the City. For purposes of determining required parkland,

the Parks and Recreation Director shall use the FPASP Parkland Requirement factors in

Table 28, which are based on the total dedicated parkland in the FPASP. In addition, Table 28
provides the estimated parkland allocation cost per unit, based on the proposed FY 2020-202I
parkland valuation of $4L8,667 per acre (land valuation methodology described further below).

These factors vary slightly from the factors used in the City's existing Quimby Fee In-lieu of Land

Dedication Ordinance, FMC section 76.32.040, because the total required parkland in the Specific

Plan document exceeded the amount of parkland that would have been required if the City's

standard ratios had applied. The additional potential parkland acreage primarily is associated

with Community Parks.

Table 29 shows the FPASP Parkland Requirement for each Owner Subarea based on the FPASP

land uses approved as of June 30,2OL6. As shown in Map 1 (in Chapter 1), the Owner

Subareas are defined as each area wherein a property owner and the City entered into a Tier 2
Development Agreement and such area was designated on Exhibit 4.3 of that respective

Development Agreement. Although there are 3 properties for which a Tier 2 Development

Agreement was not executed, these areas are still designated as an Owner Subarea for purposes

of this chapter.

Computing the FPASP Parkland Requirement with the Specific Plan document parkland acreage

and FPASP land uses should make the process of handling rezones easier to accommodate. For

example, in the event of downzones, neither the City nor property owners shall change the total
amount of parkland required in the entire Specific Plan document. However, any project that
receives a rezone approval for a less dense project before the Nexus Study Update would have a

lower FPASP Parkland Requirement as compared to before the rezone. To ensure the orooerty

owner who ultimately will dedicate the Communitv Park West Site (or Alternate Park West Site'l

e the 2015 Nexus Study and the 2018 Nexus Study Update stipulated the calculated required acreage

for parkland and public facility land dedication be rounded to the nearest 1/1Oth of an acre. However,

the City, property owners, and Administrator recognize this rounding may create inaccuracies in

required or dedicated acreage, Therefore, all parties have agreed to round the required or dedicated

parkland and public facility land acreage to the nearest 1/100th of an acre.
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Table 28
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Spocific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPlFl 2020 Update
SPIF Parkland Equalization Allocation (2020$)

DRAFT

Parkland Equalization Allocation

Land Uses fll Allocation Basis Parkland Allocation

Land Use
Developable

Acres
Unils/
Sq. Ft.

Persons per
Household

Persons
Served

Distribution
of Persons

Served

Parkland
Requirement

Assigned Acres Factor Cost per Unit

Fomuh

Residential
Singl+Family (SF)

SingleFamily High Density (SFHD) [1]
Multifamily Low Density (MLD) [1]
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)

Mixed Use (MU) - Residential

Total 1,897.7 11,337

B c D=C'B E=D/Total EDUS F=Total Acres'E H=F/B H'CostlAcre

467.6
822.O

278.9
47.8
64.3
17.1

units

1,535
4,567
2,395

896
1,601

343

2.92
2.92
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94

4,482
1 3,336
4,646
1,738
3,106

665

22.5
66.9
23.3

8.7
15.6

3.3

$6,129
$6,1 29

$4,072
$4,072
$4,072
$4,072

16.0%o

47.7o/o

16.6%
6.2%

11.1o/o

2.4o/"

27,974 100.0%

per unit

0.0146
0.0'146
0.0097
0.0097
0.0097
0.0097q

6

trO.3 $418,667 por acre

pa*land alloc

Source: MacKay & Somps, EPS

[1] Reflec{s the land uses as of June 30. 20'16.

[2] ForpurposesofcalculatingthesPlFParklandEqualizationFee, ll4MLDdwellingunilsinRussell RancharecalculatedasSFHD; therefore, ll4dwellingunitswere
added to SFHD and consequently, 1 14 dwelling units were reduced from MLD in this table.
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Table 29
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
SPIF Parkland Obligation and Dedication Summary by Owner Subarea

Item

Acres

Parkland
Required

ActualParkland
Proposed

(Zoned Park)
Surplus/
Deficit

Property Owner Requirements
Aeroject Rocketdyne
Arcadian Heights
Carpenter East
Eagle Commercial & Office
Easton Valley Holdings
Elliott Homes
Folsom Heights
Folsom Real Estate South
Gragg Ranch
Hillsborough North
J&Z
Mangini Ranch
Oak Avenue Holding
Prairie City Commercial
Russell Ranch [1]
West Hillsborough
West Prairie Estates
West Scott Road
Subtotal Property Owner Requirements

Unallocated SF Dwelling Units [21

Total

4.03
0.61
7.66
9.78

16.56
1.19
7.15

30.38
6.19
5.87
1.57

14.84
9.01
0.01

13.22
3.09
4.95
3.61

139.74

0.51

'|.40.25

50.62
0.00
5.73
8.80
3.22
0.00
0.00

36.72
5.46
2.26
0.00

11.88
10.29
0.00
5.25
0.00
0.00
0.00

140.25

0.00

140.25

46.60
(0.61)
(1.e3)
(0.e8)

(13.34)
(1.1e)
(7.15)
6.34

(0.73)
(3.61)
(1.57)
(2.e6)
1.27

(0.01)
(7.s7)
(3.0e)
(4.e5)
(3.61)
0.51

(0.51)

(0.00)

park dedication

Source: MacKay & Somps; EPS.

l1l 114 MLD units in Russell Ranch are treated as single-family residential, per City of Folsom.

t2l SF dwelling units by property owner totals 1,500 units. There are SF 35 dwelling units that are not

allocated to any specific parcel, which equals to approximately 0.5 acres of parkland

required for the SPIF Parkland Equalization Fee.
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receives full compensation for the over-dedication of parkland. the FPASP Parkland Requirement

factors and the FPASP Parkland Requirement for each Owner Subarea will be recomouted when

the Nexus Study is updated after June 30. 2016.

Thereafter, similar to the t'Target Revenue" concept for the SPlF-Infrastructure Component, for

any rezones that are approved after June 30,2016, the FPASP Parkland Requirement for each

Owner Subarea shall be considered fixed regardless of any such future rezones. See the section

below entitled "Parkland Equalization Fee Acreage Requirement and Target Revenues" for a more

detailed description of this concept.

Determination of FPASP Parkland at Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Map for
Single-Family Development and at Design Review for Multifamily Development

Upon small lot tentative subdivision map approval for single-family development, such tentative
map shall include in the conditions of approval the assignment of the FPASP Parkland

Requirement for the Owner Subarea in which such tentative map is included, using the methods

described above. If the small lot tentative subdivision map includes only a portion of the area in

an Owner Subarea, the Parks and Recreation Director and applicant shall identify the pro rata

share of the FPASP Parkland Requirement for that small lot tentative subdivision map as a

proportion of the entire Owner Subarea. Determination of the FPASP Parkland Requirement for

multifamily development shall be completed during design review for a multifamily project.

Determination of Parkland Equalization Fee Credit-Parkland Dedicated to the City

At the same time the FPASP Parkland Requirement is determined, the Parks and Recreation

Director also shall identify the amount of parkland (expressed in net acres rounded to the

nearest 1/1OOth of an acre as defined above) in the small lottentative subdivision map or in the

multifamily project, if applicable, that will be dedicated to the City. Acreage used to determine

Parkland Equalization Fee credits shall be net acres, which are equivalent to the acreage terms

used in the Specific Plan document.

If the small lot tentative subdivision map includes only a portion of the area in an Owner

Subarea, the Parks and Recreation Director and applicant shall identifo the amount of Parkland

Equalization Fee credit (expressed in parkland acreage) associated with that small lot tentative
subdivision map, based on the amount of parkland identified in that small lot tentative
subdivision map. As an example, assume there were 20 acres of parks in an Owner Subarea

where the parkland obligation for the Owner Subarea was 25 acres. If the first small lot

tentative subdivision map included all 20 park acres but only one half of the developable acreage

in that Owner Subarea (correspondingly one half of the obligation), then the final small lot maps

in that first tentative subdivision map would receive 100 percent Parkland Equalization Fee

credit. In this example, additional Parkland Equalization Fee credits associated with said

20 acres of dedicated parkland would carry forward to the next small lot tentative subdivision

map in that Owner Subarea and would apply to a subset of the final small lot maps until the

credit was exhausted.

Parkland Over- or Under-Dedication in an Owner Subarea

The City will not track over- or under-dedication of parkland in an Owner Subarea if such lands

eventually are owned by different property owners (e.9., merchant builders). Any over- or
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under-dedication of parkland between final small lot subdivision maps in an Owner Subarea shall

be handled through private agreements separate from this Parkland Equalization Fee Program.

Parkland Equalization Fee Credit for Private Recreation Facilities

FMC section t6.32.040 enables the City Council to consider and allow for parkland credits where
private recreation facilities are provided. While not anticipated at this time, the City wishes to

maintain the flexibility to provide Parkland Equalization Fee credits under certain circumstances.

If credit for private facilities is permitted, such credit may be used to offset only the amount of
parkland that owner was going to dedicate in his or her own Owner Subarea. In other words,

Parkland Equalization Fee credits are not expected to offset a property owner's payment of the
Parkland Equalization Fee that was being collected for the Community Park West or the Alternate

Park West Site (i.e., that portion of his or her requirement that is being satisfied through fee

payment rather than through on-site dedication).

Parkland Equalization Fee Calculation and Payment

The Parkland Equalization Fee applies only to residential land uses in the FPASP and shall not

apply to nonresidential uses. In cases of a vertical mixed-use project, the Parkland Equalization

Fee will apply only to the portion of the project the City determines to be residential.

For single-family development, the Parkland Equalization Fee shall be due before recordation of
each final small lot map, subject to available Parkland Equalization Fee credits. The entirety of

the Parkland Equalization Fee due for final map shall be a condition of such map. Any property

owner who has dedicated FPASP parkland to the City may use Parkland Equalization Fee credits,

on a final small lot map by final small lot map basis, until such Parkland Equalization Fee credits

are exhausted. Payment of the Parkland Equalization Fee will begin with the first final small lot

map for which Parkland Equalization Fee credits are not available or will not provide credits for

all lots in the final small lot map. The Parkland Equalization Fee shall only be owed for those

units included in each final small lot map and shall not be paid in advance for any units included

in a future final small lot map. For multifamily development the Parkland Equalization Fee shall

be payable at issuance of the first building permit for a building on a multifamily parcel.

For any given final small lot map for single-family residential development or design review for
multifamily development, the Parkland Equalization Fee shall be calculated using the following

steps:

1. Identify and verify the FPASP Parkland Requirement for the final small lot map (using

calculations originally performed for the small lot tentative subdivision map in which the final

small lot map is located) or multifamily development project in design review.

2. Subtract from the net acreage determined in Step 1 any Parkland Equalization Fee credits (in

net acres) applicable for use in that Owner Subarea'

3. If the result of the acreage calculations of Step 1 minus Step 2 is greater than zero, multiply
the resulting acreage by the weighted average parkland valuation for the current calendar
year, as determined below.

4. The amount calculated in Step 3 shall be payable before recordation of the final small lot map

for single-family development and shall be payable at issuance of the first building permit for
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development on a multifamily parcel. Although the first building permit on a multifamily
parcel may not represent use of the entire parcel, full payment for that multifamily parcel's

obligation will be due at issuance of the first building permit on such parcel.

5. Parkland Equalization Fees shall be payable to the City. The City shall use payments for the
parkland over-dedication from the owner of the Community Park West or Alternate Park West

Site.

Please see Table 3O for an example calculation for a hypothetical 600-lot small lot tentative
subdivision map and subsequent first final small lot map of 150 units.

Valuation of Parkland
The value of parkland will be determined by an appraisal completed by a certified appraiser
chosen by the City. As described below, the parkland valuation will use a 3-year rolling average
value, which will help to mitigate for the potential to have significant land value variations
resulting from year-to-year changes in the real estate market. The appraisal shall be completed

to determine the weighted average value per net acre of all vacant residential land in the FPASP,

assuming the property was otherwise developable as residential and had an approved final small

lot subdivision map for the land use called out in the existing Specific Plan document. The

weighted average value will take account of varying vacant residential land use densities and

shall not include or be based on the value of any nonresidential development. The appraised

value would take into consideration all required adjustments for applicable CFD and Assessment

District bond obligations, as well as development impact fees and other development cost
burdens.

As mentioned in the 2018 Nexus Study Update, the initial appraisal shall be completed in the
year in which the first final small lot map is anticipated to be recorded in the FPASP, which

occurred in 2018. The cost of the initial appraisal and anticipated annual Parkland Equalization

Fee administration for the year in which the first final small lot map is recorded shall be

advanced by one or more property owners. Any such advanced costs would be creditable
against the SPIF-Administrative Fee Component.

Thereafter, the appraisal may be updated or a new appraisal may be prepared, as deemed

appropriate by the City, to arrive at the parkland valuation for that given calendar year. The

resulting weighted average unit value, expressed per net acre, for that calendar year, then,
would be averaged with the estimates from the prior 2 years to generate a 3-year average land

value. For final small lot maps recorded within 1 to 2 years of recordation of the first final small

lot map in the FPASP, the parkland valuation will be based on an average of the available land

valuation data. In other words, if an appraisal has been completed for 2 consecutive years at
the time a final small lot map is recorded, the valuation will be based on the average of those
2 years. If data for only 1 year is available, that appraisal value will be the basis for the
parkland valuation. As of this 2020 Nexus Study Update, there have been 3 annual appraisals,

and Table 31 shows the current proposed parkland valuation using this rolling average concept.
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Table 30
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Parkland Equalization Fee Example

Itom

Development
Dwelling

Units

Required Dedication Proposed
Parkland Difference

(Total Only) (Total Only)
Parkland
Multiplier

Number of
Acres

Fomula

Tentative Map A$umptions
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Total

A

200
400
600

C=A'B D c-D

0.01464
0.01464

2.9
5.9
8.8

0.0
0.0
3.1

0.0
0.0
5.7

o
Final Small Lot Map No. 1 Assumptions

Single-Family (SF) [1]
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Total

150
0

150

0.01464
0.0',l464

2.2
0.0
2.2

2.2
0.0
2.2

0.0
0.0

(0,0)

equalization example

Source: EPS.

[1] Final Small Small Lot Map No. 'l uses Parkland Equalization fee credit to satisfy its obligation for Quimby parkland
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Table 3t
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Parkland Valuation

Item
Assessed

Value
Valuation

Used Comment

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

$436,000

$416,000

$404,000

$436,000

$426,000

$418,667

Year 1 value

Rolling average years 1 and 2

Rolling average years 1 through 3

pa*lancl valuation

Source: lntegra Realty Resources; EPS.
os
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Any property owner in the FPASP requesting review and adjustment of the Parkland Equalization

Fee, other than a request to the City to perform the annual adjustment as provided above, shall

be responsible for the costs, including but not limited to appraisal costs by a certified appraiser

chosen by the City and staff time associated with review and adjustment of such fee, and such

costs shall be paid to the City before commencement of the work.

Parkland Equalization Fee Acreage Requirement and
Target Revenue

The Parkland Equalization Fee acreage requirement and target revenue provisions described

below are specific to the Parkland Equalization Fee calculation and payment and may differ from

similar provisions used to apply to the SPIF - Infrastructure Fee obligations'

As described in this chapter, the Parkland Equalization Fee calculations are based on the land use

capacity from the approved Specific Plan document, including approved SPAs through June 30,

2016. Accordingly, because the Parkland Equalization Fee calculations are based on the updated

land use designations and updated FPASP parkland acreages, if such designations change in the

future, the Parkland Equalization Fee should be updated to reflect such changes after June 30,

20 16.

The City and property owners anticipate several SPAs will be proposed for the City's

consideration. As such, each ARDA includes Section 2.2.3.6., which identifies the process by

which this Nexus Study will be updated again to include all SPAs approved by the City through

June 30, 2016. This Nexus Study Update constitutes that update. Furthermore, because the

Owner Subarea that includes the Community Park West (or Alternate Park West) Site will be

over-dedicating its proportionate share of parkland, the acreage requirement and target revenue

provisions described herein shall not apply to development of the Owner Subarea that includes

the Community Park West or Alternate Park West Site that ultimately is dedicated to the City for
parkland.

The acreage requirement and target revenue concepts are being included to avoid potential

shortfalls in Parkland Equalization Fees that will be used for the over-dedication of parkland

related to the Community Park West (or Alternate Park West) Site. Without the acreage

requirement and target revenue concept, potential shortfalls could be caused by underutilization

of a development parcel relative to the original planned development capacity for that parcel.

Table 29 identifies the difference in parkland acreage that will be dedicated as compared to the

required parkland dedication in each Owner Subarea. The difference, or under-dedication of
parkland for all Owner Subareas, excluding the Owner Subarea that includes the Community
Park West or Alternate Park West Site, shall be the acreage requirement from which the Parkland

Equalization Fee shall be calculated. The Parkland Equalization Fee is updated to account for all

SPAs approved by the City through June 30, 2016, and the amounts shown in Table 29 will

establish the minimum acreage for which payments will be calculated, regardless of future
rezones and land use changes that might reduce dwelling units'

Any development project (with dwelling units) that exceeds the allocated land uses for a given

parcel shall pay the applicable Parkland Equalization Fee determined by comparing the project's

demand for parkland to its parkland dedication (described above). Unlessthe increased demand

is offset by an increased parkland dedication (up to but not affecting the original Parkland
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Equalization Fee obligation), such circumstances may yield more Parkland Equalization Fee

revenue than originally anticipated. Unless that extra fee revenue is used for over-dedication
related to the Community Park West (or Alternate Park West) Site, or after the Community Park

West (or Alternate Park West) Site has been fully paid for, any potential extra fee revenue may

be used to augment park improvements.

Finally, the Specific Plan document allows for density transfers between residentially zoned
properties in the FPASP. In the event of a density transfer, the SPIF Program Nexus Study
permits the Parkland Equalization Fee for the map that contained the transferred units to remain

as it was before the transfer or it may be recalculated for the transferred units and all other units

in the final small lot map subject to the density transfer (i.e., recipient parcel). Any Parkland

Equalization Fee related to a transfer shall not be payable on transfer but rather would be

payable when otherwise applicable by development of the property receiving the density
transfer.
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Purpose
As indicated in the Specific Plan document, the entire FPASP area is identified as providing

24.0 acres of public facilities land to be dedicated for various public facilities. Specifically, the

Specific Plan document identified public facilities land forthe following public facilities:

Pota ble/Recycled Water.
Sewer Lift Stations.
Transit Facilities (Bus Rapid Transit Land Right-of-Way).
Library and Municipal Services.
Police Substation.
Fire Stations.

Similar to the concept of the Parkland Equalization Fee, the SPIF includes a SPIF-Public Facilities

Land Equalization Fee component (or Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee) as the mechanism

to equalize payments among owners in the FPASP for their proportionate share of the FPASP

Public Facilities Land Requirement. The Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee is designed to
provide a mechanism for an under-dedicating owner to pay the over-dedicating owner for its
share of the FPASP public facilities land dedications in excess of the under-dedicating owner's
actual public facilities land dedications.

The City also has indicated that the number of public facilities land acres will not change with a

reduction in the number of units that might be entitled in the Specific Plan document, nor will
offers to dedicate additional public facilities land be credited against an owner's FPASP Public

Facilities Land Requirement. The purpose of the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

component is to ensure each developer pays the difference between his or her proportionate

obligation to the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement and the amount of public facilities land

dedicated in that Owner's Subarea. Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee revenues collected by

the City would be paid to any owner who dedicated more than his or her proportionate share of
the FPASP public facilities land, once the owner of the applicable public facilities land has given to

the City an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for such public facilities land in excess of his or her
proportionate share of such public facilities land.

Public Facilities Land Definition, Requirement' and
Determination
Public Facilities Land Acreage Definition

Measurements and calculation of public facilities land acreage shall be based on net acres

(rounded to the nearest 1/1OOth of an acre).e Net acreage will be measured by the physical

e Inio

a
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acreage of the parcel excluding all areas associated with major backbone roadways and other
backbone infrastructure and public facilities (e.9., parks and open space) and excluding acreage

associated in any internal subdivision roads. For purposes of this fee component, net acreage

shall equal the area measured from the property line where a public facility abuts a private

property parcel and measured from the back of the curb where a street is adjacent to a public

facility.

FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement

The City Public Works and Community Development Director or his or her designee shall

determine the amount of public facilities land required in an Owner Subarea during the planning

process, through which small lot tentative maps would be considered by the City. This Nexus

Study Update distinguishes the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement factors based on the

type of public facilities that require land dedications in the FPASP. Similarly to the SPIF-
Infrastructure Fee, Folsom Heights development shall not be required to contribute to the

dedication of water and sewer public facilities lands. Table 32 provides the public facilities land

required acres for all FPASP development, and all FPASP development except for Folsom Heights

development, which are used to calculate the Public Facilities Land Requirement factors, as

described below.

Public Facilities Land Requirement Factor - AII FPASP Development

For purposes of determining required public facilities land for all FPASP land uses, the Public

Works and Community Development Director shall use the FPASP Public Facilities Land

Requirement for facilities excluding water and sewer related infrastructure, as shown in

Table 32.

Public Facilities Land Requirement Fador - AII FPASP Development Except Folsom Heights

For purposes of determining required public facilities land for all FPASP land uses except Folsom

Heights land uses, the Public Works and Community Development Director shall use the FPASP

Public Facilities Land Requirement for water and sewer related infrastructure, as shown in

Table 33.

Summary of Public Facilities Land Requirement Factor

Table 34 summarizes the Public Facilities Land Requirement Factor for FPASP land uses. This

table combines the two Public Facilities Land Requirement Factors as mentioned above for all

land uses except Folsom Heights, and includes only the Public Facilities Land Requirement Factor

for all FPASP land uses for Folsom Heights land uses.

Table 35 shows the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement for each Owner Subarea at the

time the 2018 Nexus Study Update was prepared. As shown in Map 1 (in Chapter 1), the
Owner Subareas are defined as each area wherein a property owner and the City entered into a

Tier 2 Development Agreement and such area was designated on Exhibit 4.3 of that respective

Development Agreement. Although there are 3 properties for which a Tier 2 Development
Agreement was not executed, these areas are still designated as an Owner Subarea for purposes

of this chapter.
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Table 32
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Public Facility Land Required Acres

Item
Number
of Acres

Facilities

Dedications Required by All Except Folsom Heights
Potable and Recycled Water
Sewer
Subtotal Dedication Req. All Except Folsom Heights

Dedications Required by All Propefi Owners
Transit
Library & Municipal Services
Police
Fire
SubtotalDedication Req. All Propefi Ownerc

Total

7.3
0.2
7.5

10.0
2.0
1.5
3.0

16.5

24.0

pub land req

Source: MacKay & Somps.

Prepared by EPS 7/16n020
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Table 33
Folsom Plan Arca Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfra3lructurs Foe (SPIF) 2020 Updats
Public Facilitiss Land Requircment - Facilitios Excluding Watsr and Sewol

Public Faciliti$ Land Rsquiremont:
Facilitles Excluding

Land UBes [11 Allocatlon Ba3is Facilities Land Allocation

Land U3e
Developable Units/

Ases Sq. Ft.

POpUtanon/

Employee Total Distribution of
Factor Persns Served Persons Served

Assigned per
Affes Acre per Unit

Cost per
UniUAcre

Residential
Sinsle-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)

Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonr€sidontial [4
Mixed Use (MU) - Commerdal
lndustriauofiice Park 0NO/OP)
General Commercial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)

Subtotal

Total Project

A

467.6
822.O

278.9
47.8
64.3
't7.1

1,697.7

'l'1.4
'103.4

54.0
24.5
42.3

235.6

1,933.3

1,535
4,453
2,509

896
1,601

343
1'1,337

4,482
13,003
4,867
1,738
3,106

665
27,862

'125

2,256
652
214
394

3,642

pot unit

0.0015
0.0015
0.0010
0.0010
0.0010
0.0010

l=G'cosueile
pet unit

$640
$640
$425
$425
$425
$425

B c D=B'C E=uTotalPe6on6 F=TolalAcrcs'E G=FIA H=Fn

2.92
2.92
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94

14.2o/o

41.3o/o

15.5%
5.5%
9.9%
2.1o,5

88.1Yo

0.4o/t
7.20k
2.10,10

0.7o/o

1.3o/o

't1.8%

2.35
6.8'l
2.55
0.91
1.63
0.35

14.59

0.005
0.008
0.009
0.019
0.025
0.020

!
o

sg. fr.

100,362
'I,353,845

586,970
235,224
512,443

2,798,84

o.o7
1.18
0.34
0.11
o.21
1.91

16.50

It./emp.

400
300
450
550
650

sg. D=8rc'0.5
0.006
0.011
0.006
0.005
0.005

pef acrc

$2,413
$4,785
$2,647
$1,914
$2,043

$418,667 psr acr€3't,504 100.0%

all@ pub lend

Source: MacKay & Somps, EPS

[1] Reflects the land uses as of June 30. 2016.

[2] Nonresidential employment adjusied by a factor of 0.5 employee equivalenl
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Table 34
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specilic Plan lnfra8tructurE Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Public Facilities Land Requiremsnt - Wator and Sewer Facilities ['ll

Public Faciliiies Land Requircmont:
Water.nd Sewer Facilities

Land Usos Allocation Basis Facilities Land Allocation

Developable
Acres

Units/
Sq. Fl.

Population/
Employee Total Distribution of
Faclor Persons Served Persons Served Acre per Unit

Cost per
UniUAcre

Assigned
Acres

per

Land Use

Residential

B

uils
1,401
4,180
2,386

896
1,601

343
10,807

sq. ft.

100,362
1,353,845

46',t,297
255,224
512,443

2,663,171

c D=B'C E=Mobl Pereons F=Tolal Acrea'E G=F/A

0.002
0.004
0.004
0.009
o.o'12
0.010

per aarc

0.003
0.005
0.003
0.002
0.002

0.0007
0.0007
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005

l=G'cNf/acrc

s306
$306
$203
$203
$203
$203

per acre

$1,154
$2,289
$1,266

$91 5
$977

H=F/B

!

Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential
Subtotal

Nonre3idential [31
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/office Park (lND/oP)
General Commsrcial (GC)

Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)

Subtotsl

Tot l

O.40/6

7 .5o/o

1.7%
0.7o/o

1.3o/o

'11.7%

0.03
0.57
0.13
0.05
0.10
0.88

425.2
766.9
2U.O

47.8
64.3
17.1

1,585.3

11.4
103.4

42.5
24.5
42.3

224.1

1,809.4

2.92
2.92
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94

4,091
12,206
4,629
1,738
3,106

665
26,435

29,937

13.704
40.804
'15.5o/o

5.8%
10.4o/o

2.20h
88.3%

1.02
3.06
1 .16
0.44
0.78
o.'t7
6.62

7.50

sg. It./emp.

400
300
450
550
650

D=BEo.5
125

2,256
513
2'14
394

3,502

100.00i6 $418,867 per acr€

Source: MacKay & Somps, EPS

[1] Public facilities land requirement for water and sett/er facilities is allocated to all FPASP land uses except Folsom Heighls.

[2] Reflecls the land uses as of June 30. 2016.

[3] Nonresidential employment adjusted by a factor of 0.5 employee equivalent
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Table 35
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Summary of Public Facilities Land Requirement by FPASP Area

Public Facilities Land Requirement
AIIFPASP Except Folsom

Heights
Land Use

Folsom Heights
Factor Amount Factor Amount

Assumption

Residential
Single-Family (SF)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD)
Multifamily Low Density (MLD)
Multifamily Medium Density (MMD)
Multifamily High Density (MHD)
Mixed Use (MU) - Residential

Nonresidential
Mixed Use (MU) - Commercial
lndustrial/Office Park (l ND/OP)
General Commercial (GC)
Community Commercial (CC)
Regional Commercial (RC)

$418,667 per acre

per unit

0.0023
0.0023
0.0015
0.0015
0.0015
0.0015

per acrc

0.0085
0.0169
0.0093
0.0068
o.oo72

$947
$947
$629
$629
$629
$629

$3,567
$7,073
$3,913
$2,829
$3,021

per unit

0.0015
0.0015
0.0010
0.0010
0.0010
0.0010

per acrc

0.0058
0.0114
0.0063
0.0046
0.0049

$640
$640
$425
$425
$425
$425

$2,413
$4,785
$2,647
$1,914
$2,043

pub fac summ

Source: MacKay & Somps, EPS
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Computing the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement with the Specific Plan document public

facilities land acreage and FPASP land uses should make the process of handling rezones easier

to accommodate. For example, in the event of downzones, the City may not change the total

amount of public facilities land required in the entire FPASP. However, any project that receives

a rezone approval for a less dense project before the Nexus Study Update would have a lower

FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement as compared to before the rezone.

With this Nexus Study Update, similar to the "Target Revenue" concept for the SPIF-
Infrastructure Component, for any rezones that are approved after June 30, 2OL6, the FPASP

Public Facilities Land Requirement for each Owner Subarea shall be considered fixed regardless

of any such future rezones. See the section below entitled "Public Facilities Land Equalization

Fee Acreage Requirement and Target Revenues" for a more detailed description of this concept.

Determination of FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement shall be done at Small
Lot Tentative Subdivision Map for Single-Family Development and at Design
Review for Multifamily or Nonresidential Development

Upon small lot tentative subdivision map approval, such tentative map shall include in the

conditions of approval the assignment of the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement for the

Owner Subarea in which such tentative map is included, using the methods described above.

If the small lot tentative subdivision map includes only a portion of the area in an Owner

Subarea, the Public Works and Community Development Director and applicant shall identify the

pro rata share of the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement for that small lot tentative

subdivision map as a proportion of the entire Owner Subarea. Determination of the FPASP Public

Facilities Land Requirement for multifamily development shall be completed during design review

for a multifamily or nonresidential project.

Determination of Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee Credit-Public Facilities
Land Dedicated to the City

At the same time the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement is determined, the Public Works

and Community Development Director also shall identify the amount of public facilities land

(expressed in net acres as defined above) in the small lot tentative subdivision map that will be

dedicated to the City. Acreage used to determine Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits

shall be net acres, which are equivalent to the acreage terms used in the Specific Plan document'

If the small lot tentative subdivision map includes only a portion of the area in an Owner

Subarea, the Public Works and Community Development Director and applicant shall identify the

amount of Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credit (expressed in public facilities land

acreage) associated with that small lot tentative subdivision map, based on the amount of public

facilities land identified in that small lot tentative subdivision map. As an example, if there were

2 acres of public facilities land in an Owner Subarea and the first small lot tentative subdivision

map included these 2 public acres but only one half of the developable acreage in that Owner

Subarea, and if the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirement allocable to such developable half

of the Owner Subarea was fewer than 2 acres, then all future final small lot maps in that first
tentative subdivision map would receive 100 percent Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

credit. In this example, additional Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits associated with

said 2 acres of dedicated public facilities land would carry forward to the next small lot tentative

subdivision map in that Owner Subarea.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 73 zisdhF.rsorft0oufrB tu sF Intuildbwte'21 vtF w.wa\ta2ore 
'PIF 

tud N 0716'No tu



Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Update
Public Review Draft Report July 16, 2020

Public Facilities Land Over- or Under-Dedication in an Owner Subarea

The City will not track over- or under-dedication of public facilities land in an Owner Subarea if
such lands eventually are owned by different property owners (e.9., merchant builders). Any

over- or under-dedication of public facilities land between final small lot subdivision maps in an

Owner Subarea shall be handled through private agreements separate from this Public Facilities

Land Equalization Fee Program.

Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee Calculation
and Payment
The Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee shall be due before recordation of each final small lot

map, subject to available Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits. Any property owner who

has dedicated FPASP public facilities land to the City may use Public Facilities Land Equalization

Fee credits, on a final small lot map by final small lot map basis, until such Public Facilities Land

Equalization Fee credits are exhausted. Payment of the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

will begin with the first final small lot map for which Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits

are not available or will not provide credits for all lots in the final small lot map. The Public

Facilities Land Equalization Fee shall be owed only for those units included in each final small lot

map and shall not be paid in advance for any units included in a future final small lot map. For

multifamily or nonresidential development, the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee shall be

payable at issuance of the first building permit for a building on a multifamily or nonresidential
parcel respectively. As an example, a 1O-acre nonresidential parcel may have a first building

permit for a building that will occupy only 4 acres of the entire 10-acre parcel. In this

circumstance, at issuance of that first building permit, the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

for the entire lO-acre nonresidential parcel shall be payable.

For any given final small lot map for single-family residential development or design review for

multifamily or nonresidential development, the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee shall be

calculated using the following steps:

1. Identify and verify the FPASP Public Facilities Land Requirementforthe final small lot map

(using calculations originally performed for the small lot tentative subdivision map in which

the final small lot map is located) or multifamily or nonresidential development project in

design review.

2. Subtract from the net acreage determined in Step 1 any Public Facilities Land Equalization

Fee credits (in net acres) applicable for use in that Owner Subarea'

3. If the result of the acreage calculations of Step 1 minus Step 2 is greater than zero, multiply
the resulting acreage by the weighted average public facilities land valuation for the current

calendar year, as determined below.

4. The amount calculated in Step 3 shall be payable before recordation of the final small lot map

for single-family development and shall be payable at issuance of the first building permit for

development on a multifamily or nonresidential parcel. Although the first building permit on

a multifamily or nonresidential parcel may not represent use of the entire parcel, full
payment for that multifamily or nonresidential parcel's obligation will be due at issuance of
the first building permit on such parcel.
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5. Public Facilities Land Equalization Fees shall be payable to the City. The City shall use

payments for the acquisition of public facilities land over-dedication by certain FPASP owners

Valuation of Public Facilities Land

The valuation methodology described in Chapter 4 for parkland also will be used to determine

the valuation of FPASP public facilities land. The appraisal shall be completed to determine the

weighted average value per net acre of all vacant residential land in the FPASP, assuming the
property was otherwise developable as residential and had an approved final small lot

subdivision map. The weighted average value will take account of varying vacant residential

land use densities and shall not include or be based on the value of any nonresidential

development. The appraised value would take into consideration all required adjustments for

applicable CFD and Assessment District bond obligations, as well as development impact fees

and other development cost burdens.

The initial appraisal shall be completed in the year in which the first final small lot map is

anticipated to be recorded in the FPASP. The cost of the initial appraisal and anticipated annual

Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee administration for the year in which the first final small lot

map is recorded shall be advanced by one or more property owners. Any such advanced costs

would be creditable against the SPIF-Administrative Fee component'

Thereafter, the appraisal may be updated or a new appraisal may be prepared, as deemed

appropriate by the City, to arrive at the Public Facilities land valuation for that given calendar
year. The resulting weighted average unit value, expressed per net acre, for that calendar year,

then, would be averaged with the estimates from the prior 2 years to generate a 3-year average

land value. For final small lot maps recorded within 1 to 2 years of recordation of the first final

small lot map in the FPASP, the public facilities land valuation will be based on an average of the

available land valuation data. In other words, if an appraisal has been completed for
2 consecutive years at the time a final small lot map is recorded, the valuation will be based on

the average of those 2 years. If data for only 1 year is available, that appraisal value will be the

basis for the public facilities land valuation. Any property owner in the FPASP requesting review

and adjustment of the Public Facility Land Equalization Fee, other than a request to the City to
perform the annual adjustment as provided above, shall be responsible for the costs, including

but not limited to appraisal costs by a certified appraiser chosen by the City and staff time

associated with review and adjustment of such fee, and such costs shall be paid to the City

before commencement of the work.

Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee Acreage
Requirement and Target Revenue

The Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee acreage requirement and target revenue provisions

described below are specific to the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee calculation and

payment and may differ from similar provisions used to apply to the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee

obligations.

As described in this chapter, the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee calculations are based on

the land use capacity from the approved Specific Plan document, including SPAs approved

through lune 30, 2016.
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The acreage requirement and target revenue concepts are being included to avoid potential

shortfalls in the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee that could be caused by underutilization of
a development parcel relative to the original planned development capacity for such parcel.

Table 36 identifies the difference in public facilities land acreage that will be dedicated as

compared to the required public facilities land dedication in each Owner Subarea based on land

uses as of lune 30, 2016. The difference, or under-dedication of public facilities land for all

Owner Subareas, shall be the acreage requirement from which the Public Facilities Land

Equalization Fee shall be calculated. This Nexus Study Update establishes the minimum acreage

amounts shown in Table 36 for which payments will be calculated, regardless of future rezones

and land use changes that might reduce dwelling units.

Any development project (with dwelling units) that exceeds the allocated land uses for a given

parcel shall pay the applicable Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee determined by comparing

the project's demand for public facilities land to its public facilities land dedication (described

above). Unless the increased demand is offset by an increased public facilities land dedication
(up to but not affecting the original Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee obligation), such

circumstances may yield more Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee revenue than originally

anticipated. Any potential extra fee revenue may be used to augment public facility
improvements.

Finally, the Specific Plan document allows for density transfers between residentially zoned

properties in the FPASP. In the event of a density transfer, the SPIF Program Nexus Study will

permit the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee for the map that contained the transferred units

to remain as it was before the transfer or it may be recalculated for the transferred units and all

other units in the final small lot map subject to the density transfer (i.e., recipient parcel). Any

Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee related to a transfer shall not be payable on transfer but

rather would be payable when otherwise applicable by development of the property receiving the

density transfer,
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DRAFT
Table 36
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Public Facilities Land Obligation and Dedication Summary by Owner Subarea

Item
Required

Dedication

Proposed
Public Facility

Land Acres Difference

Property Owner Group
Aerojet Rocketdyne
Arcadian Heights
Carpenter East
Eagle Commercial
Eagle Office
Easton Valley Holdings
Elliott Homes
Folsom Heights
Folsom Real Estate South
Gragg Ranch
Hillsborough North
J&Z
ManginiRanch
Oak Avenue Holding
Prairie City Commercial
RussellRanch
West Hillsborough
West Prairie Estates
West Scott Road
Subtotal Property Owner Requirements

Unallocated SF Dwelling Units [11

Total

0.71
0.09
1.18
2.63
0.62
2.64
0.18
0.82
4.79
0.96
0.91
0.24
2.29
1.39
0.71
1.96
0.48
0.76
0.56

23.92

0.08

24.00

0.00
0.60
4.20
2.50
0.40
4.40
0.30
1.50
1.70
3.40
1.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.50
1.60
0.00
1.40
0.00

24.00

0.00

24.00

0.71
(0.51)
(3.02)
0.13
0.22

(1.76)
(0.12)
(0.68)
3.09

(2.44)
(0.5e)
0.24
2.29
1.39
0.21
0.36
0.48

(0.64)
0.56

(0.08)

0.08

(0.00)

owners public

Source: MacKay & Somps; EPS.

t1] SF dwelling units by property owner totals 1,500 units. There are 35 SF dwelling units that
are not allocated to any specific parcel. This amount reflects the Public Facilities Land

dedication required for those 35 SF units.

Prepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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6. Nrxus Ftvotuos

Authority
This report has been prepared to establish the Fee Program in accordance with the procedural

guidelines established in A81600, which is codified in California Government Section 66000 et.

seq. This code section sets forth the procedural requirements for establishing and collecting

development impact fees. The procedures require that a "reasonable relationship or nexus must

exist between a governmental exaction and the purpose of the condition."lo Specifically, each

local agency imposing a fee must:

Identify the purpose of the fee.

Identify how the fee is to be used.

Determine how a reasonable relationship exists between the fee's use and the type of
development project on which the fee is imposed.

Determine how a reasonable relationship exists between the need for the public facility and

the type of development project on which the fee is imposed.

Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the
public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the development on which the fee

is imposed.

Summary of Nexus Findings
The development impact fee to be collected for each land use is calculated based on the
proportionate share of the total facility use that each land use represents. With this approach,

the following findings are made regarding each Fee Program component.

Roadway Facilities

Purpose of Fee

The purpose of the SPIF is to a provide a funding mechanism to help the City maintain adequate

levels of service (LOS) on its roadway system by funding the construction of new roadways and

other transportation improvements and widening or improving existing roadway improvements

as identified in the City's traffic model and capital improvement program.

Use of Fees

The roadway component of the SPIF charged to new development will be used to fund needed

additions and improvements to roadways to accommodate future traffic volumes projected as a

result of new development. Roadway additions and improvements may include road widening

and construction, intersection improvements, and signalization improvements.

ro public Needs & Private Dollars; (July 1993), William Abbott, Marian E. Moe, and Marilee Hanson,

page 109.
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Relationship between Use of Fees and TyPe of Development

Development of new residential, office, commercial, and other land uses in the FPASP will

generate additional vehicular trips and the need for roadway capacity to maintain LOS standards

contained in the City's General Plan for the arterial street and collector system. The fees will be

used to expand capacity, which will facilitate traffic flow in a manner designed to meet those

goals established in the Specific Plan document and the City's General Plan.

Relationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proied
Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development project will add to the incremental

need for roadway capacity, and each new FPASP project will benefit from the new roadway

capacity. For new development to occur during the planning horizon of the City's current

General Plan, roadway improvements identified by the City's traffic model will be necessary to

maintain an acceptable LOS.

Relationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Portion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

The City's traffic model identified transportation improvements necessary to serve new FPASP

development. Construction of the roadway, intersection, and related improvements will serve

new development in the FPASP. The cost of these improvements to be funded by new FPASP

development are allocated to each benefiting land use using a cost allocation method that
measures the relative benefit for each land use. The costs were allocated using vehicle miles

traveled, which is an acceptable methodology to allocate traffic-related costs. The result is a

maximum justifiable fee for each unit of new residential development and for each 1,000 square

feet of new nonresidential development that reflects the relative traffic impact on the roadway

system.

Dry Utility Facilities

Purpose of Fee

The dry utilities fee component developed through this nexus study would fund dry utility

improvements necessary to serve new residential and nonresidential development in the FPASP

based on the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) and

other utility provider's design standards for such facilities.

Use of Fees

The dry utilities component of the SPIF will be used to design and develop required

improvements or expansions to dry utility facilities to accommodate future demands from new

FPASP development.

Relationship between Use of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential, office, commercial, and other land uses in the FPASP will

generate demand for electrical, natural gas, telecommunications, and broadband capacity'

Additional facilities will be required for dry utility providers to provide adequate LOS standards

for new FPASP development.
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Relationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proiect

Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development will add to the incremental need for
dry utility capacity, and each new project will benefit from the new capacity in proportion to their

estimated use for such facilities.

Relationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Poftion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the dry utility facilities will serve new development in the FPASP. The cost of

these improvements to be funded by new FPASP development are allocated to each benefiting

land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for each land

use. The costs were allocated based on a two-step process: 1) by developable acreage for

residential and nonresidential development, and 2) further allocated to residential based on

relative persons served per unit. The result is a maximum justifiable fee for each new residential

unit or for each building square foot of new nonresidential development that reflects the relative

impact on the dry utility system.

On- and Off-Site Potable Water Facilities

Purpose of Fee

The on- and off-site potable water fee component developed through this nexus study would

fund potable water improvements necessary to serve new residential and nonresidential

development in the FPASP based on the City's design standards for such facilities.

Use of Fees

The potable water component of the SPIF will be used to design and develop required

improvements or expansions to potable water facilities to accommodate future demands from

new FPASP development.

Relationship between Use of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential, office, commercial, and other land uses in the FPASP will

generate additional demand for potable water capacity. Additional facilities will be required for

the City to maintain adequate LOS standards for new FPASP development.

Relationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proied
Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development project will add to the incremental

need for potable water capacity, and each new project will benefit from the new capacity in

proportion to their estimated use for such facilities'

Retationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Portion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the on- and off-site potable water facilities will serve new development in the

FPASP. The cost of these improvements to be funded by new FPASP development are allocated

to each benefiting land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative

benefit for each land use. The costs were allocated using acre feet-per-year demand on a per-

unit basis or acre feet-per-acre-per-year demand for nonresidential development. The result is a

maximum justifiable fee for each new residential unit or for each building square foot of new

nonresidential development that reflects the relative impact on the potable water system.
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Recycled Water Facilities

Purpose of Fee

The recycled water fee component developed through this nexus study would fund recycled

water improvements necessary to serve new residential and nonresidential development in the

FPASP based on the City's design standards for such facilities.

Use of Fees

The recycled water component of the SPIF will be used to design and develop required

improvements or expansions to recycled water facilities to accommodate future demands from

new FPASP development.

Relationship between Use of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential, office, commercial, and other land uses in the FPASP will

generate additional demand for recycled water capacity. Additional facilities will be required for

the City to maintain adequate LOS standards for new FPASP development'

Relationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proiect

Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development project will add to the incremental

need for recycled water capacity, and each new project will benefit from the new capacity in

proportion to their estimated use for such facilities.

Relationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Poftion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the recycled water facilities will serve new development in the FPASP. The cost

of these improvements to be funded by new FPASP development are allocated to each benefiting

land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for each land

use. The costs were allocated using acre feet-per-year demand on a per-unit basis or acre feet-
per-acre-per-year demand for nonresidential development. The result is a maximum justifiable

fee for each new residential unit or for each building square foot of new nonresidential

development that reflects the relative impact on the recycled water system.

Sanitary Sewer Facilities

Purpose of Fee

The sanitary sewer fee component developed through this nexus study would fund sanitary

sewer improvements necessary to serve new residential and nonresidential development in the

FPASP based on the City's design standards for such facilities'

Use of Fees

The sanitary sewer component of the SPIF will be used to design and develop required

improvements or expansions to sanitary sewer facilities to accommodate future demands from

new FPASP development.

Relationship between Use of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential, office, commercial, and other land uses in the FPASP will
generate additional demand for sanitary sewer capacity. Additional facilities will be required for

the City to maintain adequate LOS standards for new FPASP development.
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Relationship between Need for Facifity and Type of Proied

Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development project will add to the incremental

need for sanitary sewer capacity, and each new project will benefit from the new capacity in

proportion to their estimated use for such facilities'

Retationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Portion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the sanitary sewer facilities will serve new development in the FPASP' The cost

of these improvements to be funded by new FPASP development are allocated to each benefiting

land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for each land

use. The costs were allocated using factors from the Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD)

that measure relative wastewater discharge per acre for residential and nonresidential

development. The result is a maximum justifiable fee for each new residential unit or for each

1,000 square feet of new nonresidential development that reflects the relative impact on the

sanitary sewer system.

Storm Drainage Facilities

Purpose of Fee

The storm drainage fee component developed through this nexus study would fund storm

drainage improvements necessary to serve new residential and nonresidential development in

the FPASP based on the City's design standards for such facilities'

Use of Fees

The storm drainage component of the SPIF will be used to design and develop required

improvements or expansions to storm drainage facilities to accommodate future demands from

new FPASP development.

Relationship between llse of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential, office, commercial, and other land uses in the FPASP will

generate additional demand for storm drainage collection and conveyance capacity. Additional

facilities will be required for the City to maintain adequate LOS standards for new FPASP

development.

Retationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proied

Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development project will add to the incremental

need for storm drainage collection and conveyance capacity, and each new project will benefit

from the new capacity in proportion to their estimated use for such facilities.

Relationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Portion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the storm drainage facilities will serve new development in the FPASP' The cost

of these improvements to be funded by new FPASP development are allocated to each benefiting

land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for each land

use. The costs were allocated using impervious surface area factors measured as storm drainage

runoff coefficients per acre for residential and nonresidential development. The result is a

maximum justifiable fee for each new residential unit or for each building square foot of new

nonresidential development that reflects the relative impact on the storm drainage system.
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Habitat Mitigation

Purpose of Fee

The habitat mitigation fee component developed through this nexus study would fund the
preservation of existing habitat and the creation of new habitat to mitigate for habitat destroyed

by the future residential and nonresidential development in the FPASP based on standards set

forth by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Use of Fees

The habitat mitigation component of the SPIF will be used to preserve or create new habitat

destroyed by construction of new FPASP Backbone Infrastructure'

Relationship between Use of Fees and Type of Development

Development of Backbone Infrastructure in the FPASP will destroy habitat types, including

wetlands, Swainson's hawk foraging habitat, oak woodland impacts, and elderberry plants.

Preserved or created habitat will be required to mitigate for habitat destroyed by construction of
new FPASP Backbone Infrastructure.

Relationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proied
Each new FPASP residential and nonresidential development project will add to the incremental

need for all Backbone Infrastructure described in this nexus study. Habitat mitigation is

necessary for the Backbone Infrastructure to be completed.

Relationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Poftion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of Backbone Infrastructure facilities will serve new development in the FPASP. The

habitat mitigation costs to be funded by new FPASP development are allocated to each benefiting

land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for each land

use. The costs were allocated using developable acreage such that each developable acre pays

an equal share of costs as compared to another, regardless of the final land use. The result is a

maximum justifiable fee for each new residential unit or for each 1,000 square feet of new

nonresidential development that reflects the relative impact toward the cost of habitat

mitigation.

Neighborhood and Community Parkland

Purpose of Fee

The Parkland Equalization Fee component developed through this nexus study would pay for the

cost of land on which neighborhood and community parks would be constructed to serve new

residential and nonresidential development in the FPASP and the City's requirement for park land

dedication as set forth in the Specific Plan document.

Use of Fees

The Parkland Equalization Fee component of the SPIF will be used for the over-dedication of park

land by the owners of the Community Park West (or Alternate Park West) Site as such owners

will have delivered more park land than their proportionate share of park land obligations in the

FPASP.
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Relationship between Use of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential land uses in the FPASP will generate additional demand for
parkland and facilities. Additional parkland will be required for the City to maintain adequate

park LOS standards for new FPASP development.

Relationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proied
Each new FPASP residential development project will add to the incremental need for

neighborhood and community parks, and each new project will benefit from the new park

capacity in proportion to their estimated use for such facilities.

Relationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Poftion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the new park facilities (on the FPASP parkland) will serve new development in

the FPASP. The cost of the land funded by new FPASP development is allocated to each

benefiting land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for

each land use. The costs were allocated using persons per residential household as identified in

the Specific Plan. Parkland costs were not allocated to nonresidential development. The result is

a maximum justifiable fee for each new residential unit that reflects the relative impact on FPASP

parks.

Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

Purpose of Fee

The Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee component developed through this nexus study would

pay for the cost of land on which City public facilities (municipal services center, library, fire

station, police substation) would be constructed to serve new residential and nonresidential

development in the FPASP and the City's requirement for public land dedication as set forth in

the Specific Plan document.

Use of Fees

The Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee component of the SPIF will be used for the over-

dedication of public facilities land by certain FPASP owners relative to their proportionate share of

such land dedications as such owners will have delivered more public facilities than their
proportionate share of public facilities land obligations in the FPASP.

Retationship between llse of Fees and Type of Development

Development of new residential and nonresidential land uses in the FPASP will generate

additional demand for public facility land and facilities. Additional public facility land will be

required for the City to maintain adequate LOS standards for public facilities to serve new FPASP

development.

Retationship between Need for Facility and Type of Proiect

Each new FPASP residential development project will add to the incremental need for City public

facilities, and each new project will benefit from the new public facility capacity in proportion to

their estimated use for such facilities.
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Retationship between Amount of Fees and Cost of or Pottion of Facility Attributed to
Development on which Fee is Imposed

Construction of the new public facilities (on FPASP parkland) will serve new development in the

FPASP. The cost of the land to be funded by new FPASP development is allocated to each

benefiting land use using a cost allocation method (EDU) that measures the relative benefit for
each land use. The costs were allocated using persons per residential household and employees

per nonresidential building square feet as identified in the Specific Plan and Financing Plan. The

result is a maximum justifiable fee for each new residential unit or for each 1,000 square feet of

new nonresidential development that reflects the relative impact toward the costs of public

facility land.
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7. SPIF IUPITUTUTATION

The proposed Fee Program Update is anticipated to be adopted by the City through a resolution

to establish the updated fee amount. The fee will be effective 60 days following the City's final

action on the ordinance authorizing collection of the fee, which is anticipated to occur well before

the first final small lot map is expected to be approved in the FPASP'

As delineated in the ARDAs between the City and the FPASP Property Owners, in the event that

SpAs are filed, the City and landowners will work cooperatively and in good faith to (1) complete

the processing of SPAs and (2) to thereafter update the SPIF Program nexus study incorporating

any SPAs approved by the City through June 30, 2016.

Timing of SPIF Payment

As described below, the timing of SPIF payment will vary by Fee Program component.

SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component

The SPIF will be collected from new FPASP development at the time of final small lot map or at

building permit issuance. For single-family residential property, fees will be payable at the

issuance of a building permit, unless outstanding fee reimbursements are owed. If outstanding

fee reimbursements are owed, then SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component payment for single-

family residential development will be required before recordation of a final small lot map, up to

the lesser of the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component or the amount of the outstanding fee

reimbursement. Any remaining SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component payment will be paid upon

issuance of a building permit. If fees are due at final small lot map, fees for all units in the final

small lot map will be payable at one time. For nonresidential and multifamily property, the

SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component will be payable at the issuance of a building permit.

The amount of the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component payable for a given project may vary

based on whether the project has fee reimbursements available for conversion to fee credits and

whether any shortfall payment is required in connection therewith. Once a SPIF payment has

been received or fee credits have been applied in lieu of SPIF payment for any parcel, that parcel

will be determined to have satisfied its SPIF obligation'

SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Set-Aside Com ponent

As described in Chapter 3, the ability of a constructing owner or developer to apply credits

against the SPIF Set-Aside component will be limited to the first approximately 2,500 dwelling

units. The only way a property owner or developer would be able to use fee credits against the

SpIF Set-Aside Component was if that property owner or developer constructed eligible Phase 1

Water or Phase 1 Sewer infrastructure for which the SPIF Set-Aside component was included in

the Financing Plan. SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Set-Aside Reimbursements and Fee Credits will be

governed by the same agreement as created for non-set-aside SPIF-Infrastructure Fee

Reimbursement and Fee Credits, as described in more detail below.
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SPIF - Infrastructure Fee Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Component

The SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee is a non-reimbursable fee component that is charged to

all FPASP residential and nonresidential land uses before the issuance of a building permit. The

City will continue to charge the SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee until the City has accrued

approximately g1.124 million (2020$). Once this obligation has been met, the City will no longer

require the SPIF Off-Site Roads Set-Aside Fee.

SPIF - Infrastructure Fee Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Component

The SPIF Water Treatment Plant Set-Aside Fee is a non-reimbursable fee component that is
charged to all FPASP residential and nonresidential land uses, excluding Folsom Heights and land

uses which have met the SPIF Fee Program obligation by July L5,2020. The City will charge this
new set-aside fee to the estimated FPASP land uses indicated in Table 5 before the issuance of a

building permit.

Parkland Equalization Fee Component

The Parkland Equalization Fee applies only to residential land uses in the Specific Plan area and

shall not apply to nonresidential uses. In cases of a vertical mixed-use project, the Parkland

Equalization Fee will apply only to the portion of the project the City determines to be residential.

For single family development, the Parkland Equalization Fee shall be due before recordation of

each final small lot map, subject to available Parkland Equalization Fee credits. Any property

owner who has dedicated FPASP parkland to the City may use Parkland Equalization Fee credits,

on a final small lot map by final small lot map basis, until such Parkland Equalization Fee credits

are exhausted. Payment of the Parkland Equalization Fee will begin with the first final small lot

map for which Parkland Equalization Fee credits are not available or will not provide credits for
all lots in the final small lot map. The Parkland Equalization Fee shall be owed only for those

units included in each final small lot map and shall not be paid in advance for any units included

in a future final small lot map. For multifamily development the Parkland Equalization Fee shall

be payable at issuance of the first building permit for a building on a multifamily parcel. Please

see Chapter 4 for more detail on the Parkland Equalization Fee timing.

SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee Component

For single family development, the SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee shall be due

before recordation of each final small lot map, subject to available SPIF-Public Facilities Land

Equalization Fee credits. Any property owner who has dedicated eligible public facilities lands to

the City may use SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits, on a final small lot map by

final small lot map basis, until such SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits are

exhausted. Payment of the SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee will begin with the first
final small lot map for which SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee credits are not available

or will not provide credits for all lots in the final small lot map. The SPIF-Public Facilities Land

Equalization Fee shall be owed only for those units included in each final small lot map and shall

not be paid in advance for any units included in a future final small lot map'

For multifamily or nonresidential development the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee shall be

payable at issuance of the first building permit for a building on a multifamily or nonresidential
parcel respectively. As an example, a lO-acre nonresidential parcel may have a first building

permit for a building that will occupy only 4 acres of the entire 10-acre parcel. In this
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circumstance, at issuance of that first building permit, the Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee

for the entire lQ-acre nonresidential parcel shall be payable. Please see Chapter 5 for more

detail on the SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee timing'

SPIF-Administration Fee Component

The SpIF-Administration Fee Component is due at the same time as the SPlF-Infrastructure

Fee Component and would not be eligible to be offset by fee credits. The only exception to this

rule is for any party who advance-funded the cost of the initial appraisal to establish the land

value for the SPIF-Park Equalization Fee and SPIF-Public Facilities Land Equalization Fee or

who advance-funded any other advanced administration costs if requested by the City to fund

administrative costs before adequate revenues had been collected in the program. Such

advanced costs would be eligible to be reimbursed, in cash or if converted to fee credits, from

the SPIF-Administration Fee component'

SPIF Reimbursements and Credits
As is typical with development impact fee programs, many of the public infrastructure facilities

are needed up front, before adequate revenue from the fee collection would be available to fund

such improvements. Consequently, private funding will be necessary to pay for Backbone

Infrastructure when needed. This private funding may be in the form of land-secured bonds,

developer equity, or another form of private funding. As was documented in the ARDAS, there

shall be no adjustment to the SPIF based on the method by which a constructing party funds or

constructs eligible project costs.

Reimbursement for Eligible Backbone Infrastructure or Public Facilities Land

Dedication

In cases where a private party (e.g., developer) has advance-funded an eligible SPIF component

(constructed Backbone Infrastructure or dedicated eligible park or public facilities land)' that

party would be defined as a "Constructing Owner" and will be due a reimbursement from the

SpIF program. As will be more specifically detailed in an Infrastructure Fee Program

Reimbursement Agreement (Fee Reimbursement Agreement), a form of which shall be approved

by the City Council, reimbursements will be provided under the following conditions:

o A Constructing Owner shall have executed a Fee Reimbursement Agreement with the City.

r Constructing Owner-installed improvements or dedicated parkland or public facility land

where such land is in excess of a Constructing Owner's obligation to such parkland or public

facility land respectively (see Chapters 4 and 5), which shall be illustrated and identified in

a Fee Reimbursement Agreement, would be eligible for reimbursement. Only funds collected

from the SPIF shall be used to reimburse a developer who installed eligible infrastructure

improvements identified in this report. Reimbursements are an obligation of the SPIF

program and not an obligation of the City General Fund or other operating funds'

r Reimbursements for SPlF-eligible improvements will be considered by SPIF component, and

the City will not mix reimbursements between the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component and

the parkland Equalization Fee Component (e.g., a Constructing Owner shall not be able to

use parkland Equalization Fee credits to offset his or her SPlF-Infrastructure Fee obligation)
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Notwithstanding this provision, a Constructing Owner may convert a reimbursement owed for
public facility land over-dedication to credits against the SPIF-Infrastructure Fee.

For Backbone Infrastructure projects, all bidding and contracting for construction work shall

be done according to the applicable City standards and municipal code. Failure to comply

with these requirements may result in the applicable improvements becoming ineligible for

reimbursement through the SPIF.

The total amount of reimbursement for completed infrastructure will be based on actual costs

incurred for eligible hard costs based on a properly bid construction contract. Soft costs will be

calculated as a fixed percentage (20 percent) of hard costs. Descriptions of hard costs and soft

costs will be more specifically detailed in the Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

All hard costs will be subject to verification by the City and actual costs expended will go through

a true-up process upon completion of the infrastructure component. The true-up process, which

will be more specifically detailed in the Fee Reimbursement Agreement, will be the way the City,

the Administrator and the Constructing Entity finalize the amount of hard construction cost and

related soft costs that will be subject to reimbursement'

Figure 3 illustrates how a property owner would be able to achieve reimbursement or fee credits

against the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component for construction of eligible Backbone

Infrastructure or through dedication of eligible public facility land. Again, only those constructing

entities who construct eligible Phase 1 water or sewer improvements would be eligible for

rei m bu rsement/fee credit a ga i nst the SPI F-I nfrastructu re Fee Set-Aside Com ponent.

Any Constructing Owner who has a Public Facility Land Equalization Fee reimbursement resulting

from over-dedication of public facility land may convert such reimbursement into credits that
may be used to offset the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee. The opposite also is true in that any

property owner who is required to pay the Public Facility Land Equalization Fee also may use

SPIF-Infrastructure reimbursements converted to credits to offset such obligation.

SPIF reimbursements will be personal to the party granted SPIF reimbursements, and such fee

reimbursements do not run with the land and are not designated to any particular "phase" of
FPASP development. However, SPIF reimbursements converted to credits may only be used

within the designated Owner Subarea to which they belong. Subject to the conditions set forth

in the SPIF Ordinance and in the Fee Reimbursement Agreement (once executed between the

City and a Constructing Owner), SPIF reimbursements may be repaid in the form of fee credits or

cash reimbursements as described in more detail below.

Cash reimbursement for eligible facilities will be payable when the City deems the infrastructure

for which reimbursement is being made is substantially complete. Fee reimbursements

converted to fee credits may be used once a Fee Reimbursement Agreement has been executed.

SPIF Reimbursements - Competitively Bid Versus Negotiated Contracts

In the early phases of project implementation, the City has permitted FPASP Constructing

Entities to construct a portion of SPIF infrastructure through the use of negotiated contracts

rather than having all SPIF infrastructure projects being competitively bid. This approach is

consistent with existing City policies and the City's municipal code. However, because some
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Figure 3
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) Update
Reimburcement and Fee Credit lllust€tion

Source: EPS.
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FPASP property owners may fund all or a portion of their SPIF Infrastructure Obligation through

Mello-Roos CFD bond proceeds, the City has implemented a priority for the conversion of SPIF

infrastructure costs from reimbursements to fee credits. For any Constructing Entity that
completed a portion of his or her SPIF infrastructure improvements through a negotiated

contract, that Constructing Entity is required to convert the reimbursement dollar amount

connected with the negotiated contract to fee credits, until exhausted, before any reimbursement

dollar amount connected with competitively bid projects are converted to fee credits. The

examples in Table 37 illustrate this prioritization concept.

These examples all assume the Constructing Entity has an assumed SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

obligation of $10 million. The first two scenarios (Scenarios 1 and 2) both assume the

Constructing Entity constructed improvements worth $7.5 million. In Scenario 2, the

Constructing Entity would be required to convert the $3.75 million that was negotiated to fee

credits before the $3.75 million of costs competitively bid were converted to fee credits. In both

cases, the Constructing Entity would eventually owe $2.5 million of SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

once fee credits were exhausted. In Scenario 3, 100 percent of the $12.5 million of eligible

improvements were competitively bid, so in this example there are no issues with conversion of
g10 million of costs to fee credits orforthe future repayment of the $2.5 million in oversizing.

In Scenario 4, the Constructing Entity splitthe entire $12.5 million of eligible cost between

negotiated and competitive. The costs from negotiated contracts must be converted to fee

credits until exhausted before the remaining $6.25 million of competitively bid costs would be

converted. The combination of $6.25 million of fee credits (from the negotiated contracts) plus

g3.75 million of fee credits (from the competitively bid projects would satisfy the Constructing

Entity's g10 million SPIF - Infrastructure Fee obligation. In this example, the remaining $2'5
million of oversizing was from costs that were competitively bid so there are no problems with

the Constructing Entity receiving SPIF reimbursement for the oversizing. This example does not

hold true in Scenario 5. In this example, the Constructing Entity elected to construct all $12.5
million in eligible costs through negotiated contracts. In this case, the Constructing Entity would

be able to convert $10 million in cost to fee credit to satisfy his or her SPIF - Infrastructure Fee

obligation. However, the remaining $2.5 million in oversizing is not eligible to be reimbursed by

SPIF - Infrastructure Fee payments collected by the City because the costs were not

competitively bid and because a portion of the SPIF - Infrastructure Fees in the City's account

may have been funded through Mello-Roos CFD bond proceeds or revenues. The template

Reimbursement and Fee Credit Agreement will explain these provisions in additional detail.

Reimbursements Converted to Fee Credits

Subject to the provisions of the SPIF Ordinance and Fee Reimbursement Agreement a

Constructing Owner (developer or property owner) may convert fee reimbursements to fee

credits for use in the Constructing Owner's Owner Subarea. The Owner Subareas are based on

Exhibit 4.3 of each respective ARDA. Map 1 (in Chapter 1) shows the Owner Subareas, which

are defined as each area wherein a property owner and the City entered into a Tier 2

Development Agreement and such area was designated on Exhibit 4.3 of that respective ARDA.

Although there are 3 properties for which a Tier 2 Development Agreement was not executed,

these areas are still designated as an Owner Subarea for purposes of this Nexus Study.
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Teblo 37
Foleom Plan Arca Specific Plan
Spocific Plan lnftastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Developer Constructed SPIF lnfrastructure Reimburrement Examplee

Scenarlo
Completsd SPIF costs Convorted to Romainlng SPIF

Assumption Percentage lnftastructuro SPIF Fee Credits Obligatlon
Remaining Cash
Reimburrement

Unrrimbursed
Co3tr

lF lnfrastructure Fee $10

Scenario 1: SPIF Construction Cost! 3 SPIF Obliqatlon
Costs Negotiated [1] Negotiated
Costs Competitively Bid Competitive
Total

Oo/o $0
$o

$o

$2,500,000
,500,000
,500,000

$0
($7,5oo,ooo)
($7,500,000)

$0
$o
$0

$o
$o
$o

1O|Vo $7
$7

Scenarlo 2: SPIF Conrtruction Costs s SPIF Oblioation
Costs N€gotiated [1] Negotiated
Costs Competitively Bid Competitive
Total

5Oo/o

5Oo/o

$3,750,000
$3,750,000
97,500,000

($3,750,000)
($3,750,000)
($7,5oo,oool

$0
$0

$0
$o
$0

$0
$0
$oi2,500,000

@
N

Scenario 3: SPIF Conatruction Coste > SPIF Obliqation
Costs Negotiated [1] Negotiated
Costs Competitively Bid Competitive
Total

0o/o

100o/o

$0
$12,500,000
sr2,500,000

$o
($1 0,000,000)
($10,000,000)

$o
$0
$o

$0
$0
$o

$0
$2,500,000
$2,500,000

Scenario 4: SPIF Constructlon Costs > SPIF Oblioation
Costs Negotiated [1] Negotiated
Costs Competitively Bid Competitive
Totel

50o/o

50Vo
$6,250,000
$6,250,000

$r2,500,000

($6,250,000)
($3,7s0,000)

($10,000,0001

$o
$0
$o

$0
$o
$o

$o
$2,500,000
$2,500,000

Scenario 5: SPIF Conatructlon Cortr > SPIF Oblioatlon
Costs Negotiated [1] Negotiated
Costs Competitively Bid Competitive
Total

10lo/o
00h

$12,500,000
$0

$r2,500,000

($1 0,000,000)
$0

($r0,000,000)

$0
$0
$o

$o
$o
$o

$2,500,000

$2,500,000
$0

Bimb examp

Source: 2015 SPIF Nexus Study; EPS.

[1] A constructing entity shall be required to crnvert any negotiated costs for SPIF improvemenF to SPIF credits until exhausted before any competitively bid costs

for SPIF improvemenb may ba converted to SPIF credits.

Prcparcd by EPS 7/16/2020
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Fee credits will be expressed as a dollar amount to be used to offset the SPIF-Infrastructure Fee

Component. Again, subject to the provisions of the SPIF Ordinance and Fee Reimbursement

Agreement, fee reimbursement may be converted to fee credits as needed when a

developer/property owner is proceeding with development of his or her development project. In

July of each calendar year, all fee reimbursements, including those converted to fee credits, shall

be adjusted annually by the Construction Cost Index factor that will be used to annually adjust

the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component as defined in this chapter. If the SPlF-Infrastructure

Fee Component is updated with updated quantities and unit prices, rather than through the

automatic annual Construction Cost Index factor, then outstanding fee reimbursements,

including those converted to fee credits, shall be adjusted annually by the Construction Cost

Index factor.

As with fee reimbursements, fee credits will not run with the land and will be transferrable in an

Owner Subarea as depicted on Map 1 (in Chapter 1). In such an area, a developer or property

owner may allocate SPIF fee credits in any manner to a given parcel or project. It is the

Constructing Owner's responsibility to inform the City how fee credits will be applied to

development projects. Exhibits could be included within each Fee Reimbursement Agreement

that could serve as forms for fee credit usage or transfers.

Cash Reimbursements

Fee reimbursements that are not converted to fee credits will be subject to reimbursement from

SpIF cash flows, when available, on a first in-first out basis. Cash reimbursements may be

affected by the prioritization of converting costs from negotiated contracts to fee credits before

converting costs from competitively bid projects'

Cash reimbursements will be paid on a first in-first out basis based on the effective date of the

credit/reimbursement agreement in any calendar year (Calendar-Year Priority). Calendar-Year
priority will be determined by (a) effective date of execution of a Fee Reimbursement Agreement

and (b) expenditure of at least 30 percent of the hard construction costs for eligible SPIF

infrastructure included in such Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

If two agreements have an effective date in the same calendar year and each party has met the

minimum 30 percent hard construction cost expenditure threshold described above,

reimbursements will be paid out pro rata to each Constructing Owner based on the relative

amount of fee reimbursements owed to each party'

The Financing Plan anticipates all SPIF infrastructure will be constructed by FPASP developers;

thus, the City is anticipated to collect SPIF revenues only from these FPASP developer-property

owners who are not Constructing Owners (i.e., do not construct eligible SPIF backbone

i nfrastructu re).

SPIF Land Uses, Target Revenues' and Shortfall
Payments
The SPIF Program estimates in the Financing Plan are based on the land use capacity from the

approved Specific Plan (e.g., units or nonresidential building square footage) planned for each

FpASp parcel. Accordingly, because the initial SPIF is based on these land use designations, if

such designations change in the future, the SPIF should be updated to reflect such changes. As
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set forth in the ARDA, the SPIF Program will be updated to reflect all SPAs approved by the City

through June 30, 2016. Any FPASP owner may request such an update, and the City will use its

best efforts to complete the update to assure that any shortfall payments are captured within

SPIF payments. Appendix A of this 2020 Nexus Study Update provides a large lot exhibit and

table summarizing the land uses allocated to each FPASP large parcel, as of June 30, 2016.

These large parcel land uses are the basis of the SPIF target revenues described below.

To avoid potential shortfalls in SPIF Program funding caused by underutilization of a

development parcel, the SPIF Program will include target revenues and shortfall payments.

In this case, a developer/property owner may build at less-than-maximum allocated density' pay

what is known as the "shortfall fee," and the SPIF Program would be held harmless. Below is an

overview of how target revenues and shortfall payments would be treated in the SPIF Program,

which shall become effective following the first major SPIF Program adjustment after June 30,

20L6.

Based on the nexus-based cost allocations and planned land uses that form the basis for the

SPIF Program Nexus Study (and any amendments thereto), a development parcel will have a

targeted amount of SPIF payable for that parcel. If the actual density of a parcel is developed at

a density lower than the allocated density, unless offset by a transfer of density from another

parcel within the same Owner Subarea, the owner of the parcel will pay the amount required so

the parcel yields the same revenue as the target revenue identified in the SPIF Program Nexus

Study. The difference between the targeted revenue and the SPIF, multiplied by the reduced

land uses, would be identified as the shortfall payment.

Although exactly the same, the ARDA may use the term shortfall payment for the difference

between the target revenue and the "adjusted" revenue, based on the fees multiplied by the

reduced development yield. For example, if the total fee obligation for a parcel was equal to
gI,OOO,OOO for 100 units ($10,000 per unit) and the parcel actually yielded only 90 units, the

shortfall payment would have equaled $100,000. In the event of a "shortfall payment," the

ARDA and this Nexus Study stipulate that if outstanding fee reimbursements are owed, the entire

"shortfall" amount shall be calculated and paid at recordation of small lot final map for single-

family development or paid at building permit for multifamily residential or nonresidential

development, as may be allowed to be phased by the City based on phased development of the

applicable parcel. If outstanding fee reimbursements are not owed, the entire shoftfall amount

will be calculated before recordation of a final map but will be collected with each building permit

in the final small lot map in which the shortfall was incurred'

Surplus fee credits (i.e., the amount, if any, by which fee credits previously allocated to an

owner associated with development of the parcel exceeds the fee revenue anticipated to be

derived from the parcel based on actual density) or fee reimbursements can be used to apply

towards payment of the target revenue for a given parcel. Provided, however, only surplus fee

credits or fee reimbursements generated by a Fee Reimbursement Agreement associated with

development within an Owner Subarea that includes such parcel may be applied to supplement

the target revenue for such parcel; fee credits or reimbursements generated by a Fee

Reimbursement Agreement related to development of an Owner Subarea property may not be

applied against the target revenue for a parcel in another Owner Subarea.
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Any property owner for which the target revenue provisions applied shall continue to own the

development rights to the units that were not developed but for which fees were paid

(e.g., 10 units in the prior example) regardless of whether payment of the shortfall amount was

met through reimbursements converted to fee credits. That owner may transfer that unused

development capacity (e.g., units) to another parcel or may be reimbursed from SPIF resulting

from an overutilization of development on a different parcel as long as such transfer stays within

an Owner Subarea. As delineated in the ARDA, the City will provide an accounting of any unused

development capacity or "extra" fee revenue to any developer on request'

Any development (units or building square feet) that exceed the allocated land uses for a given

parcel shall pay the applicable SPIF per unit. Such circumstances may yield more SPIF Program

revenue than originally anticipated. Unless that extra fee revenue is used to offset an

underutilization of development in another parcel, that extra fee revenue shall be used to

reimburse a developer, where that developer paid the target revenue for a parcel that exceeded

the original unadjusted SPIF amount (e.9., original fee rate per unit multiplied by the actual

number of units on a parcel). In the above example, the developer who yielded only 90 units

but paid SPIF based on the original 100-unit total would be eligible for reimbursement. Such

reimbursements will be handled on a first in-first out basis.

For purposes of this SPIF Nexus Study, in cases where density transfers between properties are

approved by the City, the SPIF obligation for the transferred units may remain as it was before

the transfer or may be recalculated for the transferred units and all other units in the parcel

subject to the density transfer (i.e., recipient parcel) so long as such transfers are within the

same Owner Subarea. Any SPIF related to a transfer shall not be payable on transfer but rather

would be payable when otherwise applicable by development of the property receiving the

density transfer.

SPIF-Administration Fee Component
The SPIF-Administration Fee Component will be collected to fund the administration, oversight,

implementation, and updates of the SPIF Program. The SPlF-Administration Fee Component

will include adequate funding to cover all City costs, including those of outside consultants, to

administer the SPIF Program.

While the SPIF-Administration Fee Component is required to cover actual costs of administering

the program on an annual basis, this fee component also must collect adequate funding to cover
periodic updates to the program that are above and beyond the annual fee program monitoring

and maintenance. To account for these circumstances, it is recommended the SPIF-
Administration Fee Component be established as a percentage of the SPIF-Infrastructure Fee

Component. When considering the percentage established, the City also considered the

administrative efforts that will be related to the Parkland Equalization Fee and the SPIF-Public
Facilities Land Equalization Fee.

The SPIF-Administration Fee Component shall be paid at the same time as either the SPIF-
Infrastructure Fee Component or the Parkland and Public Facilities Lands Fee Components are

due, whether fee credits applicable thereto reduce the amount of such other SPIF Fee

components to zero.
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The only circumstance where a property owner or Constructing Owner shall be entitled to a
reimbursement from or credit against the SPIF-Administration Fee Component is if that
Constructing Owner advance-funded the appraisal costs for the SPIF land fees or otherwise

advance-funded early SPIF Administration costs before adequate SPIF-Administration Fee

revenue has been collected by the City. In such cases, the amount of cost eligible for
reimbursement shall be identified in an executed Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

Finally, adjustments to the SPIF-Administration Fee Component shall be made as determined by

the Administrator, subject to the approval of the Finance Director, in order to provide continued

and ongoing administration of the Fee Program.

SPIF Phase l Water Reservation
As documented in several FPASP entitlement documents, the FPASP Phase 1 water facility

improvements can serve a maximum number of EDUs based on a maximum peak day demand

constraint that can be accommodated by the Phase 1 water improvements. That number was

originally estimated to be approximately 2,500 EDUs. The City and FPASP property owners have

recently been engaged in ongoing discussions regarding this threshold and solutions for financing

the Phase 2 water infrastructure costs.

SPIF Program Adjustments and Update

The SPIF is subject to automatic annual inflation adjustments, periodic updates, and a S-year

review requirement. The purpose of each update is described in this section.

Automatic Inflation Adj ustments

As more specifically described in the SPIF Ordinance, the costs on which the SPIF is based shall

be updated annually based on changes in actual cost experiences (using unit price and other cost

data from completed projects) or using a construction cost index such as the Engineering News

Record Construction Cost Index (CCI). In the event an index is used, in July of each calendar

year, the City will adjust the SPlF-Infrastructure Fee Component by the average of the change

in the San Francisco CCI and the change in the 2O-city CCI as reported in the Engineering News

Record for the 12-month period ending in May.

Periodic SPIF Updates

As discussed throughout this Nexus Study, the City will conduct its first major periodic update of

the SPIF in 2016 to account for all potential land use changes approved by the City through June

30,2016. During such update, the City may also update infrastructure cost estimates based

upon recent bid information or other information that may better inform the quantities or unit
prices used in the cost estimates.

After the first major SPIF update, the SPIF would also subject to periodic updates based on

changes in developable land, cost estimates, or other changes in the data on which the fee is

based. For the first 5 years after approval of the first SPIF Program Nexus Study, the periodic

update will be conducted either (1) after the approval by the City of a SPA and on the request of

any landowner or (2) every 2 years. Thereafter, the City will continue to conduct periodic

updates either (1) after the approval by the City of a SPA and on the request of any landowner

or (2) as otherwise determined by the City.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 96 2l*d&F.Fqf rfto\f rron M fitF lh&M@t,il stF w.\w\ten sE tuo RD o7'te202ne



Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Update
Public Review Draft Report July 16, 2020

During periodic updates, the City will analyze these items:

. Changes in facility costs different from the CCI inflation factor.

. Use of actual costs for completed facility improvements to "true up" the Fee Program

. Changes in land use from SPAs (for tracking of fee and land use purposes)

. Changes in other funding sources.

. Changes in the cost to update or administer the fee.

In addition, a new infrastructure project may be included in the SPIF Program to the extent the

project has unanimous approval of the then-owners of vacant developable FPASP property and

the City concurs, all subject to the provisions of the ARDA. Any changes to the fee based on the

periodic update will be presented to the City Council for approval before an increase or decrease

in the fee.

After an amendment to the SPIF Program Nexus Study is adopted by the City Council, the SPIF

designated in such nexus study shall form the basis for the "targeted revenue" to be derived

from parcels included in the nexus study. The SPIF rates shall be set so that, when applied to

the projected development, the targeted revenue required to cover the infrastructure costs is

achieved.

Five-Year Review

Fees will be collected from new development in the City immediately; use of these funds,

however, may need to wait until a sufficient fund balance can be accrued. According to

Government Code Section 66006, the City is required to deposit, invest, account for, and expend

the fees in a prescribed manner. The fifth fiscal year following the first deposit into the fee

account or fund, and every 5 years thereafter, the City is required to make all of the following

findings with respect to that portion of the account or fund remaining unexpended:

. Identify the purpose for which the fee is to be put.

r Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for which it is
charged.

r Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing in incomplete

plan area improvements.

. Designate the approximate dates on which the funding referred to in the above paragraph is

expected to be deposited in the appropriate account or fund.

The City must refund the unexpended or uncommitted revenue portion of the fee for which a

need could not be demonstrated in the above findings, unless the administrative costs exceed

the amount of the refund.
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Apperuox A:

FPASP Allocated Land Uses

Table A-1 Parcel Summary-FPASP Land Uses as of

Figure A-1

Table A-2

June 30, 2016 (5 pages)

Dwelling Unit Allocation .

Final Map Approvals by Fiscal Year....

A-1

A-6

A-7



Allocated Building Area SF

IND'OP cc GC MU RC
Acreage

AllocatedRes.
DU

POected
PopulationParcel No. Land Use

0 4r0,33sL rND/OP 3L.37
137,2L42 rND/OP 10.52 0

o.50 L 33 SF

4 os-Lc 7.23 0

0.97 05 os-Lc
6 os 16.81 0

2.68 07 os
8 os 1,.O2 0

2r.74 79 2319 SF

10 P (CP) 48.05 0

MMD 8.55 155 301TI
412L2 SFHD 24.61 74r

os 5.41 013

L4 os 2.27 0

t42,65915 cc 13.72 0
246 47716 MHD 9.80

L7 SFHD 72.99 420 1226

59 17219A SFHD 10.28

58198 SF 5.82 20

78 22820 SF 2t.62
2T P (LP) 2.30 0

10.03 022 PQP (School)

3s923 SFHD 2t.40 t23
L6.25 t47 28524 MLD

41225 SFHD 24.46 t4t
23.tO 83 24226 SF

13427 SF 12.77 46

67.26 029 OS

030 os 19.53

os-Lc 0.86 031
032 os-Lc 0.96

33 OS-LC 0.69 0
1.35 034 os-Lc

35 os 22.70 0

26.57 035A os
368 os 2.22 0

1.50 037 os-Lc

38 P (Non-Quimbv) 2.83 0

0.80 040 os-Lc
047 os-Lc t.46

r..06 043 os-Lc
044 os-Lc 2.80

os-Lc 0.40 046
048 ROW s.40

os 14.79 051A
2.75 0518 os

os 1.01 051C

2.95 052 os-Lc
os 2.28 053

216,92816.58 055 rND/OP
743,74856 rND/OP 11.o2 0

0.24 057 PQP

338 98758 SF 106.96

120,226rND/OP 9.23 059
7.70 192 37260 MHD

270,O72 302,48ttoz.96 549 1065 185,55661 RC

7.44 70 13663 MLD

Table A-1

FPASP Document Table 4.3

Parcel Summary - FPASP Land Uses as ofJune 30,2016
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Allocated Building Area SFProJected
Population IND'OP cc GC I$U RC

Parcel No. Land Use Acreage
AllocatedRes.

DU

209@ MHD 4.37 r.08

66 P (LP) 1.13 0

87 16968 MLD 9.72

69 PQP 1.01 0

38 tr270 SF 72.79

7T SFHD 35.4L 794 567

63 18373 SFHD 11.55
38,33374 MU 11.00 t32 256

075 P (LP) 2.r0
76 MLD L3.22 119 230

34,9L361 r.19 23,228 30,84077 GC tt.82
20,993 27,704 3t,40L78 GC 10.56 54 105

7.68 69 L3479A MLD

798 MLD 16.89 153 297

5.73 080 P (NP)

81 PQP (School) 10.01 0

10.90 59 L73824 SFHD

L82828 MLD 10.43 94

11.51 58 19983 SFHD

40884 SFHD 2s.74 t40
133,119 148,35050.87 273 530 9s,6078sA GC

858 PQP o.46 0

89A SF 11.90 4t t20
40 Lt7898 SF 13.76

90A os 7.70 0

0908 os 0.90

90D os 1.03 0

o.29 o90E OS-OTHER

90F PQP o.32 0

0.85 090G OS-OTHER

92 os s.06 0

0.13 093 os
94 os 1.75 0

OS 3.52 095

96A os 79.L2 0

os 30.74 0968

97A' os 26.06 0

978 os 28.04 0
098 os 28.35

99 os 35.76 0

0L00 os 7.72

101 os o.79 0

45.70 0toz os
L03 os 48.63 0

0.8s 0LO4 os
105 os-Lc 1.95 0

os 1.19 0tr7
28 82t29 SFHD 5.57

os 8.89 0L31
t2L 235t32 MLD 13.39

134 SFHD L55.84 884 2579

0L35 PQP (School) 10.01

136 P (NP) 11.88 0

9.46 77 138L37 MLD

9.26 243 47L138 MHD

11.35 0 92,s6sL4t cc
L67143 MLD 7.79 86

Table A-1
FPASP Document Table 4.3

Parcel Summary - FPASP Land Uses as ofJune 30,2016
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Allocated Building Aroa SF

IND/OP cc GC MU RC
Acreage

AllocatodRes.
DU

Projected
PopulationParcel No. Land Use

5.16 109 2tlt44 MMD
302r47 MLD 17.04 156

t8,469s.02 61 r.18t48 MU

L49 P (CP) 26.t2 0

15.81 85 252150 SFHD

145 281151 MHD s.83
8.69 78 L52153 MLD

66 193t54 SFHD 11.98

196SFHD t2.32 67155
57 110156 MLD 6.33

28tMHD 5.79 745157
43,560150 29L158 MU 12.48

181SFHD 1.L.44 62159
L45 28r160A MHD s.82

189MLD L0.75 971608
11.55 53 183161 SFHD

3s6SF 37.93 r221,62

17.44 0163 PQP (School)

164 P (NP) 10.60 0

29.19 161 469165A SFHD

2781658 SFHD 77.42 95

6.00 54 L04166 MLD
138767 MLD 7.9t 7I

7.21 722 237168 MMD
369169 MMD 11.00 190

186MLD 10.68 96t70
0L7t PQP (School) 79.63

727SFHD 44.78 249t72
224 434173 MLD 24.65

os-Lc 0.63 0174

0.16 0t76 os-Lc
os 118.48 0777A.

L.75 01778 os
L78 os L3.2L 0

1.85 0L79 OS-LC

0180 os-Lc 1.61
27.O2 0181 os

0L82 os-Lc o.42
0.0s 0183 os-Lc

0L84 os L8.74

3.99 0185 os
0186 os-Lc 0.95

os-Lc 0.69 0L87
0188 os-Lc o.22

OS 2.92 0189

0.53 0190 os-Lc
os-Lc o.s2 0191

2.41 01924 os
0L928 os 2.32

4.!5 0194A os
01948 os Lt4

8.83 0196A OS

t3.78 01968 os
0198 os-Lc 2.73

0199 os-Lc 0.80

os-Lc 1.36 0200A
1.00 02008 OS-LC

Table A-1

FPASP Document Table 4.3

Parcel Summary - FPASP Land Uses as ofJune 30,2016
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Allocated Building Area SF

MU RC

Projectod
Population IND/OP cc GC

Parcel No. Land Use Acreage
AIlocatedRes,

DU

20L os 9.72 0

1.13 0204 os
0205 OS.LC o.23

8.97 0205A os
02068 os 2.37

2.39 0207 os-Lc
0208 os 6.00

os 3.89 0209
02LO os-Lc 0.28

MLD 7.27 63 7222L7
02L2 os-Lc 0.55

OS 1.07 02t3
259 7562L4 SFHD s6.55

85215A SF 8.90 29

21 6L2158 SF 8.00

215C SF 1.80 0

o.25 02t6A PQP (School)

2L6B P (NP) 5.46 0

2s.09 85 2512r7 SF

2L9 os 0.61 0

4.78 0220 os
0223 os 2.t9

5.20 0224 os
0227 os 17.39

L.51 0232 PQP

12s,2350233 GC LL.54

MLD 8.4t 69 732234
54 104235 MLD 6.50

797236 SFHD 55.05 273

27.91 85 248237 SF

t43238 SF L4.49 49

2.72 0239 os
241 os L3.42 0

1.89 0242 os
243 os 3.43 0

25.49 0244 os
188 549246A SFHD 32.72

L5.73 9L 2662468 SFHD

0245C P (NP) 10.00

os t0.29 0247

0248 os-Lc 2.24

os-Lc 2.t6 02so
0252 os-Lc 0.18

253 os 3.53 0

4.32 13 38254 SF

4425s SF 4.94 15

13.03 119 23L2s6 MLD

257 OS 6.49 0

1.11 0258 os
0260 os 0.76

os 3.09 026t
0263 OS 2.87

2.28 0264 os
o266 os 0.35

0.86 0269 os
0270p' PQP (School) 9.77

270A. PQP (UtiliW) 3.89 0

Table A-1

FPASP Document Table 4.3

Parcel Summary - FPASP Land Uses as of June 30, 2016
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Allocated Building Arca SF

GC MU RC
Projected

Population IND'OP ccAcreage
AllocatedRes.

DUParcel No, Land Use

P (Non-Quimbv) 6.91 0270A
12.48 tt4 333270A MLD

4412704 SFHD 30.99 151

36.68 13r. 3822704 SF

2704 OS-OTHER 27.57 0

s2.37 0270A os
180 5262708 SF 65.27

22.9r 02708 OS.OTHER

02708 os 46.85

0.05 02708 PQP

276 8062708 SFH D s5.60
5.25 02705 P (NP)

0270C os t3.70
1.35 0270C OS-OTHER

46 L34270C SFHD 1o.24
157.32 5270C SF

27L PQP 0.M
Total Commercial Building Area = 2,788,844 SF3,341.73 11,337 27,910fotal

Table A-1

FPASP Document Table 4.3

Parcel Summary - FPASP Land Uses as ofJune 30,2016

Notes:

L. Measure W Open Space is designated OS and OS-LC in this table. OS-OTHER is excluded from Measure W Open Space'

Allocotlon_Table
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Tablo A-2
Fol.om Plan AEa Spoalfla Plan
Spsilic Plan lnfartruc-tu6 Fs (SPlFl 2020 Updata
Final Map Appmvrlr by Flrcal Y€ar [U

Q4 Tot8lItsm
Jan-Mar Aor-Jun Jul-SeD Oct-Dec Aor-Jun Jul-Seo Oct-Dec Jan-Mar .lul-SeD

Fi!ol Y€8r

ilangini Ranch Ph. lA (Vlllager l, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9)
SFHD

Ru$€ll Ranch Phlto 'l [2]
SF
SFHD
MLD
Subtotal RulEll Ranch Ph. I

whit6 Rock Sprlng! Ranchrcar Trutt
SF
SFHD
Subtotal WRSR/C!r Tru3t

Mangini Rlnch Phrs 2 (Villaget 7, 4, 8)

SFHD
MLD
Subtotal Mangini Rench Ph. 2

0 416

0

0 416

0

0

0

131
'151

114
395

0 000 299

0

121 679

0 '123

715

'131

151

1't4
396

58
114
173

123

1,830

0
0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
'121

121

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

136
't66
302

0
7A
7a

0
0
0

0
0
0

'136

247
423

59
36
95

Enchvo
MLD 0 0

0 3s6Total 1230 95

SF
SFHD
MLD
Totrl

0
0
0
0

0
416

0
416

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0

0
416

416

'!31

15'l
114
396

0
0
0
0

0
12'l

0
121

'136

465
7A

679

0
0
0
0

0
59
36
95

0
0

123
123

59
36
95

267
1,212

351
1,830

2A7
1,212

35'l
1,830

Total By Fiscal Year
SF
SFHD
MLD
Total

15'l
114
396

586
20'l
s23

final tup

Source: City of Folsom.

rl ThE number of units shM refrect the land uses sllo€ted to the FPASP Parcels as of June 30, 2016.

[2] lncludes 2 SF Shortfall Units.

PwdbyEPS dMN



Apprruox B:

Phase 1 Cost Adjustments

Table B-1 Summary of Phase 1 Remaining SPIF

Infrastructure Costs

Table B-2 MIC/TNHC Shared Phase 1 Backbone Facilities

Reimbursement Analysis

Table B-3 MIC Only Phase 1 Backbone Facilities

Rei mbursement An alYsis

Table B-4 TNHC Only Phase 1 Backbone Facilities

Reimbursement AnalYsis

......... 8- 1

B-2

B-3

B- 11

B-L2

B-20

B-27

B-22

B-23

B-24

B-25

......8-27

...... B-28

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

B-5

B-6

B-7

B-8

B-9

B-10

B- 11

B-t2

B- 13

B-L4

B- 15

B-16

.... B-4

Mangini Improvement Company, LLC (MIC) Mangini North

Phase 18 Backbone Facilities Reimbursement Analysis ..'...'. B-5

Mangini Improvement Company, LLC (MIC) Mangini North

Phase 1B Backbone Facilities Constructed ..'.."" 8-6

Gragg Ranch Recovery LLC Backbone Facilities

Reimbursement Analysis ..........'."'B-7

Gragg Ranch Recovery LLC White Rock Springs Ranch

(WRSR) Backbone Facilities Constructed (3 pages) B-8

East Carpenter Improvement Company, LLC (ECIC)/

Enclave at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Backbone

Faci lities Reimbu rsement Analysis

East Carpenter Improvement Company, LLC (ECIC)/

Enclave at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Backbone

Facilities Constructed (8 pages)...

MICfiNHC Shared Phase 1 Backbone Facilities

Reimbursement Analysis (CFD 18/Set-Aside)

White Rock Springs Ranch & Carr Trust SPIF Payments.....

Allocation of SPIF Infrastructure Fee Payments

SPIF True-Up Adjustments-MlC Phase 1...............

SPIF True-U p Adjustments-ECIC/Enclave

SPIF True-Up Verification-MlC Phase 1 (2 pages)

Table B-17 SPIFTTue-Up Verification-ECIC/Enclave....

Phase 1 Backbone Infrastructure Exhibits
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T.ble B-'l

specnc Plan lnfndrucluE Fe (sPlF) 2020 updste
Summrry of Phrre I Remalnlng SPIF lntnrtruciuE CoEt. rl

Aqrcemcnr Ner corrs nl True{p!999!g!lg!9!l3l----------------t
MIC/TNHC

shared

MIC/TNHC
Shared I3l

Mlc
Pha$ 1

Enclave
Shared

Mtc
only

Phare I sPlF lnfErtrucluE RclmbuEcmlnl

TNHC Mlc l\iangini Gragg Eclc/Enclave
Only North Ph. 18 Only Shared Total TotalItem

SPIF Facillty Coit Estlmate

Phss I Roadmyi
Rough Grading
Backbone Roedways
Railroad Cros3lngs
City Fiber Oplic & Tratrc Control System
Signalized lntercectlons & lmprovements
opon Space VehicularAcc*s Barier
Clff-Site Roadway lmprovements
subtoirl Phrte I Rordmy3

OryUrilftySyttem

Pot ble W.ter Sy*em

Oft-Slle W.t€r SlElem (Set.A8ldel

Recycled Water SlElem

sanhary s€Fr sldem
Swer Pipelines
Alder creek Lii station (set-Aside)
Subiolal Sanltary Sercr StEtem

Stom DEln SFtem

Habltat lrllllg.llon

Toi.l Ph.$ I cort!

$0 $5,734,886
$0 $6,2,f7,779
$0 s372,308
$0 $426,709
30 $1,9EE,483
$0 $1 13,730

$0 $0
$0 11,t.883,895

$9,456,57S

9412,146

s1,581,252 $52,9E0,507

$723,778
$1,583,700

$o
$11,973

$2'13.15E
$7,851

$0

s296,138 t6,754,802
$6'r'r,700 s6,,{43,'r79

$0 $372,308
$25t,211 $695,893
$465,645 $2,667,286

$s,s49 $125,130
$0 $0

91,63,1,2,13 919,05E,59E

s209,563
$124,054

$137,,166

$34,770

$52,14S

$576,93'l

s4s8,3s0
$r,743,371

$o
$32,139

8572,167
$21,075

$o
t2,827,1O2

s1,433,743

$1,665,163

$o

$181,241

i4,9E2,771
$3,944,292

$372,s08
i247 JAA
$727,355

$s0,621
$0

$10,36d51s

s3,665.882

$14,155.69s

$o

$1,043,126

14,914,112

$353,752

$36,086,175

t122,110

$o

$o

$o

$o

to
$o
So

$903,273

$o

$t,325,3t3

$0 $169,71 1

$0 0350,553
$0 $0
00 $147,402
$0 9266.E5'l
$0 $2,034
50 $0

90 S936,5s1

s0 $666,822

$0 $57s,847

$0 $0

$0 $216.934

$0 $0
$0 $0
90 30

$0 $1pu,220

$0 $0

$0 93,i13,1,374

$2,5,o,i160

$553,S40

$694,855

$o

$179,284

$o
0o
$o
$o

s422,',|1D
$o
$o

$o
$o
$o
$o
$o

1333,617

$20,929

$o

$o

$o

$0 $5,787,376

$0 $'16,600,703

$1,082,748 t1,062,748

$0 sl,741.303

$1,163,5E0 $7,504,896

$r,011,812 $18,307,371

$137,466
$o

$810,6S4
$0

s1.569.003
s0

91,569,093

$0 $1,082,748
$o

$378,512 $2,29S,129

62,517,253
$,198.50,1

$3,015,757

$91,1,834
$0

$91,t,83,1

$o
$o
$o

$3,432,087
$498,504

$El 0,6s4

s2,540,204

$6,245

$9,96,4,392

$0
$4S8,504
$49E,Soil

$o

So

$1,'101,343

$o

$5,98,1,717

$3,9s0,591

$12,362,597

$412i4A

$6i1,9s8,076

$r,804,675

$o

$5,992,8s2

Source; SPIF Nerus Sludy FisEl Year 2017-2018 Update; iracKay & Somps: Westland; TNHCi EPS.

See Table $2 through Table 813 tor details.

[2] sec Table &1,1 through Table &17 for deiails.

[3] ReflectsthecostsassocjatedwilhtacilitlestundedbylheSP|FSet-AsideFee.

Prcparcd by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-2
Folsom Plan Arca Specific Plan
Speciflc Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
MICTTNHC Shared Phase 'l Backbone Facilltles Reimburcement Analysis

MIC/TNHC
Reimbueement Analysis

Phase I Construction Plan

Item

Folsom
Ranch
Sewer

Alder Creek
Parkway

Sewer Lift Russell Ranch
Station and Alder Creek
Force Main Parkway

Habitat
Mitigation Total

Alocation
of Remalning

Percentage Reimburce.
of Total Amount

SPIF lnfBstructurc Fee Reimbursement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [1]

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [2]
Less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Paynents [3]
Net Remainlng Reimbursement Anount

- $15,075,818

- $698,903
- ($1 19,972)
- $578,93'l

SPIF Facility Cost Estimate [4]

Phase I Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Banier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase 1 Roadways

Dry Utility System

Potable Water System

Off-Site Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer SYstem

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation [51

Total Phase I Costs

$2,946,691 $283,764
$4,050,670 $1,406,522

$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0

$6,997,361 $1,690,286

$52,000 $63,700

$0 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$429,300

$0

$0

$0

$0 $3,230,455
$0 $5,457,192
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0

$8,687,647

$0 $545,000

$0 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$o $3,579,732
$0 $0
$0 $3,579,732

$20,929

$0

$0

$0

$137,466
$o

$137,'f66

$0
$o
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$o

2'l .40/o

36.20/o

0.0%
O.0o/o

0.0%
0.0%
0.0o/o

57.60/"

3.6%

O.Oo/"

0.0%

0.0o/o

23.7o/o

0.0%
23.7o/o

$124,054
$209,563

$0
$o
$0
$0
$0

$333,617

$3,579,732
$0

$3,579,732

$781 ,560

$0

$0
$0
$0

$123,890

$o

$0 $0

$0 $1 ,357,989

$0
$o
$o

$905,450 6.0% $34,770

$1,357,989 9.0o/o $52,149

$1'1,410,653 $'1,877,8?6 $.[29,300 $1,357,989 $15,075,818 100.0% $578,931

mic tnhc

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; TNHC; EPS.

[,1] Based on a cost-sharing agreement between Mangini lmprovement Company, lnc. (MlC) and TNHC Russell Ranch (TNHC)' lnitial

reimbursement amounts for each entity shown below.

Mlc - $10,050,544
TNHC - $5,025,274

[2] Based on the reimbursement balances for MIC and TNHC as of July 15, 2020. Remaining reimbursement amounts for each entity is shown

below and detailed in APPendix C.
Mrc - $0
TNHC - $698,903

[3] Reflects the allocation of SPIF lnfrastructure Fee payments made as of July 15, 2020. See Table B-13 for details.

in! Unt".. otherwise noted, based on the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure cost estimates from the SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update'

as detailed below.
Folsom Ranch Sewer: See Table A-3.
Alder Creek Parkwav Sewer Lifi Station and Force Main: See Table A-4. Costs exclude the Backbone Sanitary Sewer System Costs

as they are funded by CFD No. 1 8.

Russell Ranch Alder Creek Parkwav: See Table A-1

1s1 nenects ttre nanitat mitiga-tion amount reflected in tables supporting the Exhibit D of the MIC/TNHC Shared Phase 1 Backbone Facilities SPIF

Reimbursement Agreement.

Prcparcd by EPS 7/16/2020 2ltii','',.',,,|t,|,,l/.fficu.ert.tt!tu whffistHs!4,t&d11btt w u*b n, ot4tffi
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Table B-3
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
MIC Only Phase I Backbone Facilities Reimbursement Analysis

Mangini lmprovement Company, lnc.
Reimbursement Analysis

Phase { Construction Plan

Item

Mangini Ranch Mangini Ranch
East Bidwell Mangini

Sheet - Parkway -
Phase 1 Phase 1

Habitat
Mitigation Total

Percentage
of Total

Allocation
of Remaining
Reimburse,

Amount

SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Reim burcement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [ 1]

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [2]
Less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Payments [3]
Net Remaining Reimburcement Amount

$21,683,492

$1 0,1 90,034
($225,642)

$9,964,392

SPIF Facility Cost Estimate [4]

Phase I Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase I Roadways

Dry Utility System

Potable Water System

Off.Site Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtota! Sanitary Sewer System

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation [51

Total Phase 1 Costs

$167,544
$1,177,293

$0
$69,940

$924,482
$45,864

$0
$2,385,1 23

$868,320

$45,149

$0

$373,880

$756,925
$0

$7s6,925

$3,766,507

$0

$8,195,904

$829,920
$2,616,640

$0
$0

$320,671
$0
$0

$3,767,231

$2,251,800

$4,013,828

$0

$673,400

$1,007,312
$0

$l,007,312

$1,761,500

$0

$13,475,071

$0

$1 3,590

$13,590

$997,464
$3,793,933

$0
$69,940

$1 ,245,1 53

$45,864
$0

$6,152,354

$3,120,120

$4,058,977

$0

$1,047,280

$1,764,237
$0

$1,764,237

$5,528,007

$13,590

$2r,684,s65

4.6a/o

17.5o/o

0.0o/o

0.3o/o

5.7o/o

02%
0.0%

28.4%

14.4Vo

18.7o/o

0.0%

8.1e/
0.0o/o

8.1%

25.5o/o

0.10/o

$458,350
$1,743,371

$0
$32,1 39

$572,167
$21,075

$0
$2,827,102

$1,433,743

$1,865,1 63

$0

$810,694
$0

$810,694

$2,540,204

$6,245

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o

$0

$0

$o

$0

$0
$0
$o

4.8% $481,241

r00.0% $9,964,392

mic rcimb

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; TNHC; EPS.

[1] Based on Exhibit D of the Mangini lmprovement Company, lnc. (MlC) SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Program Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

[2] Based on the reimbursement balances for MIC as of July 15, 2020. Remaining reimbursement amounts for each entity is detailed in Appendix C.

[3] ReflectstheallocationofSP|FlnfrastructureFeepaymentsmadeasofJulylS,2020.SeeTableB-l3fordetails.
[4] Unless otheruise noted, based on the Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure cost estimates from the SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Updale,

as detailed below.
Manqini Ranch East Bidwell Street - Phase 1: See Table A-6.
Manoini Ranch Manoini Parkwav - Phase 1: See Table A-7.

[5] Reflects the habitat mitigation amount reflected in tables supporting the Exhibit D of the MIC Phase 1 Backbone Facilities SPIF

Reimbursement Agreement.

Prcpared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-{
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specilic Plan lnfEstructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 uPdate
TNHC Only Phase I Backbone Facilities Relmbursement Analllsis

DRAFT
TNHC Russell Ranch LLC
Rcimbu13ement Analysis

Zone 5

Russell Ranch Russell Ranch

Alder Creek Grand Prairie

Paftway Road

Tank and

Zone 6
Booster

Enclave
Backbone

Allocation
of Remaining

Percentage Reimbulse.
ofTotal Amount

Zone4 and
Zone 5 Water

Booster

Item

Habitat
Pump Slation Pump Station lnfrastrudure Mitigation Total

SPIF lnfrastructure Fee ReimbuEement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [1]

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [21

Less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Payments [3]
Net Remaining Reimbursement Amount

$41,986,506

s36,744,475
($648,300)

$36,096,175

SPIF Facility Gost Estimate [41

Phase 1 Roadwa)6
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase 1 Roadways

Dry Utility System

Potable water System

off€ite Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lifl Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer S)6tem

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation [51

Total Phase 1 Costs

$4,667,845
$4,482,660

$234,000
$260,520
$740,649

s91,260
$o

$10,/176,934

M,041,540

$2,358,460

$0

s91 7,280

$1,835,4'18
$0

91,835,4'lE

$3,862,742

$0

$23,192,374

$7,644
$50,700

$201,500
$28,600

90
$14,742

s0
$303,r86

$0

$1 ,015,300

$o

s302,900

$1,035,637
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,035,637

$14e,058

$8,941,400

$0

$0

$59,202

$71,564

$97,500

84,243,200

$0

s0

$58,1 76

$68,040
90
$0

s1 10,160

$0
$0

$236,376

$0

$0

$5,828,504
$4,613,762

$435,500
$289,120
$850,809
$106,002

$0
$12,'t23,697

$4,288,098

s1 6,558,360

$0

$1,220,180

$1,835,418
$o

$1,835,/t18

$5,783,284

$413,795

13.gok
10.9%

't.00h
0.7o/o

2.O%

0.3%
0.0%

2A.7./,

1O.2o/o

39.2o/o

0.0%

2.9%

4.30/o

0.00/6

1.30/.

u,982,771
s3,944,292

$372,308
$247j68
$727,355

s90,621
$0

$10,364,5rs

$3,665,882

$1 4,1 55,693

$o

$1,043,128

$1,569,093
$o

$1,569,093

94,944,112

$353,752

s1 2,362
$0
$0
$o
$o
$0
$0
$0
lo
$o

90

$o

$0

$0
$o
$o

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
s0

$0
$0
$o

$0 $0
$0 $0

00 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$10,126,095 i1,112,264

$o

$0

$0
$0
So

$0$1,920,542

$0

i3,541,e28

$0 $413,795

$236'376 $/113'795

13.70/"

'l.ook

$12,222,832 100.0% $36,096,175

thhc reimb

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; TNHC; EPS'

[1] Based on E)hibit D of the TNHC Russell Ranch LLC (TNHC) SPIF lnfrastruclure Fee Program Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

iZi Based on tne reimbursement balanes for TNHC as of July 15, 2020. TNHC's remaining SPIF Fee reimbursement amounts are detailed in Appendix C.

iai Refleaslheallocationof SPlFlnfrastructureFeepaymentsmadeasofJulylS,2020.SeeTableB-l3fordetails.
ilj Unless ottremise noted, based on lhe Phase 1 SPIF lnfrastructure cost estimales trom the SPIF Nerus Study FY 2017-2018 Update,

as detailed below
Russell Ranch Alder Creek Parkwav: See Table A-1.
Russell Ranch Grand Prairie Road: See Table A-2.

Zone 5 Water Tank and Zone 6 Boosler PumD Station: See Table A-8.
Zone 4 and Zone 5 Water Booster Pump Station: See Table 49.
Enclave Backbone lnfrastructure: See Table A-10.

tSl neneas tn" tibitat mitigation amounl reflected in tables supporting the E)hibit D ot the MIC Phase 1 Backbone Facilities SPIF Reimbursement Agreement.

Prepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-5
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Mangini lmprovement Company, LLC (MlC) Mangini North Phase lB Backbone rsement Analysis

MIC Mangini North Phase lB
Reimbursement Analysis

SPIF Facility Gonstruction Plan

Percentage
of Total

Allocation
of Remaining
Reimburse.

AmountItem

Mangini Pkwy./
E. Bidwell Detention

lntersection Basin No. 22 Total

SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Reimbursement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [1]

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [2]
Less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Payments
Net Remaining Reimbursement Amount

$1,296,218

$1,325,383

$r,325,383

SPIF Facility Cost Estimate [3]

Phase I Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase I Roadmys

Dry Utility System

Potable Water System

Off€ite Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer System

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation

$0
$o
$0
$0

$o
$o
$o
$0
$o
$o
$0
$o

$o

$0

$o

$0

$0
$0
$o

$883,397

$0

$883,397

o.ooa
0.0%
O.Oo/o

0.0%
31.8%

0.0%
0.oa/o

31,8o/o

O.Oo/o

O.Oo/o

o.o%

O.Oo/o

O.0o/o

O.0o/o

0.0o/o

68.2o/o

0.0%

t00.0%

$o
$o
$0
$0

$422,110
$0
$o

$422,110

$0
$0
$o
$o

821

$o
$0

2,$4$41 2,821
$0
$o

$412,821

$o

$o

$0

$0

$o
$o
$o

$o

$o

$412,821

$412,821

$o

$o

$o

$o

$0
$0
$0

$883,397

$0

$1,296,218

$o

$o

$0

$o

$o
$o
$o

$903,273

$o

${,325,383Total SPIF Facility Costs [4]

mic 1b reimb

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; TNHC; EPS.

[1] Based on Exhibit D of the Mangini lmprovement Company, lnc. (MlC) North Phase 1B SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Program

Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

[2] Based on the reimbursement balances for MIC as of July 1 5, 2020. Remaining reimbursement amounts for each entity is detailed in Appendix C.

[3] See Table 8-6 for details.

[4] The Total SPIF Facility Costs may not equal the reimbursement amount due to rounding.

PEpaEdbyEPS 7/1d2020 ZtskdrcirolllsAClt42^Nll4mTs Fokon SPIF lnd.n nt.Ibnl201g20 SPIF UpdtllMoh ll2079 SPIF Updda n01 0741-zUO
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Table &6
Folsom Plan Area Speclflc Pl.n
Speclflc Plan lntnstructur€ Fee (SPlFl 2020 uPdde
Mingtnt tmprcvement Company, LLC (MlC) Manglnl North Phase lB Backbone Facllltl* Constructed

Percentege
Nexus Study SPIF Construction
Construction Es€lation Cost

Costr

Plan Check/
lnsp€clion Contingsncy TotalSPIF lmprovement

of F.clllty
Conalructed

Contract
cost [1]

A$um!/,on

Fomula

Brckbone lnfra3tructurc Roadwryt - Slgnallzed lnteRctlon3 & lmpmwments

ln'a|tr,ection No,13 - E. Bidwatt Sl/nanglni PtMy'
Item 11 Traffic Signals

Storm Dmln

Hydto-Iilodificatlon Bsin No. 22

5.ds%

s

50x

D = c'so16

2&

E= C20%

1ott

F=C.10% c=C+D+E+FA C=A+B

1000/o $300.000 s17,555 $317,5s5

't00% $641,970 $37,566 $679,536

$0 $63,511 $31,756 5412,921

s0 $135,9r)7 $67,954 $883,397

Total Fscllltles $941,970 $55,121 i997,OSl $o 1199,418 199,709 $1,296,218

Source: SPIF N€rus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; EPS.

Roflecls the estimated cost sMUD will charge for the installation of backbons electrical conductoF.

Estimate doos not include costs for the lratfic signals.
t1l
l2t

Prapered by EPs 7h6no20 ZSll,lffiSA6'4@\UN|iFtu
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Table B-7
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Gragg Ranch Recovery LLG Backbone Facilities Relmbursement Analysir

Gragg Ranch Recovery LLG
Reimbursement Analysis

SPIF Facllity Conctruction Plan
Hydromod.

Percentage
Total of Total

Allocatlon
of Remaining
Reimburse.

AmountItem
Mangini
Parkway

Savannah
Parkway

Detention
Basin No. I

Basin
No. 24

SPIF lnfiastrueture Fee Reimburcement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [1]

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [21

Less SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Payments
Net Remaining Reimbursement Amount

- $10,999,824

$o

-$0

SPIF Facility Cost Estimate [31

Phase I Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Conhol System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase I Roadways

Dry Utillty System

Potable Water System

Off€ite Water Syslem

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer System

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation

$930,760
$1,200,191

$206,408
$0

$196,412
$82,976

$0
$2,616,717

$'l,080,305

$207,371

$0

$286,219

$189,895
$0

$189,895

$950,987

$0

$5,331,524

$0
$o
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$o

$0

$o

$o

$o

$0
$0
$o

$702,61'l

$0

$702,611

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o

$0

$0

$0

$o

$o
$o
$o

$0

$o

$o

$0
$o
$o
$o
$0
$0
$o
$o

$0

$0

$o

$0

$0
$0
$0

$0 $930,760
$0 $1,200,191
$0 $206,408
$0 $0
$0 $1 96,412
$0 $82,976
$0 $0
$o $2,616,717

't1.6%
15.0%

2.60/o

O.Oo/o

2.404
1.0o/o

0.0%
32.6%

$0 $1,080,305 13.50/o

$1,058,458

$0

$1,058,458

$o

$0

$o

$o
$0
$o

$933,223

$0

$933,223

$207,371

$0

$286,219

$189,895
$o

$r89,895

$3,645,279

$0

$8,025,816

2.6%

O.Oo/o

3.6%

2.4%
0.0%
2.1o/"

45.4o/o

0.0%

100.0%Total SPIF Facllity Gosts [41

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; Gragg Ranch Recovery LLC; EPS.

[1] Based on Exhibit D of the Gragg Ranch Recovery, LLC (Gragg) White Rock Springs Ranch (WRSR) SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Program

Fee Reimbursement Agreement.

[2] Based on the reimbursement balances for MIC as of July 15, 2020. Remaining reimbursement amounts for each entity is detailed in Appendix C

[3] See Table B-8 for details.

[4] The Total SPIF Facility Costs may not equal the reimbursement amount due to rounding.

wrsr reimb

Preparcd by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table &8
Folsom Plan Area Speclflc Plan
Speclflc Plan lnfnstructurc Fee (SPlFl 2020 Update
Gngg Ranch Recovery LLc Whlte Rock Spdngs Ranch {wRSRl Backbone Faclllties Con3trusted

SPIF N€xus Study FY 2017-2018 U

SPIF lmpmvement

Percentage
of Feclllty

Construcled
Nexus Study SPIF Construction Contract
Construction Es€lation Cost Cost [1]

Plan Checu
lnspection Contingency Total

A$umNion

Fmuh

Backbone Roadmy Rough Gndlng

Mangini Partway
MP 8-GD Clearing
MP 8-GD Rough Grade
MP 8-GD Erosion Control
Sublotal Aldet Creek Pedway

Backbone Roadmys

Mangini Parhray
MP8

Rallioad cro$ln93

5.85X

B
^ea

D = c'50%

20%

E= C20t4

1M

F = c'1o%A c=A+B

$16,830
$614,989

$84,151
,t7t5,969

G = C+D+E+F

1Og.Oo/o

100.0%
100.0%

$1 5,900
$581,000

$79,500
$676,4N

$930
$33,989

$4,651
$39,569

$0 $3,366
$0 $122,998
$0 $16,830
$0 $l/E,lu

$1,683
$61,4S9

$8,415
$71,59f

$21,879
$799,485
$109,396
993O,760

Mangini Parkway

Mangini Partway
At-Grade Railroad Crossing (Mangini Parl$ay; MP 7-8)

7g.',tVo $872,200 $51,024 5923,224 $0 $184,645 $92,322 $1,200,191

25.Oo/o $'150,000 $8,775 $158,775 $0 s31,755 $15,878 $206,408

Open Sprce vehlcular Banler

Mangtni Padway
MP 8 Mangini Parkway 100.0% $60,300 $3,528 $63,828 $0 $12,766 $6,383 $82,976

Slgnallzed lnteEectlons & lmprcyements

Itangini Padway
lntersection No. 14 [2] Mangini Parkwayrsavannah Parkway 13.80/o s142,736 $8,350 $151,086 $0 $30,217 sl5,109 $ 196,412

P re pated by EP S 7/1 612020 zstud*bsAdt@1112079 FM sw l/ll@Etuwtlt sF/F l&d*w112079 sHF Uytb frl0741-XX
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Table B-8
Follom PlNn Arca Speclflc Plan
Speclflc Pl.n lnfraslructuE Fee (SPlFl 2020 Update
Gngg Ranch Recoyery LLc Whlte Rock SPrlngs Ranch (WRSR) Brckbone Facllltls Constructed

SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Updtte Co8t3
Percentage

SPIF lmprcYement
of Frclllty

Constructed
Nexus Study
Construction

SPIF Construction Conlract
Es€lation Cost Cost [1]

Plan Ch*U
lnspection Contingency Total

A$umdiot

Fwula

DryUtllltls

nanglnl Padway
MP 8.DU Mangini Parlsay

A

5.85?t

B

tux

D. c'50%

2&

E = C2014

1016

F = c'10%C=A+B G = C+D+E{F

100.0% $567,000 $33,170 $600,170 S300,085 $120,034 $60,017 $1'080'305

Potablc Water

Itanginl tudawey
MP 8-W Mangini Parl$ay 100.0% $150,700 $8,816 $'159,516 $0 $3't,903 $15,e52 9207,37'l

Non-Poteble Wat€r

Mangini Pailway
MP8-NP Zones
MP 8-NP Zone 6
Sublo'€, ManginiPatkray

Subtotal Non-Pot$le WNter

Sanltary Sser Syltem

Sewer PlpetlnB - 
''anginl 

Padway
MP 8-SS Mangini Parl(way - 8'

100.0%
100.00/o

$92,000
$ 1 16,000
$it08,a00

$5,382
$6,786

$12,16E

$97,382
$122,786
$220,16E

$19,476
$24,557
$11,81

$9,738
$12,279
$22,Otf

$126,597
$159,622
$286,219

$0
$0
to

lo3206,000 lta166 $220,168 $44,0s4 122,017 1286,219

100.0% $138,000 $8,073 S146,073 $0 s2s,2'15 $14,607 $189,895

PrcperedbyEPS 7n6no20
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Table B-8
Folsom Plan Arca Speclflc Plan
Speciflc Plan lnfn3tructuie Fee (SPlF, 2020 update
Gngg Ranch Recovery LLc whlte Rock SPrlngs Ranch (WRSRI Backbone Facllltl$ Constructed

SPIF Nexus Study FY 20'7-20'18 Updete CGts

SPIF lmprcvement

Percentage SPIF Escalated Sl\rUD
of Faclllty Nexus Study SPIF Construction Contract

Construc{ed Construclion Es€lation Cost Cost [1]

Engineering/
Plan Checu
lnspection Contingency Total

A$umilion

Stom Dnln

Plpetines - Mangini Pattway
MP 8-SD Mangini Parkway - 60"
MP 8-SD Mangini Parkway - 48"
MP 8-SD l\rangini Parkway - 24"
MP 8-SD Mangini Parkway - 15"

MP 8-SD Mangini Parkway - 12"

Subtotet Mangini Paduay

Prpernes - Savtnnah Padway
SP 1-SD Savannah Parkway - 60"
SP 1-SD 60" Storm Drain Outfall Structure to HIVB #24
SP 1-SD 60" Storm Drain Pipe Extended to HMB#244
Subtotal Sfl ennah Padtwey

Detenlion Basrns
DB I Detention Basin No. 8
HMB 24 HydromodifiEtion Basin No.24
SuDtola, Delention Easins

Subtotal Stom Dnln

5.85r(

s

5&

D= c'so%

2ffi

E = C2O%

10*

F = c'10c4

$126,000
$198,400
$287,500

$46,800
$32,400

$691,1N

C=A+8

$133,371
$210,006
$304,319

$49,538
$34,295

s731,529

$'173,382
$31,755

$609,061
t811,198

c = C+D+E+F

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
'100.0%

29.3%
100.00/o

100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

$163,800
$30,000

$575,400
$769,2N

$9,582
s1,755

$33,661
t11,998

$510,600
$678,190

$1,188,790

$29,870 $540,470
$39,674 5717,864
$69,s4 $1,258,3?1

$0 $34,676
$0 $6,351
$0 $121,812
$0 s162,UO

$0 $108,094
$0 $143,573
s0 s2s1,667

$7,371
$11,606
$16,81 I

$2,738
s1,895

$10,129

$0 $26,674
$0 $42,001
$0 $60,864
$0 $e,908
$0 $6,859
t0 8116,306

$13,337
$21,001
$30,432

$4,954
$3,430

$73,1Xt

$17,338
$3,176

$60,906
$81,120

$54,047
$71,76

,125,833

$1 73,382
$273,008
$395,614

$64,399
$44,584

$9s0,987

$225,397
$41,2A2

$791,779
$1,O58,4s8

$702,61 1

$933,223
$1dt5,831

$2,649,090 $154,972 32,804062 S0 $660,812 3280,405 13,6,15,279

Toial Faclllties $5,614,426 $328,,144 i5,942,870 $s00,085 $1,188'57,f $59/t,287 i8,025,815

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Updstei iracKay & Somps; WRSRI EPS.

[1] Reflectsth€estimatedcostSMUDwillchargefortheinstallationofbackboneelectri€lconductors.
[2] Eslimate does not include costs for the tralfic signals.

PrcpercdbyEPS 7/16nO20 zsM#ks cttr2Mll2o7o Ftu sffi t@bww|,u sPF WbW1A0f9 SHF Wb dl 0141-NN
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Table B-9

Speclfic Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
East Garpenter lmprovement Company, LLC (ECIC)rEnclaYe at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Backbone Reimburrement

EClCrEnclave
Reimbulrement Analysls

Creek
Parkway

Westwood
Drive

Percentage
ofTotal

Allocation
of Remaining
Reimburse,

Amount

SPIF

Item
East

Bidwell
Basin
No. 19 Total

SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Reimbucement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [11

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [2]
Less SPIF lnfrashucture Fee Payments

$10,4s6,880

$3,434,374

$3,434,374

SPIF Facility Cost Estimate [31

Phase I Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traflic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase 1 Roadways

Dry UtilitySystem

Potable Water System

Off€ite Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer System

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation

Total SPIF Facility Costs [41

$295,168
$647,855

$0
$232,350
$634,400

$0
$0

$1,809,773

$1,052,886

$464,700

$0

$21 I,365

$o
$21 8,039

$0
$164,234
$1 78,1 01

$6,1 92

$0
$566,566

$740,793

$1 ,082,419

$0

$297,232

$22'l,561
$201,457

$0
$52,222

$o
$o
$0

$t175,2,f0

$236,642

$218,383

$0

$151,918

$140,772

$o

$1,222,955

4.9%
10.2%
0.0%
4.3o/o

7.8o/o

0.1o/o

0.0%
27.3%

19.4%

't6.9%

o.00/o

63%

0.0o/o

0.00/o

0.0%

30.1%

0.0o/o

100.0%

$169,7'l 1

$350,553
$0

$147,402
$266,851

$2,034
$o

$0
$0
$o

$o
$o
$o

$o
$o
$o

$o
$o
$o

$o
$0
$o

$o
$o
$o

$0 $516,729
$0 $1,067,351
$0 $0
$0 $448,806
$0 $812,501
$0 $6,1e2
$0 $0
$0 $2,851,579

$0 $2,030,321

$0 $1,765,502

$0 $0

$0 $660,515

$795,054 $3,148,964

$0 $0

$795,05,1 $10,456,881

$936,551

$666,822

$579,847

$o

$216,934

$1,034,220

$0

$3,434,374

$1 ,203,5'13

$0

s1,712,237

$1,009,625

$0

$3,696,635

6cic enclave reimb

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 20'17-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; TNHC; EPS.

[1] Based on a cost-sharing agreement between ECIC and Enclave. lnitial reimbursement amounts for each entity shown below'

EC|C - $5,799,132
Enclave - $4,657,748

[2] Based on the reimbursement balances for ECIC and Enclave as of July '15,2020. Remaining reimbursement amounts for each enti$ is shown

below and detailed in Appendix C.

ECIC - $1,180,700
Enclave - $2,253,674

[3] See Table B-10 for details.

[4] The Total sPlF Facility costs may not equal the reimbursement amount due to rounding.

Preparcd by EPS 7/16/2020 zll!;,',',.'',ll/.|&srd,.@rrrrrrtuwh/hrewps# u@l.btt sPF u& 6ot okle
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Speclfic Plan lnfnstrueturc Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
East Caipenter lmprcvement Company, LLC (EclclrEnclave at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclavel Backbone Fscllltl6 Constructed
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Percentage
SPlF Nexug

of Faciltty Nexus Study
Constructed Conslruction

SPIF Construction
Es€lation Cost TotalSPIF lmprevement

Contract
Cost [11

Plan Checld
lnspection Contingency

A$umptibn

Fonula

Backbone Roadmy Rough Gradlng

AtdarCrekPar*way
ACP 7-GD Clearing
ACP 7-GD Rough Grade
ACP 7-GD Erosion Control
ACP 8-GD Clearing
ACP 8-GD Rough Grade
AcP &GD Erosion Control
Adjtishents for Rounding
Subtotat Atdet Crcek Parhflay

Weslw@d Drtve
WWD 1-GD Clealing
WWD 1-GD Rough Grade
WWD 1-GD Erosion Control
Adjuslments for Rounding
Subtoh Wslwoo.tDdve

Subtotal Backbone Roadmy Rough Gmdlng

5.859'

B

il%

D = c'5o16

20*

E = C'20%

10%

F=C*10r6 G=C+D+E+F

100.0%
'100.0%

100.0%
'100.0%
'100.0%

100.0%

$4,320
$156,000

$2 1,600

$2,430
$18,000
$1 2,1 50

s0
t211,5@

$2,835
$ 1,14,000

$'14,175
$0

$161,010

t375,510

s253
$9,126
$1,264

$142
$1,053

$71 1

$0
s|2,51,/'

c=A+B

$4,573
$165,126
$22,64

$2,572
s19,053
$12,861

$3
$227,$1

$3,001
$'152,424

$15,004
$3

$70,$2

1397,483

$9'15
$33,025

$4,573
$514

$3,81 1

$2,572
$0

$15,110

$600
$30,485

$3,001
$o

$3a,086

$79,/196

$457
$1 6,513

82,286
$257

$1,905
$1,286

$1

$22,706

$300
$15,242
$'l,500

$0
$7,A3

$s9,748

$5,945
$214,64

$29,723
$3,344

$24,769
$ 16,71 9

$4
9295,t68

$3,901
$1 98,151

$19,506
$3

t22l,561

$516,729

50.0%
50.0%
50.oo/o

$166
$8,424

$829
$0

Sg,/tt9

$21,967

$0
$0
s0
s0
$0
$0
$0
$o

$0
$o
$0
$0
$o

$o

Preparcd by EPS 7/16/2020
B-L2
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Speclflc Plan lnfnstructurc F* (SPIF) 2020 Update
East Carpenter lmprcvement Companyt LLC (EclclrEnclaye at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Brckbone Facllltles Construc{ed

SPIF lmprcvement

Percentage SPIF
of Faclllty Nexus Study

Constructed Construction

SPIF N€xus Study FY 2017-2018 Update Costs
Escalated SMUD Engineering/

SPIF Construction Contract Plan Check/
Escalation Cost Cost [1] lnspection Contingency Total

A$umption

Fdnule

5.85%

a

g*

D = c'sdb

2A(

E = c'20%

1M

F=C'10rt G = C+D+E+F

Backbone RoadwrtE

AtderCreRPaflMay
ACP 7 Aldercreek Parkway
ACP I Aldercreek Parkway
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtotal Atdet Crck Pedwey

100.0%
50.0%

14.2o/o

24.Oo/o

43-Ao/o

50.0%

A

$253,600
$21'1,200

$0
$170,EN

$31,350
$40,700
$86,400

$0
$158,1sO

$'146,400
$0

$116,1U)

$7?5,650

$15,187
$1 2,355

$0
927,512

$1,834
$2,381
$5,054

$o
$9,269

$8,564
$0

s456,t

$45,s76

A+B

$274,787
$223,555

$8
1198,3sO

$33,184
$43,081
$91,454

$4
8167,723

s154,964
$3

$151,967

$82l,Ml

$54,957
$44,711

$2
$99,570

$6,637
$8,616

$18,291
$0

s3?,54

$30,993
$o

.f34993

$164,207

s27,479
$22,356

$0
$19,831

$3,318
$4,308
$9,145

$0
$6,n2

$15,496
$0

tt5,496

$82,103

$357,223
$25O,622

$10
$64285s

$43,139
ss6,005

$1 18,891

$4
t218,039

$201,454
$3

$201,157

f1,067,351

$0
$0
$0
$o

$o
$0
$o
$0
t0

$0
$0
So

$o

EBS 28
EBS 34
EBS 38

E Bidwell-WFrontage
E Bidwell Lot B Frontage
E Bidwell - Shops Frontage

Adjustments for

w$tuDod Drlve
WWD 1-N Westwood Dr - N of Old Ranch Way
Adjustments tor Rounding

PrepaEd by EPS 7/16/2020
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Speclfic Plan lnfnstruclure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Updile
East Garpenter lmprcvement Company, LLC (EClCyEncl8ve 8t Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Backbone Faciliti$ ConstruG{ed

Page 3 of I

SPIF

SPIF lmprevement

Percentage
of Faclllty Nexus Study

Constructed Construction
SPIF Construction

Escalation Cost
Plan Checld
lnsp€ction Contingency Total

Contract
Cost [1]

A$umplion 5.859t

a

ilt(

D = C'509C

20*

E= C20%

1M

F=C.10% G=C+D+E+F

clly Flber Opllc Tntric Contrcl SFtem

At tor Crck Pedway
ACP 7 Aldercreek Parkway
ACP 8 Alder Creek Padsay
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtolal Alder Creek PadNaY

EslBidwo/Slreet
EBS28 EBidwell-WFrontage
EBS 3A E Bidwell Lot B Frontage
EBS 38 E Bidwell - Shops Frontage
Ad.iustments for Rounding

Wslwood Ddve
WWD l-N Westuood Dr - N of Old Ranch Way
Adjustments for Rounding
Sublotat Wglwood Drive

Subtotal Clty Fiber Optlc Taffic Contrcl System

'100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0olo

50.0%

$73,700
$95,150

$0
$t66,E50

$42,S00
$36,850
$39,600

$0
$119,350

$37,950
$0

83f,550

$325,150

$4,31 I
$5,566

$0
$9,87E

$2,510
$2,'156
$2,317

$0
s6,982

$2,220
$0

$2,220

3l9,o8o

c=A+B

$78,01 1

$1 00,716
$4

8178,732

$45,410

$40,170
$1

$10,171

S3,15,237

$15,602
s20, r43

s0
$35,716

$9,082
s7,801
$8,383

$0
$25,266

$8,034
$0

$8,0i1

369,045

$7,80'l
$10,072

$0
$17,873

$4,541
$3,901
$4,192

$0
s12,633

$4,0'17
$0

t1,017

334,523

$101,415
$130,931

$4
$232,350

$59,033
$50,707
$54,492

$2
s1u,2u

$52,221
$1

s52,222

i448,806

$39,006
$41,91 7

$2

$0
$0
$0
90

$0
$o
$0
$o
$o

$0
$0
t0

io

tl26,331

PEpared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-'10
Folsom Plan Area Speclfic Plan
Specllic Pl.n lnfnstructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
E;st Carp€nter lmprcvement Company, LLC (ECIC),Enclave at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Bsckbone Fscllltls Con3truct€d

Page 4 of I

Perc€ntage
SPIF Nexus StudY FY 2017-2018

SPIF lmprcvement
of Faclllty

Construcled
Nexus Study SPIF Construction
Consiruction Esslation Cost

Plan Check/
lnspection Contingency

Contract
Cost [1] Total

Asumpllon

Fomula

Open Space Vehlcular Banler

EBS 2 East Bidwell

Subtotal Open Space Vehiculir Bartler

5.8596

a

so16

D = c'50%

2M

E = C'209(

10x

F=C'10r6 6=C+D+E+F

100.0%

A

$4,500

$4,500

c=A+B

$263 s4,763

$4,763

$953

$953

$476

i476

$6,192

i6,r92

$0

$oi263

Slgnallzed lnteEectlons & lmpreYementi

Alder CEk Perketay
lntersection No. S t2l AlderCreek/East Bidwell
lntersectionNo.6[2] AlderCreek/WestwoodDdve
Adjustments tor Rounding
Subtoh AtdetCEkPadMaY

EslEidwerrSlrul
lntersection No. 11 [2] East Bidwell/Savannah Parkway
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtote, Esl Bidwel Srreet

Subtotel Slgnallzed lnteFec-tlons t lmprevements

11.3%
28.4o/o

't4.'l%

$170,994
$290,028

$0
$161,O22

$125,426
$0

$129,126

$590,r!18

$10,003
$16,967

$0
$26,970

$7,571
$0

$7,571

$3,r,54r

$180,997
$306,995

$11
$188,N3

$136,998
$4

$37,N2

1625,005

$36,199
$61,399

$0
$97,598

$27,400
$0

$27,4n

$124,998

$1 8,1 00
$30,699

$0
,18,799

$13,700
$0

$3,7@

$62,499

s235,296
$399,093

$11
siu,1N

$178,097
s4

$178,101

$812,601

$0
$0
$0
lo

$0
$0
t0

lo

Preparcd by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table &10 Page 5 of I

Speclflc Plan lnfmltruc'ture Fee (SPlFl 2020 Updste
E;3t Carpenter lmprevement Comp|ny, LLC (EclclrEncl8ye at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave! Beckbone Facilltl$ Constructed

SPIF lmprcvement

Percentage
of Faclllty Nexus Study SPIF Construction Contract Plan Check/

Constructed Construction Escalation Cost Cost [1] lnspection Contingency Total

A$umption

Fomula

585*

a C=A+B

$255,310
$329,617

$18
.ts81,945

$148,61 3
$262,931

$12
t111,567

$'131,466
$4

$l3l,170

tl,127,972

tu%

D = C'50ti

20x

E = c'20r6

10%

F=C,|At G=C+D+E+F

Dry Utllltles

AtderCrcek Paduay
ACP 7 AlderCreek Parkway
ACP I Alder Creek Parlsay
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtotel Aldet C@k Pafivey

EBS 28 East Bidwell
EBS 3 East Bidwell
Adjustments for Rounding
SuDtota, Est 8id/e,, Slreet

Wslwood Drive
wWD 1-N Westwood Dr - N of Old Ranch Way
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtolat Wslwood Drive

Subtotal Dry Utlllties

100.0%
't00.0%

100.0%
'!00.0%

$24't,200
$31 1,400

$0
s55a600

$14,1 1 0
s18,217

$0
t32,327

$8,213
$'14,531

$0
$22,71s

$7,266
$o

$7,266

162,338

$127,655
$164,808

$0
s292,161

$74,307
$131,466

$0
8205,7f2

$65,733
$0

865,733

1563,969

$51,062
$65,923

s0
$tt6,9rs

$25,723
$52,586

$0
$E2,309

$26,293
$0

$26,293

$225,588

$25,531
$32,962

$0
$54493

$459,558
$593,310

$18
31,052,885

$140,400
$248,400

s0
$388,8N

50.0% $'t24,200
$0

$121,2(n

$1,065,600

$'r4,861
$26,293

$0
s1l,151

$13,'147
$0

$13,117

i112,754

$267,504
$473,277

$12
sla,7c3

$236,638
$4

$236,612

i2,030,321

Prepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Folsom Plan Arca Speclflc Plan
Speclflc Plan lnfrartruc{ure Fee (SPIF) 2020 update
Eist Carpenter lmprevement ComparDr, LLC (EClclrEncleve at Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclevel Bsckbon€ Facllhl6 ConstruG{€d

Page 6 of I

SPIF Nexu3

SPIF lmprcvement

Percentage
of Feclllty N€xus Study

Constructed Construction
SPIF Construction

Escalation Cost
Plan ChecU
lnspection Contingency Total

Contract
Cost [1]

A$umprion

Fomul.

Poiable Water

Atdet Creek Patksay
ACP 7 Alder Creek Parkway
ACP 8 Alder Creek Parkway
Adjustments for Rounding
Sublo'f Atder Creek Parhtay

EBS 2A East Bidwell
EBS 2B East Bidwell
EBS 3 East Bidwell
Adiustments for Rounding
Subtola, Est Bidr,vefi Srrcel

$147,400
$190,300

$0
s337,7N

$289,800
$179,400
$317,400

$0
$786,6N

$75,900
s82,800

$0
tl58,7N

$1,283,000

5.85'd

B

$8,623
$1 1,133

$o
s19,7sS

$16,953
$10,495
$ 1 8,568

$0
s16,016

$4,,140
$4,844

$0
gt,2u

$75,056

C=A+B

$156,023
$201,433

$8
t357,163

$306,753
$189,895
$335,968

$19
$832,63s

$80,340
$87,644

$4
$167,988

$1,358,087

$0 $61,351
$0 $37,979
$0 $67,194
$0 $0
$0 $t66,523

$31,205
$40,287

$0
$71,191

$16,068
$17,529

$0
$33,597

t271,611

$'15,602
$20,143

$0
s35,Zt6

$30,675
$18,989
$33,597

$0
$83,262

$202,830
$261,862

$8
$u,7@

$398,779
$246,863
$436,758

$19
$1,082,119

fi*

D = c'5094

2or,

E = c20%

IM

F=C'10% G=C+D+E+F

100.0%
1 00.00/o

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Westwood Dr - '12" Zon€ 3
Westwood Dr - 16'Zone 4

50.0%
50.0%

$0
$0
$0
t0

Weslwood Ddre
VVWD 1A
WWD,lA

$0
$0
$o
t0

fo

$8,034
$8,764

$0
$16,798

3135,806

$1U,442
$1 13,937

$4
n18,383

i1,766,502

Adjustments for Rounding
Sublotat Wstwoott Ddve

Subtotel Potable Water

Prepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-10
Folsom Plan Atea Sp€cltlc Plan
Speclflc Plen lnfnstructurc F* (SPIF) 2020 update
East Carp€nter lmprovement Company, LLC (EclcllEnclave al Folsom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Backbone Facllltl6 Constructed

Page 7 of I

SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update costs

SPIF lmprcvement

Percentage SPIF
of Faclllty Nexus Study SPIF

Constructed Construction Es€lation

SIUUD Engineering/
Contract Plan Ch€cU
Cost rl lnspection Contingency Total

Es€lated
Construction

Cost

A$umptlon

Fomula

5.85X

B

fix
D=C'sffi

2&
E = c2U,4

10%

F=C'10r6 G=C+D+E+F

Non-Potable Water

Aktet Crr'ek Pa*way
ACP 8 Aldercreek Parkway- 8" zone 3
Adjustments for Rounding
Sublotel Atder c,€€* Paftway

Esl Eidwel Slreel
EBS 28 East Bidwell - Mllage 7 Frontage
EBS 3 East Bidwell - Shops Frontage
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtola, Etrl Bidle,, Street

Weslwood Dfive
WWD 1 Westwood Drive - 8" Zone 4
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtotat Wslwood Ddve

Subtot.l Non-Potable Wttei

100.0% $153,600
$0

$153,6N

$78,000
$138,000

s0
$216,Un

$1 10,400
$0

t110,4n

$480,000

$8,986
$0

$8,986

$4,563
$8,073

$0
$12,636

$6,458
$0

$6,a58

$28,080

c=A+B

$162,586
$4

s182,s90

$82,563
$146,073

$5
$228,611

$1 16,858
$2

$116,860

i508,091

$32,517
$0

gt2,s17

$16,513
$29,215

$0
t15,727

$23,372
$0

$23,372

$.tol,6t6

$16,259
$0

$16,2s9

$8,256
$14,607

$0

$22,861

$1 1,686

$0
911,686

$50,8m

$21 1,361

$4
$211,36s

$107,332
$189,895

$5
t297,232

$151,916
$2

$1s1,918

3660,515

100.0%
100.0%

$0
$o
$o

$o
$0
$0
t0

$0
$o
$0

$o

100.0%

Prcpared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Follom Plan Area Speciflc Plan
Speclflc Plan lnfnstructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
East Carpenter lmprovement Company, LLC (EClClrEnclave at Fobom Ranch, LLC (Enclave) Backbone Fscilltles Construc{€d
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SPIF lmprcvement

Percentsge SPIF
of Faclllty Nexus Study

Constructed Construction

SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update qo49_
Escalated Sl\rUD Engineering/

SPIF Construction Contract Plan ChecU
Es€lation Cost Cost [1] lnspection Contingency Total

A#umption

Fanula

Stom Dnin

Pipelines - Al.tercrek PailNay
ACP 7 Alder Creek ParkwaY - 60' SD
ACP 7 Alder Creek Parkway - 66' SD
ACP I Alder Creek Parkway - 18' SD
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtohl Aldet Crcek Pedway

Pipelins - E*lBitlwetl StNt
EBS 2 East Bidwell - 72" SD
EBS 2 Outfall Structure to HMB 19

EBS 3 East Bidwell - 36" SD
Adjustments for Rounding
Subtotat EBI Bidwett SlMt

Pipellns - wslwood Ddve
\ A,VD 1 Westwood Drive - 42" SD
Adjustm€nts for Rounding
Subtotat Wslwood DdYe

Hyd mmdiftcalion BBin 1 9
HMB 19 Hydromod Basin No. 19

Adjustments for Rounding
Subtotat Hdrcmodifica,ion Bsin 19

Subtotal Stom Dnln

5.85%

B

50*

D = c'50%

20*

E= C20%

10x

F=C'1Or6 G=C+D+E+F

$268,800
$322,000
$283,800

$0
$871,6N

$471,700
$40,000

$222,OOO
$0

$733,7N

$ 102,300

$0
$102300

$s77,770
$0

$s77,770

$2,288,370

$15,725
$18,837
$16,602

$0
$51,1il

$27,594
$2,340

$12,987
$0

s12,921

$5,e85
$0

ste85

$33,800
$0

$3,8N

$133,870

C=A+8

$284,525
$340,837
$300,402

$20
892s,781

$499,294
$42,340

$234,987
$17

t776,638

$108,285
$2

81aN,287

$61 1,570
$14

s611,5U

,2,422,293

$56,905
$68,167
$60,080

$0
$t85,t53

$99,859
$8,468

M6,997
$0

s155,t21

$21,6s7
$0

t21,6s7

$0 $'t22,314
$0 $0
t0 $122,311

S0 i484,4,18

$28,452
$34,084
$30,040

$0
$92,576

$369,882
$443,088
$390,523

$20
$l,203,513

A

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

$o
$0
$0
$0
t0

$0
$0
$o
$0
$0

$0
$0
to

50.0%

100.0%

$49,929
$4,234

$23,499
$0

t77,662

$10,828
$0

$10,828

$61,157
$0

s61,157

t212,224

$649,083
$55,M2

$305,483
$17

$1,0N,62s

$'140,770
$2

tlt@,772

$795,M0
$14

$7C6,O51

N3,,l48,964

Total Facllltles $?,1s9,22S $420,570 i7,609,970 $553,969 $1,521,952 s760,981 310,455,881

Source: SPIF Nerus Study FY 2017-2018 Update: MacKay & Somps; ECIC; Enclave; EPS.

[1] R€flectstheestimatedcostSlrUDwillchargefortheinstallationofbackboneelectri€lconductors.
[2] Estimate does not include costs for the traffic signals.

Pepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-11
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
MIC/TNHC Shared Phase 1 Backbone Facilities Reimburcement Analysis (CFD '18/Set-Aside)

Item

Phase I Construction Plan

Parkway Crossing
Sewer Lift Pipeline:

Station and Off-Site Percentage

Force Main Water Total of Total

Allocation
of Remaining
Reimburse.

Amount

CFD 18 and SPIF Acquisition & Shortfall Agreement
lnitial Reimbursement Amount [1]

Remaining Reimbursement Amount [2]
Less SPIF Set-Aside Payments [3]
Net Remaining Reimbursement Amount

$5,075,191

$2,628,206
($1,046,9s4)

$1,581,252

SPIF Facility Cost Estimate [3]

Phase 1 Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase I Roadways

Dry Utility System

Potable Water System

Off€ite Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System [4]
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer SYstem

Storm Drain System

Habitat Mitigation

Total Phase 1 Gosts

$o
$o
$o
$o
$0
$0
$o
$o

$o
$o
$o
$o
$o
$o
$o
$o

$o

$o

$0

$o

$o
$0
$o
$o
$o
$0
$o
$o

$0
$o
$o
$o
$o
$o
$o
$o

0.0%
0.0%
0.Oo/o

0.0%
o.o%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

$o
$1,600,000
$l,600,ooo

$o

$o

$1,600,000

$o

$0

$3,475,191

$o

$o

$o

$3,475,191

$o

$o

$3,475,191

$0

$o
$1,600,000
$1,600,000

$o

$o

0.0%

O.Oo/o

68.5o/o

0.0%

o.oo/o

31.5%
31.5%

O.0o/o

o.o%

$o

$0

$1,082,748

$o

$0
$498,504
$498,504

$o

$o

$0
$o
$o

$5,075,'l9t lOO.Olo $1,58'1,252

set-asrde reimb

Source: SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update; MacKay & Somps; MIC; TNHC; EPS.

['1] Based on a cost-sharing agreement between Mangini lmprovement Company, lnc. (MlC) and TNHC Russell Ranch (TNHC).

lnitial reimbursement amounts for each entity shown below.

Mlc - $3,383,460
TNHC - $1,691,731

[2] Based on the reimbursement balances for MIC and TNHC as of July 15,2020. Remaining reimbursement amounts for each

entity is shown below and detailed in Appendix C.

Mlc - $1,712,260
TNHC - $915,946

[3] Reflects the SPIF Set-Aside Fee payments made through July 1 5, 2020. See Table B-12 for details.

[4] The SplF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update assumed $1,600,000 of the Alder Creek Lift Station costs would be funded by

the SPIF Fee Program whereas the remaining $4,827,005 would be funded by CFD '18'

See Table 17 of the SPIF Nexus Study FY 2017-2018 Update for details.

Prcpared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-12
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
White Rock Springs Ranch & Carr Trust SPIF Payments

Item

SPIF
Transaction lnfrastructure

Date Fee

SPIF
Set-Aside

Fee

White Rock Springs Ranch
Carr Trust
Village 1

Villages 8 & 9
Villages 4 - 7
Villages 2 & 3
Total

07t10t19
07r10119
1 0/03/1 I
12t06t19
12t19119

$0
$o
$o

$993,914
$o

$993,914

$58,184
$193,254
$284,918
$306,465
$204,133

$1,046,954

Source: Cityof Folsom; EPS.

wrsr pmt
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Table B-13
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
Allocation of SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Payments [lt

Item Amount
Percentage

of Total

Allocation
of SPIF

Payment

White Rock Springs Ranch SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Payment $993,914

SPI F I nfrastructu re Fee Reimbu rcement Balances

Man g i n i lmprovement Company
MIC/TNHC Shared Ph. 'l Backbone lmprovements
MIC Only Ph. 1 Backbone lmprovements
Subtotal Mangini lmprovement Company

TNHC Russell Ranch
MIC/TNHC Shared Ph. 1 Backbone lmprovements
TNHC Only Ph. 1 Backbone lmprovements
Subtotal TNHC Russell Ranch

Total $55,093,706 100.0%

$5,966,672
$12,507,593
$18,474,265

$683,524
$35,935,917
$36,619,441

10.8o/o

22.7o/o

33.s%

1.2o/o

65.2o/o

66.5%

$107,641
$225,642
$333,283

$12,331
$648,300
$660,631

$993,914

wrsr split

Source: City of Folsom; EPS.

[1] Per the SPIF Fee Reimbursement Agreement, Fee Reimbursements paid to Equal-Priority Reimbursement

Agreements shall be paid out pro rata, based on the relative amount of then outstanding Fee Reimbursements

due thereunder at the time of such payment.

Prepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-14
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan Infrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
SPIF True-Up Adjustments - MIC Phase I

MIC Phase I

Phase 1 SPIF Facilities

Item

Outfall
Sewer

t11

East Bidwell
& Detention

Basins

l2l

Mangini
Parkway &
Placerville

Road Water
t31 Total

Distribution of
MIC Phase I

Percentage True-Up
of Total Amount

MIC Phase'l True-Up [4] $5,98/.,717

Estimated Facility Costs by SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Component

Phase 1 Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase I Roadways

Dry Utility System

Potable Water System

Off-Site Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer System

Storm Drain System

Total Phase 1 Costs

$1,761,500 $6,433,457',18.4Yo

$13,288,529 $8,195,904 $13,475,071 $34,959,503 100.0% $5,984,717

$3,230,455
$5,457,192

$o
$o
$o
$o
$o

$8,687,647

$167,544
$1,177,293

$o
$69,940

$924,482
$45,864

$o
$2,385,123

$868,320

$45,149

$o

$373,880

$756,925
$o

$756,925

$3,766,507

$829,920
$2,616,640

$o
$o

$320,671
$o
$o

$3,767,231

$2,251,800

$4,013,828

$o

$673,400

$4,227,919
$9,251 ,1 25

$0
$69,940

$1,245,153
$45,864

$o
$14,840,001

$3,235,820

$4,058,977

$0

$1,047,280

12.1o/o

265%
o.o%
0.2o/o

3.6%
0.1Yo

O.Oo/o

42.4%

93%

11.6%

0.0olo

3.0o/o

15.3o/o

0.0%
15.3%

$723,778
$1,583,700

$o
$11,973

$21 3,1 58

$7,851
$o

$2,540,460

$553,940

$694,856

$o

$179,284

$914,834
$o

$914,834

$1,101,343

$1 15,700

$o

$o

$o

$3,s79,732
$o

$3,579,732

$905,450

$1 ,007,312
$o

$1,007,3'r 2

$5,343,969
$o

$5,343,969

true up alloc mic

Source: WestLand; SPIF Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2O17'2018 Update; EPS'

[1] Phase 1 costs based on the Information provided in Table A-3 and Table A.4 of the SPIF Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2017-2018

Update, excluding the Alder Creek Parkway Sewer Lift Station and Forcemain and lron Point Gravity Sewer Connection,

which are funded by CFD No. 18.

[2] Phase 1 costs based on the information provided in Table A-6 of the SPIF Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Update.

[3] Phase 1 costs based on the information provided in Table A-7 of the SPIF Nexus Study Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Update.

[4] See Table B-16 for details.

Prepared by EPS 7/16/2020
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Table B-15
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Specific Plan lnfrastructure Fee (SPIF) 2020 Update
SPIF True-Up Adlustments - ECIC/Enclave

EClCrEnclave

Item
Alder Creek

Parkway
Westwood

Drive
Percentage

of Total

Distribution of
ECIC/Enclave

True-Up
Amount

East
Bidwell

Basin
No. 19 Total

MIC Phase 1 True-Up [21 $5,992,852

Estimated Facility Costs by SPIF lnfrastructure Fee Component

Phase 1 Roadways
Rough Grading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad Crossings
City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control System
Signalized lntersections & lmprovements
Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier
Off-Site Roadway lmprovements
Subtotal Phase 1 Roadways

Dry Utillty System

Potable Water System

Off-Site Water System

Recycled Water System

Sanitary Sewer System
Sewer Pipelines
Alder Creek Lift Station
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer System

Storm Drain System

Total Phase 1 Costs

$295,1 68

$647,855
$0

$232,350
$634,400

$0
$0

$1,809,773

$1 ,052,886

$464,700

$0

$211,365

$0
$218,039

$0
$164,234
$178,101

$6,192
$o

$566,566

$740,793

$1 ,082,419

$o

$297,232

$221 ,56',1

$201,457
$0

$52,222
$0
$0
$o

$.175,240

$236,642

$218,383

$0

$151 ,918

$140,772

$1,222,9Es

4.9%
'10.2o/o

0.Oo/o

43%
7.8%
0.1%
o.00/o

27.3o/o

19.4%

16.9o/o

O.Ia/o

6.3%

0.0%
Q.0o/o

0.0%

3O.1o/"

100.0%

$296,1 38
$61 1,700

$0
$257,211
$465,645

$3,549
$o

$1,6311,243

$1 ,163,580

$1 ,01 1 ,812

$o

$378,542

$1 ,804,675

$5,992,852

$o
$0
$o

$0
$o
$o

$0
$0
$o

$0
$0
$o

$0
$o
$0

$0
$0
$o

$0 $516,729
$o $1,067,351
$0 $0
$0 $448,806
$0 $812,501
$0 $6,1s2
$0 $0
$0 $2,851,579

$0 $2,030,321

$0 $1,765,502

$0 $0

$0 $660,515

$795,054 $3,148,964

$795,054 ${0,456,881

$1,203,513

$1,742,237

$1,009,625

$3,696,635

true up alloc ecic

Source: WestLand; SPIF Nexus Study FiscalYear 20'17-201 8 Update; EPS.

[1] See Table B-1 0 for SPIF Facility costs details.

[2] See Table B-17 for details.
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Folsom Plan Arca Speclflc Plan
Speclfic Plao lnfE3tructurc Fee (SPlFl 2020 Update
SPIF True-Up Vedncailon - MIC Pha* I

DRAFT
Pag€ I of 2

MIC Phase I

Item

SPIF Comtruction Co8tt
lmprovement lndireclCost

Costs Allo€tion Costs Contingency
SMUD
Costs

Total
Costs

Soft

MIC Phase I Conrtruction Co3t3 Ill
Outfall Sewer
E Bidwell & Detention Basins
Mangini Parkway & Pla@rville Rd Water
Total MIC Phase I Constructlon Co!t!

$9,873,57S
$8,201,654

$10,350,292
$2E,425,525

$2,112,585
$1,815,556
$2,363,90S
$6,292,050

$0
$283,702
$697,895
s981,598

$2,397,233
$2,060,182
$2,682,41 9

$7,139,834

$14,383,397
$12,36'1,094
$16,094,516
342,839,007$0

FY 2OI7.2OI6 SPIF NEXUS STUDY COST ASSUMPTIONS

Outfall Sew. [21

Backbone Rough GEding
Backbone Roadways
Dry Utilities
Backbone Sanitary Sewer System
Backbone Stom Drain System
Subtotal Fohom Ranch SeFr Ph. I Backbone lnfastrusture

Alder Creek Parkmy SeEr Lifi Sietlon and Force Meln Phase I Co3l3
Backbone Rough Gmding
Backbone Roadweys
Beckbone Dry Utility
Backbone Sanitary Sewer System [3]
Backbone Stom Drain System
Subtotal Alder Crcek Parkmy Serer Lift Statlon and Force Maln Phase I Colts

Total Outfall Serer

E Bldwll & Detentlon Basinr l4l
Backbone Rough GEding
Backbone Roadways
City Fiber Oplic & Traffic Control System
Backbone Signalized lntereection lmprcvements
Backbone Open Space Vehiolar AGess Barier
Backbone Dry utility System
Backbone Potable Water System
Backbone Recycled Water System
Backbone Sanitary Sewer System
Backbone Stom Drain System

Prepqd by EPS 7n6/2020

$2,266,685
$3,1'15,900

$40,000
$2,753,640

s601,200
48,177,125

$218,280
$1,081,940

$49,000

$9s,300
$1,,144,520

s10,221,945

$0 $453,337
$0 $623,180
$0 $8,000
$0 $550,728
$0 $'120,240
l0 $r,755,465

$43,656
$21 6,388

$9,800

$0 $19,060
$0 3288,90/t

s0 92,M4,3E9

$25,776
s181,122

$1 0,760
$142,228

$7,056
$96,480

$6,946
$57,520

s 1 16,450

$579,463
31,223,E01

$226,66s
$31 1,590

$4,000
$275,364

$60,'120
,877,713

$2,946,691
$4,050,670

$52,000
$3,579,732

$781,560
st 1,410,653so

s0
$0
$0

$21,828
$1 08,1 94

$4,900

$9,530
111,!,,152

8r,022,1e5

$283,764
$1,406,522

s63,700
$0

$1 23,890
$1,877,876

$t3,288,529

80

$0

$128,880
$905,610

$53,800
$711,140

$35,280
s482,400

$34,730
$287,600
$582,250

$2,897,313
s6,ll9,oo3

-$o
$0
$0
$0

'!u
- $241,200

$0
$0

-$0
-$0

$o t211,2O0

$1 2,888
$90,561

$5,380
$71,114

$3,528
$48,240

$3,473
$28,750
$58,225

$289,731
s6ll,9oo

$1 67,544
$1.177,293

$69,940
$924,482

$45,864
$868,320

$45,14e
$373,880
$756,925

$3,766,507
38,195,904
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T.ble B.l6
Foleom Phn Arca Speclnc Phn
Specmc Plrn lnfEstructurc Fee
sPlF True-lJp vedncaton - Mlc

(sPrFl
Phase

2020 lJpdate
I

DRAFT
Pag€ 2 of 2

Mlc Phase I

Item

SPIF Con3lructlon Costs

Costs Allo@tion Costs Costs Contingency Costs

Manglnl Parlffiy e Placerullle Rd Water l5l
Backbone Rough GEding
Backbone Roadways
Backbone Signalized lntersection lmprovements
Backbone Dry Utility System
Backbone Potable Water System
Backbone Rocycled Weter System
Backbone Ssnitary Sewer System
Backbone Stom Drain System

Total Minglnl Parkmy & Placewille Rd Water

TOTAL FY 20I7.2OI8 SPIF NEXTJS STUDY COST ASSUMPTIONS

$638,400
$2,01 2,800

$246,670
$ 1,251,000
$3,087,560

$518,000
$774,855

$ t,355,000
s9,884,285

s26,225,233

$0
$0
$0

$625,500
$0
$0
$o
$0

$625,500

$127,680
$402,560

$49,334
$250,200
$617,51 2

9103,600
$1 54,971

$271,000
sr,976,857

$63,840
$201,280

s24,667
$1 25,1 00
s308,756

$51,800
$77,486

$135,500
$9EE,429

$829,920
$2,61 6,640

$320,671
$2,251,800
$4,013,828

$673,400
$1,007,312
$1,761,500

$t3,475,071t0

$0 3866,700 $5,245,047 12,622,523 934,959,503

Mlc sPlF True-t p Adlultment
irlc Phase 1 Construction
FY 2017-2018 SPIF Nerus Study Costs
Adl$ted SPIF Tre-Up [61

$28,425,525
$26,225,233

12,200,2s2

$6,292,050
$0

$6,292,050

$981,598
$866,700
31 14,898

$7,139,8s4
$5,24s,047

$0 $42,839,007
$2,622,523 $34,959,503

(r2,622,s231TJJ-.9-lT;564-i17'1

Soure: FY 2017-2018 SPIF Nexus Study Update; WestLand; EPS.

[1] Based on infomation pmvided in the Mangini lmprcvement Company, lnc. Phase I SPIF True-Ljp Analysis, dated Augusl 6, 2019.

izi Based on infomation in Table A-3 (Folsom Ranch Sewer Phase 1 Costs) and Trble A-4 (Alder Creek Parkway Sewer Lift Station and Force lllain Phase 1 Costs).

Costs exclude the Alder Creek Parkway Sewer Lift Station and Forcemain and lrcn Point GEvity Sewet Connection.

[3] Costs not included beGuse they are funded by CFD No. 1 8.

[4] Based on infomation in Table A-6 (Mangini Ranch East Bidwell Street Phase I Construction Costs)'

[5] Based on infomation in Table A-? (Mangini Ranch Parkway Phase '1 Construction Costs).

iOi ttreadjusteOSP|FTrue-UpassumesthesoftCostsdonotexceedtheamountincludedintheFY20lT-20'lSSPlFNerusStudy.
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Table B-17
Follom Pl.n AEa specific Pl.n

SPIF True-Up V.rification
2020 update

DRAFT

EClCrEnclave

Item

sPlF condruclion Cott!

Costs Allo@tion Costs Costs Contingenca Costs

EclclEnclave Construciion Coltr rl
Alder Cr€ek ParkHy
East Bidrell
Westwod Drive
Hydromodifidtion Basin No. 19
Tot.l ECIC/Enclaw contilruction coltr

$4,842,168
$5,224,3s5
$1,240,134

$776,665
112,083,302

$951,944
$1,027,076

$243,804
$'152,688

$2,s75,512

$243,367
$140,1S9

$E5,3S2
$0

i168,958

$823,362
$888,346
$210,872
$1s2,064

12,054,ell'

- $6,860,841
- $7,279,957
- $1,780,202
- $1,061,417

90 $18,982,417

FY 20l7-2018 SP|F NEXUS STUDY COST ASSUMPnONS [21

Roadwaya
Rough crading
Backbone Roadways
Railroad crossings
City Fiber Optic & TEfllc Control syslem
Signalized lnteBeclions & lmprovemenls
Open spsce V€hicular Access Barier
off-Site Roadwy lmprovements
Subtotrl Roadwt!tr

Dry Utility stEtem

Potable Water syltem

off€lte Water slEtem

Recycled Watcr Syttem

Srnitary scwer syrtem
Serer Pipelines
Alder creek Lift Station
Subtotal s.nit.ry sewer SlEtem

Stom DEin SFtem

Habltat Mitigation

TOTAL FY 2017.2018 SPIF NEXUS STUOY COST ASSUMP'I]ONS

$2,422,293

$7,60t,970

$0
$o
lo

s242,224

s76o,9El

$397,483
$821,041

$0
$345,237
$625,005

$4,763
$0

$2,193,529

$1,'127,972

9'1,358,067

So

$50E,09'1

$0
$o
$0
$o
$0
90
$o
so

$563,969

9o

9o

$0

$7S,495
$'164,207

$o
$59,046

$124,9SE
$s53

$0
$38,699

$225,588

$271,61 1

$0

$1 01,616

$39,749
$82,103

$0
$3,1,523

$62,499
$476

$o
3219,350

$112,794

$135,806

$o

$50,808

$516,728
s1,067,350

$0
$448,806
$812,502

$6,192
$0

12,851,577

$2,030,322

$1,765,503

$o

$660,515

$o
$0
lo

$3,148,965

$o

l't0,456,881

$0

$o
$0
lo

$o
$0
lo

$o

$o
$o
$0s0

90 $563,969 $1,521,962

$484,448

MIC sPlF True-up Adiuttment
ECIC/Enclave construclion
FY 2017-201E SPIF Nexus Sludy Costs
Adju.ted sPlF TrueUp [31

$12,08s,s02
$7,609,970
$,173,332

$2,375,512
$o

12,375,512

$468,956
$563,959
(195,01 1)

$2,054,645
s1,521,962

$o
$760,981

(1760,981

$16,982,417
$10.456.6E2

)T$53s2F l
adiwt d ttuo up.cic

sourcer FY 2017-2018 SPIF Nexus Study Update; WestLand; EPs.

[1] Based on information prcvided by the East Carpenter lmprcvement Company, dated July 1 5, 2020.

[2] See Table B-10 for details.

[3] TheadjustedSPlFTrue-UpassumesthosofrCoslsdonotexceedlheamountincludedintheFY20'17-20lESPlFNexusStudy.
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Apperuox C:

Constructing Owner Reimbursement Balances

Table C-1

Table C-2

Table C-3

Table C-4

Table C-5

Mangini Improvement Company ....

Russell Ranch Phase 1.............

East Carpenter Improvement Company

Eagle Entities.,............

Gragg Ranch Recovery Acquisition......,
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Apperuox D:

Roadway Construction Cost Estimates

Backbone Infrastructure Roadway Segments Exhibit

Backbone Infrastructure City Fiber Optic & Traffic Control Exhibit

Backbone Infrastructure Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier....

Backbone Infrastructure Construction Cost Estimate
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbone Infrastructure

Gonstruction Cost Estimate

Item
Excavation

Quantity (CYS)
Construction

Gost
Soft Gost

(15o/ol

Contingency
(20o/ol

Total

Backbone Rough Grading Summary

Alder Creek Parkway
Oak Avenue Parkway
East BidwellStreet
Westwood Drive
Empire Ranch Road
Rowberry Drive
ManginiParkway
Savannah Parkway
Prairie City Road
Placerville Road Utility Corridor

563,000
283,000

38,700
60,000

783,000
58,000

743,500
219,000
500,000

4,000

$3,998,760
$2,150,800

$362,472
$291,240

$6,197,940
$425,920

$4,667,360
$1,646,640
$3,715,760

$47,680

$599,814
$322,620

$54,371
$43,686

$929,691
$63,888

$700,104
$246,996
$557,364

$7j52

$799,752
$430,160
$72,494
$58,248

$1,239,588
$85,'184

$933,472
$329,328
$743,1s2

$9,536

$5,398,326
$2,903,580

$489,337
$393,1 74

$9,367,219
$574,992

$6,300,936
$2,222,964
$5,016,276

$64.368

Total Backbone Rough
Grading

3,252,200 $23,504,572 $3,525,686 $4,700,914 $31,731,172

Z:\Shared\Projects\SAc\142OOO\142079 Folsom SPIF lmpl€mentation\2o19-20 SPIF Update\Deta\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a ckbo n e I nf rastr uctu re

Construction Cost Est mate

791 9.000

Sect. Description
Rough Grade
Excavation

KOaOway
Section

Unit Pct.
Cost Romaining

Conet.
Costs

soft
Costs
116%l

Contingency
(20o/ol

Total

Backbone Roadway Rough Grading

Alder Creek Parkwey

ACP 1-GD

ACP 1-GD

ACP 1-GD

ACP 2-GD

ACP 2-GD

ACP 2-GD
ACP 3-GD

ACP 3-GD

ACP 3-GD
ACP 4-GD
ACP 4-GD
ACP 4-GD
ACP s-GD
ACP 5-GD

ACP s-GD
ACP 6-GD
ACP 6.GD

ACP 6-GD

ACP 7-GD
ACP 7-GD
ACP 7.GD
ACP &GD
ACP 8.GD

ACP 8-GD
ACP 11-GD

ACP 11-GD

ACP 11-GD

183,000 sF
37,000 cY

183,000 sF
232,000 sF
67,000 cY

232,000 sF
367,000 sF
104,000 cY
367,000 sF
553,000 sF
214,OO0 cY
553,000 sF
463,000 sF

26,000 cY
463,000 sF
470,000 sF

56,000 cY
470,000 sF
144,000 sF
26,000 cY

144,000 sF
81,000 SF
3,000 cY

81,000 sF
16,000 sF
30,000 cY
16,000 sF

1000 LF

1000 LF

1000 LF

1130 LF

1130 LF

1130 LF

1810 LF

1810 LF
'1810 LF

2360 LF

2360 LF

2360 LF

2480 LF

2480 LF

2480 LF

2690 LF

2690 LF

2690 LF

1340 LF

1340 LF

1340 LF

1730 LF

1730 LF

1730 LF

140 LF

140 LF

140 LF

$7,320
$236,800

$36,600
$9,280

$428,800
$46,400
$14,680

$66s,600
$73,400
$22,120

$1,369,600
$1 10,600

$1 8,520

$1 66,400

$92,600
$1 8,800

$358,400
$94,000

$o

$o

$0

$0

$0

$0

$640
$225,000

$3,200

$'t,098
$35,520

$5,490
$1,392

$64,320
$6,960
$2,202

$99,840
$1 1 ,010

$3,318
$205,440

$16,590
$2,778

$24,960
$13,890
$2,820

$53,760
$14,1 00

$ 1,464

$47,360
$7,320
$1,856

$85,760
s9,280
$2,936

$1 33,1 20

$14,680
$4,424

$273,920
922,120
$3,704

$33,280
$1 8,520

$3,760
$71,680
$1 8,800

$9,882
$31 9,680

$49,410
$12,525

$578,880
$62,640
$19,818

$898,560
$99,090
$29,862

$1,848,960
$149,31 0

$25,002
$224,640
$125,010
$25,380

$483,840

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 379+00 to Sla 389+00)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 379+00 to Sta 389+00)

Erosion Control (Sta 379+00 to Sta 389+00)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 389+00 to Sta 400+30)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 389+00 to Sta 400+30)

Erosion Control (Sta 389+00 to Sta 400+30)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 400+30 to Sta 418+40)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 400+30 to Sta 418+40)

Erosion Conlrol (Sta 400+30 to Sta 418+40)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 418+40 to Sta 442+00)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 41 8+40 to Sta 442+00)

Erosion Control (Sta 41 8+40 to Sta 442+00)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)

Erosion Control (Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 466+70 to Sta 493+50)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 466+70 to Sta 493+50)

Erosion Control (Sta 466+70 to Sta 493+50)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 493+50 to Sta 506+90)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 493+50 to Sta 506+90)

Erosion Control (Sta 493+50 to Sta 506+90)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 506+90 to Sta 524+10)

Rough Grade Excavatjon (Sta 505+90 to Sta 524+1 0)

Erosion Controt (Sta 506+90 to Sta 524+10)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 563+70 to Sta 568+20)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 563+70 to Sta 568+20)

Erosion Control (Sta 563+70 to Sta 568+20)

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04

$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
s0.20
00.04
$6.40

$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$7.50
$0.20

1O0o/o

100o/o

100%
100o/o

100%
100%
100o/o

100%
10Oo/o

1O0o/o

10Oo/o

100o/o

100%
100o/o

100o/o

100%
100%
100o/o

Oo/o

Oo/o

Oo/o

Oo/o

o%

Oo/o

100%
100o/o

100o/o

$o

$0

$0
$o
$o

$o

$96

$33,750

$o

$0

$o

0o

$o

$o
$1 28

26,900

$0

$o

$0

$o

$0
$o

$864

$1

$480
$45,000 $303,750

$640 $4,320

Aldor creek Parkway - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 553,000 cY

zlsbrd\PbFdr\sAc\1420m\142079 Fobh SPIF lhphmonlalionwls4 SPIF Upd.l.\htauPA420 SPIF Updalo F2&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbon e I nf rastructu re

Co n structi on Cost Esti mate

791 9.000

Sect. Doscription
Rough Grade
Excavation

KOaqway
Section

Unit Pct.
Cost Remaining

Const,
Colts

soft
Costs

Contingoncy
(20o/ol

Total

Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

Oak Avenue Parkway

OAP 1-GD

OAP 1-GD

OAP 1-GD

OAP 2-GD
OAP 2.GD
OAP 2-GD
OAP 3-GD
OAP 3-GD

OAP 3-GD
OAP 4-GD
OAP 4.GD

OAP 4.GD
OAP s-GD
OAP s.GD

OAP s-GD

Unit

304,000 sF
60,000 cY

304,000 sF
't49,000 sF
84,000 cY

149,000 sF
371,000 sF

56,000 CY
371,000 SF

393,000 sF
48,000 cY

393,000 sF
198,000 sF
35,000 cY

198,000 sF

1,880 LF

1,880 LF

1,880 LF

1,050 LF

1,050 LF

1,050 LF

2,400 LF

2,400 LF

2,400 LF

2,340 LF

2,340 LF

2,340 LF

940 LF

940 LF

940 LF

$12,160
$384,000

$60,800
$5,960

$537,600
$29,800
$14,840

$358,400
$74,200
$15,720

$307,200
$78,600
$7,920

$224,OOO

$39,600

$1,824
$57,600

$9,1 20

$894
$80,640

$4,470
$2,226

$53,760

$1 1,130

$2,358
$46,080
$1 1,790

$1,188
$33,600

$5,940

$2,432
$76,800

$12,160
$1,192

$1 07,520

$5,960

$2,968
$71,680
$14,840

$3,144

$61,440
$ 15,720

$1,584

s44,800
$7,920

$16,416
$51 8,400

$82,080
$8,046

$725,760
$40,230
$20,034

$483,840
$1 00,1 70

$21,222
$4'14,720

$106,1 10

$10,692
$302,400
$53,460

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 100+30 to Sta 119+00)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 1 00+30 to Sta 1 1 9+00)

Erosion Control (Sta 1 00+30 to Sta 1 19+00)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 1 19+00 to 51s 129+50)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 1 1 9+00 to Sta 1 29+50)

Erosion Control (Stia 1 1 9+00 to Sta 129+50)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 129+50 to 153+50)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 129+50 to 153+50)

Erosion Control (Sta 129+50 to 153+50)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 153+50 to 176+90)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 153+50 to 176+90)

Erosion Control (Sta 153+50 to 176+90)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 176+90 to Sta 186+20)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 176+90 to Sta 186+20)

Erosion Control (Sta 176+90 to Sta 186+20)

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20

1O0o/o

100%

100%
lOOo/o

100%
100o/o

100o/o

10oo/o

100o/o

lOOo/o

10lo/o

100o/o

100o/o

100o/o

'lOOo/o

Oak Avenue Parkway - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 283,000 CY

Zi\Shrd\Projed.EAo\t4m@\142079 Fobm SPIF lmphmehlalionuol920 SPIF Upd5l.\OalaUPA &r SPIF UpdaleG&20rc
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Bac kbon e I nf rastructu re

Con stru cfio n Cost Estitnate

7919.000

Sect. Description
Rough Grade
Excavation

Roadway
Section
Lenolh

Unit Pct.
Cost Remaining

Const.
Coete

Soft
Costs
t't Fol^t

Contingency
120%l

Total

Qry. Unit Clty. Unit
Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

East Bidwell Street

EBS 1A-GD

EBS 1A-GD
EBS 1A-GD

EBS 2B-GD
EBS 2B-GD
EBS 2B-GD
EBS 3A-GD
EBS 3A-GD
EBS 3A-GD
EBS 3B.GD
EBS 3B-GD
EBS 3B-GO

EBS 4.GD

EBS 4-GD
EBS 4.GD

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 100+60 to 109+50)

Rough Grade Excavatjon (Sta 100+60 to 109+50)

Erosion Control (Sta 100+60 to 109+50)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 136+30 to 144+10)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 136+30 to 144+10)

Erosion Control (Stra 136+30 to 144+10)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 144+10 to 150+70)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 144+10 to 150+70)

Erosion Control (Sta 144+10 to 150+70)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta '150+70 to 157+90)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 150+70 to 157+90)

Erosion Control (Sta 1 50+70 to 1 57+90)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 157+90 to 168+00)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 157+90 to 168+00)

Erosion Control (Sta 157+90 to 168+00)

101,000 sF
4,000 cY

'101,000 sF
70,200 SF

2,200 cY
70,200 sF
60,300 sF

5,000 cY
60,300 sF
64,800 SF

25,500 CY
64,800 SF

182,000 sF
2,000 cY

182,000 sF

890 LF

EgO LF

890 LF

780 LF

780 LF

780 LF

670 LF

670 LF

670 LF

720 LF

720 LF

720 tF
1,010 LF

1,010 LF

1,010 LF

$0.04

$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20

'l0Oo/o

100o/o

10Oo/o

IOQVo

10|o/o

lOOo/o

100o/o

10oo/o

1O0o/o

100o/o

100o/o

1O0o/o

100%
1O0o/o

lOOo/o

$4,040

$25,600
$20,200

$2,808
$14,080
$14,040
$2,412

$32,000
$'12,060

$2,592
$163,200

$12,960
$7,280

$12,800
$36,400

s606

$3,840
$3,030

$421

$2,112
$2,1 06

$362
$4,800
$1,809

$389

$24,480
$1,944
$1,092
$1,920
$5,460

$808

$s,120
$4,040

$s62
$2,E16

$2,808
s482

$6,400
$2,412

$51 I
$32,640
$2,5e2
$1,456
$2,560
$7,280

$5,4s4
$34,560
$27,270

$3,791

$1 9,00E

$1 8,954

$3,256
$43,200
$16,281

$3,499
8220,320
$17,496
$9,828

$1 7,280

$49,140

East Bidwell Streot - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 38,700 CY

zlahrd\P,oj.drEAc\144mY42079 Fohm SPIF lmphm.nlalionwl92O SPIF Updalc\DalafPA20I SPIF Upd.t! 62&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B ackbon e I nfrastu ctu re

Co n stru cA on Cosf Estimafe

791 9.000

Sect. Description
Rough Grade
Excavation

ROadway
Section
Lendth

Unit Pct.
Gost Remainlng

Con3t.
Costs

Soft
Costs
tl nol^l

Contingency
(20%l

Total

atv. Unit Glty. Unit

W$twood Drive

Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

\AM/D 1-GD

\AM/D 1.GD
W\ruD 1.GD
\AM/D z.GD
\ /vvD 2-GD
\r1/VVD 2-GD
\AM/D &GD
\AM/D 3-GD

\A^/vD 3-GD

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 100+00 to Sta 1 13+70)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 10o*oo 
" 

t," 1tS+70)

Erosion Control (Sta 100+00 to Sta 1 13+70)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 113+70 to Sta 121+50)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 113+70 to Sta 121+50)

Erosion Control (Sta 1 '13+70 to Sta 121+50)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 121+50 to Sta 128+40)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 121+50 to Sta'128+40)

Erosion Control (Sta 121+50 to Sta 128+40)

189,000 sF
48,000 CY

189,000 sF
85,000 sF
11,000 cY
85,000 sF
74,000 SF

1,000 CY
74,000 sF

1,380 LF
1,380 LF
1,380 LF

780 LF

780 LF

780 LF

7OO LF

7OO LF

7OO LF

$3,780
$153,600

$18,900
$3,400

$70,400
$17,000

$2,960
$6,400

$14,800

$567

$23,040
$2,83s

$51 0

$1 0,560

$2,s50
$444
$960

$2,220

$756

$30,720
$3,780

$680

$14,080
$3,400

$592

$1,280
$2,960

$5,103
$207,360
$25,515

$4,590

$95,040
$22,950
$3,996
$8,640

$'19,980

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20

500h

50%
5004

100%
100o/o

1O0o/o

100o/o

1O0o/o

100o/o

We.twood Drive - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 60'000 CY

Zlshard\PbjdlEAo\14Im142079 Fd6n SPIF lmpbnonlalbnwlSASP|F Upd.la\ht.UPA&m SPIF Updats F2&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbone I nfrastructure

Con stru ctio n Cost Esti m ate

7919.000

Description
Rough Grade
Excavation

Roadway
Section

Unit Pct.
Cost Remaining

Const.
Costs

son
Costs

Contingency
l2o%l

TotalSect.

Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

Empire Ranch Road

ERR 1-GD

ERR 1-GD
ERR 1-GD

ERR 1-GD

ERR 2.GD
ERR 2.GD
ERR 2-GD
ERR 2-GD

ERR 3-GD
ERR 3.GD
ERR 3-GD
ERR 4.GD
ERR 4-GD

ERR 4-GD
ERR s-GD
ERR s-GD

ERR s.GD

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 105+70 to Sta 129+30)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 105+70 to Sta 129+30)

Rough Grade lmport (Sta 105+70 to Sta 129+30)

Erosion Control (Sta 105+70 to Sta 129+30)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Rough Grade lmport (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Erosion Control (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 145+80 to Sta 156+70)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 145+80 to Sta 156+70)

Erosion Control (Sta 145+80 to Sta 156+70)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 155+70 to Sta 165+00)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 156+70 to Sta 165+00)

Erosion Control (Sta 156+70 to Sta 165+00)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 165+00 to Sta 170+60)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 165+00 to Sta 170+60)

Erosion Control (Stra 165+00 to Stra ,l70+60)

399,000 sF
1,000 cY

114,000 cY
399,000 sF
280,000 sF

2,000 cY
80,000 cY

280,000 sF
253,000 sF
'I 10,000 cY
253,000 sF
302,000 sF
476,000 cY
302,000 sF
122,000 sF

0cY
122,000 sF

2,370 LF

2,370 LF

1,650 LF

2,370 LF

1,650 LF

1,650 LF

1,100 LF

1,650 LF

1,100 LF

1,100 LF

1,100 LF

840 LF

840 LF

840 LF

560 LF

560 LF

560 LF

$0.04
$7.50

$7.50
$0.20
$0.04

$7.s0
$7.50
$0.20
$0.04
$7.50
$0.20

$0.04
$7.50
$0.20
$0.04
$7.50

$0.20

100%
'100o/o

1O0o/o

100%
100%
100%
10\o/o

1Qlo/o

lOOo/o

lOOo/o

100o/o

1gtVo
100%

1O0o/o

1O0o/o

lQQo/o

'lOOo/o

$1 5,960

$7,500
$Es5,000

$79,800
$11,200
$15,000

$600,000
$56,000
$1 0,1 20

$825,000
$50,600
$12,080

$3,570,000
$60,400

$4,880
$o

$24,400

$2,394
$1,125

$1 28,2s0

$11,970
$1,680
$2,250

$90,000
$8,400

$1 ,518

$1 23,750

$7,590
$1,812

$535,500
$9,060

$732
$o

$3,660

$3,192
$1,500

$171 ,000

$15,960
$2,24o
$3,ooo

$120,000
$1 1,200

$2,024
$165,000

$1 0,120

$2,416
$714,000
$12,080

$976

$o

$4,880

$21,546
$1 0,125

$1,1s4,250
$1 07,730

$1 5,1 20

$20,250
$81 0,000

$75,600

$13,662
$'1,113,750

$68,31 0

$16,308
$4,819,500

$81,540
$6,588

$o

$32,940

Empire Ranch Road - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 783,000 CY

z:\shrd\Prci.d.EAc\144m142079 Fobh sPlF lmphm6nt.lionuol92o sFlF UPdate\o.lafPAT20 sPlF Updato F2&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Ba ckbon e I nf ra stru ctu re

Co n stru cti o n Cost Esti m ate

791 9.000

Sect. Description

Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 100+60 to Sta 107+50)
Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 1 00+60 to Sta 1 07+50)
Erosion Control (Sta 1 00+60 to Sta 1 07+50)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 107+50 to Sta 1 13+90)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 107+50 to Sta 1 1 3+90)

Erosion control (sta 1 07+50 to sta 1 1 3+90)

Rowberry Drive - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 58'000 CY

Mangini Parkway

_::"*ff::" lffilll l#,* :!::: j#,
Qty. unit city. unit

Contingency
l20o/ol

Total

Rowberry Drive

ROW 1-GD
ROW 1.GD
ROW 1.GD
ROW 2.GD
ROW 2.GD
ROW2-GD

MP 1-GD
MP 1-GD
MP 1-GD

MP 2-GD
MP 2-GD
MP 2.GD
MP 3-GD
MP 3.GD
MP 3-GD
MP 3-GD
MP 4.GD
MP 4-GD
MP 4-GD
MP 4-GD
MP &GD
MP &GD
MP 8-GD

1 15,000 SF
50,000 cY

1 15,000 sF
113,000 sF

8,000 cY
113,000 sF

7OO LF
7OO LF
7OO LF
640 LF
640 LF
640 LF

$690
$48,000
$3,4s0

$678
$7,680
$3,390

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$6.40
$0.20
s0.04
$6.40
$6.40
$0.20
$0.M
$7.50
$0.20

1Qlo/o

1O0o/o

100%
10lo/o

100o/o

100o/o

$4,600
$320,000

$23,000
$4,520

$51,200
$22,600

$30,840
$1,542,400

$1 54,200
$11,200

$396,800
$56,000
$16,200

$3,200
$1,587,200

$81,000
$1 5,120
$96,000

$601,600
$75,600

$o
$0
$0

$6,210
M32,000
$31,050

$6,1 02

$69,1 20

$30,51 0

$920
$64,000

$4,600
$904

$10,240
$4,520

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 100+60 to Sta 150+20)
Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 100+60 to Sta 150+20)
Erosion Control (Sta 1 00+60 to Sta 1 50+20)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sla 150+20 to Sta 169+50)
Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 150+20 to Sta 169+50)
Erosion Control (Sta 150+20 to Sta 169+50)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 169+50 to Sta 191+80)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 1 69+50 to Sta 1 91 +80)

Rough Grade lmport (Sta 169+50 to Sta 191+80)

Erosion Control (Sta 169+50 to Sta 191+80)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 191+80 to Sta 216+10)
Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 191+80 to Sta 216+10)
Rough Grade lmport (Sta 191+80 to Sta 216+10)
Erosion Control (Sta 191+80 to Sta 216+10)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 269+80 to Sta 301+30)
Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 269+80 to Sta 301 +30)

Erosion Control (Sta 269+80 to Sta 301+30)

771,000 sF
241,000 cY
771,000 sF
280,000 sF

62,000 cY
280,000 sF
405,000 sF

500 cY
248,000 cY
405,000 SF
378,000 sF

15,000 CY
94,000 cY

378,000 sF
530,000 sF
83,000 cY

530,000 sF

2,920 LF
2,920 lF
2,920 LF

1,930 LF
1,930 LF
'1,930 LF

2,240 LF
2,240 LF
2,440 lF
2,240 LF
2,440 LF
2,440 LF
1,310 LF

2,440 LF

3,150 LF
3,150 LF
3,150 LF

$4,526
$231,360

$23,1 30

$1,680
$s9,520

$8,400
$2,430

$480
$238,080

$12,1 50

$2,268
$14,400
$90,240
$11,340

$0
$o
$0

$6,1 68

$308,480
$30,840
$2,240

$79,360
$11,200
$3,240

$640
$31 7,440
$16,200

$3,024
$19,200

$1 20,320
$15,120

$o
$o
$o

$41,634
$2,082,240

$208,1 70

$1 5,120
$s3s,680
$75,600
$21,870

$4,320
$2,142,720

$1 0e,350
$20,412

$1 29,600
$812,1 60

$1 02,060
$0
$o
$o

100%
10oo/o

1O0o/o

100o/o

100%
1O0o/o

100%
100%
100o/o

100o/o

100o/o

10oo/o

100o/o

lOOo/o

Oo/o

Oo/o

Oo/o

Mangini Parkway - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 743,500 CY

zlshrod\PrcFdrsAc\l4m\14479 Fobh sPlF hpbnentationwl92o sPlF updtle\fttasPA2020sPlF updalo F2&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a ckbon e I nfrastru cture

Co n stru cti o n Cost Estimate

79 t 9.000

Sect. Doscription
Rough Grade
Excavation

KOaOWay

Section
Lonoth

Unit Pct.
Cost Remaining

Const.
Gosts

soft
Costs
I'lBo/^l

TotalContingency
l20v,l

Atv. Unit Clty. Unit
Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

Savannah Parkway

SP 1-GD

SP 1-GD

SP 1-GD

SP 2-GD
SP 2-GD
SP z-GD
SP 3-GD

SP 3.GD

SP 3-GD
SP 4.GD
SP 4.GD

SP 4-GD

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 170+20 to Sta 183+90)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 170+20 to Sta 183+90)

Erosion Control (Sta 170+20 to Sta 183+90)
Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 154+60 to Sta 170+20)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 154+60 to Sta 170+20)

Erosion Control (Sta 1 54+60 to Sta 1 70+20)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 125+00 to Sta 154+60)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 1 25+00 to Sta 1 54+60)

Erosion Control (Sta 125+00 to Sta 154+60)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 1 1 1+50 to Sta 125+00)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 1 1 1 +50 to Sta 125+00)

Erosion Control (Sta 1 1 1 +50 to Sta 1 25+00)

183,000 sF
1,000 cY

183,000 sF
209,000 sF
23,000 cY

209,000 sF
408,000 sF

76,000 cY
408,000 sF
221,000 sF
119,000 CY

221,000 sF

1,380 LF

1,380 LF

1,380 LF

1,560 LF

1,560 LF

1,560 LF

2,960 LF

2,960 LF

2,960 LF

1,350 LF

1,350 LF

1,350 LF

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20

100%
1O0o/o

100o/o

10oo/o

100o/o

100o/o

10oo/o

lOOo/o

100o/o

100%
100%
10oo/o

$7,320
$6,400

$36,600
$8,360

$147,200
$41,800
$16,320

$486,400
$81,600
$8,840

$761,600
$44,200

$1,098
$960

$s,490
$1,254

$22,080
$6,270
$2,448

$72,960
812,240
$1,326

$114,240
$6,630

$1,464
$1,280
$7,320
$1,672

$29,440
$8,360
$3,264

$97,280
$1 6,320

$1,768
$152,320

$8,840

$9,882
$8,640

$49,410
$'l'1,286

91s8,720
$56,430
$22,032

$656,640
s 1 10,160

$1 I,934
$1,028,160

$59,670

Savannah Parkway - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 219,000 CY

zlshr.d\Projed.sAc\144mr42079 Folsm sPlF lmpbmenlalionuol92o sPlF updatB\hlasPA20PsPlF updal. G2&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbo ne t nfrastructure

Con stru ctio n Cost Esti m ate

791 9.000

Sect. Description
Rough Grade
Excavation

ROadway
Section
Lenolh

Unit Pct.
Cost Remaining

Const.
Costs

Soft
Costs
I't f,ol^t

Contingency
(20olol

Total

PCR 1-GD

PCR 1.GD

PCR 1.GD
PCR 2.GD
PCR 2.GD

PCR 2-GD
PCR 3.GD
PCR 3.GD
PCR 3-GD
PCR 4-GD
PCR 4-GD
PCR 4-GD

2240 LF

2240 LF

2240 LF

2170 tF
2170 LF

2170 LF

3300 LF

3300 LF

3300 LF

1820 LF

1820 LF

1820 LF

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
$6.40
$0.20
$0.04
s6.40
$0.20

Backbone Roadway Rough Grading (Continued)

Prairie City Road

Qty. Unit Clty. Unit

531,000 sF
19,000 cY

531,000 sF
510,000 sF
23,000 cY

510,000 sF
779,000 sF
427,000 cY
779,000 sF
329,000 sF

31,000 cY
329,000 sF

92,000 sF
4,000 CY

92,000 sF

1530 LF

1530 LF

1530 LF

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 99+40 to Sta 121+80)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 99+40 to Sta 121+80)

Erosion Control (Sta 99+40 to Sta 121+80)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 121+80 to Sta 143+40)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 121+80 to Sta 143+40)

Erosion Control (Sta 121+80 to Sta 143+40)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 143+40 to Sta 176+30)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 143+40 to Sta 176+30)

Erosion Control (Sta 143+40 to Sta 176+30)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 143+40 to Sta 176+30)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 143+40 to Sta 176+30)

Erosion Control (Sta 143+40 to Sta 176+30)

Clearing & Grubbing (Sta 1 13+50 to Sta 128+80)

Rough Grade Excavation (Sta 113+50 to Sta 128+80)

Erosion Control (Sta 1 1 3+50 to Sta 1 28+80)

lOOo/o

100%
10oo/o

1000/o

1QlVo

109o/o

100o/o

10oo/o

100o/o

lOOo/o

10oo/o

100o/o

100%
100%
lOOo/o

$21,240
$121,600

$1 06,200

$20,400
$147,200
$1 02,000

$31,160
$2,732,800

$1 s5,800

$1 3,160

$198,400
$65,E00

$3,1 86

$1 8,240

$15,930
$3,060

$22,080
$15,300
$4,674

$409,920
$23,370
$1,s74

$29,760
$9,870

$4,248
924,320
$21,240
$4,080

$29,440

$20,400
$6,232

$546,560
$31,160
$2,632

$39,680
$13,160

$3,680
s25,600
$18,400

$552
$3,840
s2,760

$736
$5,1 20

$3,680

$28,674
$16,4,160

$143,370
$27,540

$198,720
$1 37,700

$42,066
$3,689,280

$21 0,330

$17,766
$267,840
$88,830

$4,968
$34,560
$24,840

It1,7tl,172

Prairie Clty Road - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 500'000 CY

Placerville Road Utility Corridor

PRC 1-GD

PRC 1-GD

PRC 1-GD

$0.04
$6.40
$0.20

Placerville Road - Rough Grade Excavation Totals: 4,000 CY

Total Beckbone Roadways - Rough Grade Excavation Volume: 3,252,200 CY

Total Backbone Roadways Rough Grading:

Z:\ShaEd\PbiddsAc\14Tm\142079 FdEm sPlF lhphm.nlationuol94 sPlF Updtl.\tuiawPA420sPlF Updat6F&2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbo ne I nfrastructu re

Construction Cosf Estimate

Item
Construction

Gost
Soft Gost

(1iVol
Contingency Total

Backbone Roadways Summary

Alder Creek Parkway

Oak Avenue Parkway

East BidwellStreet
Westwood Drive

Empire Ranch Road

Rowberry Drive

ManginiParkway
Savannah Parkway

Russell Ranch Road

Scenic Vista Court

$20,256,300
$12,555,050

$3,756,090

$758,300

$3,399,300

$631,900

$11,344,200
$3,764,200

$105,600

$85,100

$3,038,445

$1,883,258

$563,413

$1 '13,745

$509,895

$94,785

$1,70,1,630

$564,630

$15,840

$12,765

$4,051,260

$2,5'1 1,010

$751,218

$151,660

$679,860

$'126,380

$2,268,840

$752,840

$21,120
$17,020

$27,346,005

$16,949,318

$5,070,721

$1,023,705

$4,589,055

$853,06s
$15,314,670

$5,081,670

$142,560

$ 114,885

Subtotal Backbone Roadways $56,656,040 $8,498,406 $1'1,331,208 $76,485,654

Railroad Crossings $1,440,000 $216,000 $288,000 $1,944,000

Gity Fiber Optic & Traffic Signal
ControlSystem

$3,625,020 $543,753 $725,004 $4,893,777

Signalized lntercections & lmprovements $17,501,466 $2,625,220 $3,500,293 $23,626,979

Open Space Vehicular Access Barrier $638,800 $95,820 $127,760 $862,380

Off-Site Roadway lmprovements within the
City of Folsom (Fair Share Gost - 50%) $832,387 $124,858 $166,477 $1,123,722

Ztshared\Prcjects\SAcY42OO0\142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementation\2o19-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbo n e I nf rastr uctu te

Con s|/:u cti on Cost Esti mate

791 9.000

Pct. Soft Coets Contingency
l2|o/ol

Const. CostsSection Description Aty. Unit Unit Cost Total
Remaining (1 5%l

ACP 1

ACP 2
ACP 3

ACP 3

ACP 4
ACP 4

1,000 LF
1,130 LF
1,360 LF
8,000 sF
1,460 LF
2,360 LF

$920
$880
$880

$85
$880

$80

$1 84,000

$1 98,880

$239,360
$1 36,000

$256,960
$37,760

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways

Alder Creek Parkway

BR2

BR2

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 379+00 to Sta 389+00)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 389+00 to Sta 400+30)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 400+30 to Sta 41 8+40)
Retaining Wall (Wetland Preservation)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 418+40 to Sta 442+00)
Alder Creek Parkway Sewer Access Road
(Str 418+40 to Sta 442+00)
Alder Creek Parkrvay Bridge - Westbound Travel Lanes
(295' Long x 42'wide)
Alder Creek Parl$ay Bridge - Eastbound Travel Lanes
(295' Long x 52'wide)
Alder Creek Prky Sewer Pipeline Bridge (295' L x 12' W)
Relaining Wall (We{and Preservation)
Rock Slope Protection
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)
Alder Creek Parkway Sewer Access Road
(Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)
60" Drainage Culvert
60" Drainage Culvert lnlevoutlet Structures
Alder Creek Parl$ay (Sta 466+70 to Sta 493+50)
Alder Creek Parkuray Sewer Access Road
(Sta 466+70 1o 312 493+50)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 493+50 to Sta 506+90)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 506+90 to Sta 524+10)

12,390 DSF

15,340 DSF

3,540 DSF
1,400 sF
9,500 sF
1,970 LF
2,480 LF

250
2

2,020
2,690

440
1,280

$320

$320

$320

$4s0
$37,1 00

$950
$80

$660
$360

$680
$680
$680
$680

$85
$680
$320

$920,000
$994,400

$1 ,1 96,800
$680,000

$1,284,800
$1 88,800

$1 ,1 32,800
$1 19,000

$304,000
$1 ,812,400

$198,400

$1 38,000
$1 49,1 60

$179,520
$1 02,000
$192,720
$28,320

$1 69,920
$17,850
$45,600

$271,860
$29,760

$16,875
$1 1 ,130

$287,850
$32,280

$226,560
$23,800
$60,800

$362,480
$39,680

$22,500
$14,840

$383,800
$43,040

$46,080

$10,880
$81,600

$326,400
$257,040

$21,250
$66,640

$1,747 ,200

$1,242,000
$1,342,440
$1,615,680

$9 1 8,000
$1,734,480

$254,880

$1,529,280
$1 60,650
$41 0,400

$2,446,740
$267,840

$151,875
$1 00,1 70

$2,590,650
$290,520

$0
$31 1,040

$73,440
$550,800

$2,203,200
$1,735,020

$143,438
$449,820

$11,793,600

D-74

1O0o/o

100%
1Q|o/o

100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

10Qo/o $3,964,800 $594,720 $792,960 $5,352,480

1Oo% $4,908,800 $736,320 s981,760 $6,626,880

BR2
BR2
BR2
ACP 5
ACP 5

CUL 4
CUL 4
ACP 6
ACP 6

$85
$32

$920
s80

$o$0$0Oo/o

LF
EA
LF
LF

LF
LF

100o/o

'l OOo/o

100%
lOOo/o

$1 12,500
$74,200

$1 ,919,000
$21 5,200

ACP 7
ACP 8

Oak Avenue Parkway

OAP 1 Oak Avenue Parkway (Sta 1 00+30 to Sta 1 1 9+00)
OAP 2-Phl OakAvenue Parkway (Sta 119+00 to Sta 129+50)
OAP 3-Ph1 OakAvenue Parkway (Sta 129+50 to 153+50)
OAP 4-Ph1 OakAvenue Parkway (Sta 153+50 to 176+90)
OAP 4-Ph1 Retaining Wall (Power Line Tower Preservation)
OAP s-Phl OakAvenue Parkway (Sta 176+90 to Sta 186+20)
BR 1-Ph1 Alder Creek Bridge (210' Long x 130' Vvide)

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways (Continued)

5oo/o $230,400 $34,560

80 LF
600 LF

2,400 LF
1,890 LF
1,250 SF

490 LF
27,300 DSF

lOOo/o

100%
1O0o/o

100%
100%
100%
lOOo/o

$54,400
$408,000

$1,632,000
$1,285,200

$1 06,250
$333,200

$8,736,000

$8,160
$61,200

$244,800
$192,780

$1 s,938
$49,980

$1 ,310,400

Zlshs€dPrcieds\$C\14m0\14Iru Fobm SPIF lmplemonl5limuo1920 SPIF UPdalo\Dat.\FPA20F SPIF UPdalo 62&204



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a c kbon e I nf rastructu re

Con str ucti on Cosf Est:rtate

791 9.000

Section
Pct. SoftCosts ContingencyAty. Unit Unit cost Const. Costs TotalDescription

Bidwell Street

EBS 1A
EBS 1B

EBS 1

EBS 1

EBS 2A
EBS 28
EBS 3A
EBS 38
EBS 4

ERR 1-Ph1
ERR 2-Ph1
ERR 3-Ph1
ERR 4-Ph1
ERR s-Ph1

East Bidwell Street (Sta 1 00+60 to 1 09+50)
East Bidwell Street (Sta 1 09+50 to 1 23+80)
Traffic Signal and Appurtenances (4-Way)
Retaining Wall (Wetland Preservation)
East Bidwell Street (Sta 123+80 to 136+30)

East Bidwell Street (Sta 136+30 to 144+10)
East Bidwell Sfeet (Sta 144+10 to 150+70)
East Bidwell Sreet (Sta 150+70 to 157+90)
East Bidwell Street (Sta 1 57+90 to 1 68+00)

Westwood Drive (Sta 100+00 to Sta 113+70)
Westwood Drive (Sta 1 13+70 to Sta 121+50)

Westwood Drive Sewer Access Road
Westwood Drive (Sta 121+50 to Sta 128+40)
Westwood Drive Sewer Access Road

890 LF
980 LF

1EA
6,300 sF

810 LF
330 LF
22O LF

270 LF
560 LF

$920
$590

$320,000
$85

$590
$740
$840
$800
$990

100o/o

100%
100o/o

1g0o/o

100o/o

860/o

760/0

560/o

100%

5oo/o

100%
10Oo/o

100%
10oo/o

lOOo/o

lOOo/o

100%
1O0o/o

'lOOo/o

$81 8,800
$578,200
$320,000
$53s,s00
$477,900
$209,575
$140,400
$121,315
$5s4,400

$177,600
$168,300

$62,400
$294,000

$56,000

$1,324,800
$828,000
$448,500
$327,600
$470,400

$122,A20
$86,730
$48,000
$80,325
$71,685
$31,436
$21,060
$1 8,197
$83,1 60

$26,640
$25,245
$9,360

$44,1 00

$8,400

$1 98,720
$124,200

$67,27s
$49,140
s70,560

$26,625
s68,1 60

$1 63,760
$1 15,640

$64,000
$1 07,1 00

$95,580
$41.915
$28,080
$24,263

$1 1 0,880

$264,960
$1 65,600

$89,700
$65,520
$94,080

$35,500
$90,880

$1,105,380
$780,570
$432,000
$722,925
$645,1 65

$282,926
$189,540
$163,775
$748,440

s239,760
s227,205

$84,240
$396,900
$75,600

$1,788,480
$1,1 17,800

$605,475
$442,260
$635,040

$239,625
$61 3,440

D-15

Westwood Drive

WWD 1

VWVD 2

vvltD 2
\A/WD 3
\AM/D 3

Empire Ranch Road

480 LF
330 LF
780 LF
7OO LF
7OO LF

LF
LF
LF
LF
LF

1,920
1,200

650
390
560

$740
$51 0

$80
$420

$80

$35,520
$33,660
$12,480
$58,800
$1 1,200

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 105+70 to Sta 129+30)
Empire Ranch Road (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 145+80 to Sta 156+70)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 156+70 to Sta 165+00)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 165+00 to Sta 170+60)

$690
$690
$690
$840
$840

Rowberry Drive

ROWl
ROW2

$71
$71

250 LF
640 LF

0 10oo/o

lOOo/o

$177,500
$4s4,400

Rowberry Drive (Sta 1 00+60 to Sta 1 07+50)
Rowberry Drive (Sta 1 07+50 to Sta 1 1 3+90)

Zi\ShrdP.oj6d.\sAc\142ml420ru Fobn sPlF lmpl€m.ntalionuol920 sPlF Upd€ldDlta\FPA44 sPlF Updalo 62&20rc
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbo n e I nf rastructu rc

Con slruction Cost Estimate

791 9.000

Section
Pct. Soft costs Contingency

(20ohlAty. Unit Unit Cost Const. Costs Total

Backbone I

Mangini Parkway

MP 1A
MP 18
MP2
MP3
BR3
MP4
CUL 8
CUL 8
MP7
MP8

Savannah Parl$ay

Description

(Continued)

Mangini Parkway (Sta 100+60 to Sta 129+70)
Mangini Parleay (Sta 129+70 to Sta 150+20)
Mangini Parkway (Sta 150+20 to Sta 169+50)
Mangini Parkway (Sta 169+50 to Sta 191+80)
Alder Creek Bridge (250'X 70')
Mangini Parkway (Sta 1 91 +80 to Sta 21 6+1 0)

12'Wde x 6'High Box Culvert
12'VMde x 6' High Box Culvert lnleuouflet Structures
Mangini Parkway (Sia 258+50 to Sta 269+80)
Mangini Parkway (Sta 269+80 to Sta 301+30)

2,470 LF
710 LF

1,480 LF
2,240 LF

17,500 DSF
1,990 LF

$530
$71 0
$s30
$s30
$320
$530
$490

$1 36,000
$420
$530

$680
$340

$26,500
$680
$680
$340

$37,1 00
$640

220 lF

230 LF $370

Total Backbone Roadwsys

2OO LF
2EA

680 LF
2,250 LF

10lo/o
100o/o

1O0o/o

lOOo/o

lOOo/o

10oo/o

100Vo
1lOVo
100o/o

2'.lo/o

$1,309,1 00
$504,1 00
$784,400

$1,187,200
$5,600,000
$1,054,700

$98,000
$272,000
$285,600
$249,100

$1 96,365
$75,61 5

$1 
,l7,660

$1 78,080
$840,000
$1 s8,205

$14,700
$40,800
$42,840
$37,365

$261,820
$'100,820
$1 56,880
$237,440

$1,120,000
$210,940
$19,600
$54,400
$57,1 20
$49,820

$1,767,285
$680,535

$1,058,940
$1,602,720
$7,s60,000
$1,423,845

$1 32,300
$367,200
$385,560
$336,285

$853,740
$114,750

$71,550
$1 ,018,980
$2,304,1 80

$229,500
$100,170
$388,800

SP1
CUL 9
CUL 9
SP2
sP3
cul l0
CUL 10
sP4

Savannah Parlway (Sta 170+20to Sta 183+90)
48" Drainage Culvert
48" Drainage Culvert lnleUOutlet Structures
Savannah Parkway (Sta 154+60 to Sta 170+20)
Savannah ParlNay (Sta 125+00 to Sta 154+60)
Twin 60lnch Culverts
Twin 60-inch Culvert lnleVOutlet Headwalls
Savannah Parkway (Sta 1 1 1 +50 to Sta 1 25+00)

930 LF
250 LF

2EA
1,110 LF
2,510 LF

5OO LF
2EA

450 LF

100o/o

1lOVo
10oo/o

10oo/o

100%
lOOo/o

'lOOo/o

100%

$632,400
$85,000
$53,000

$7s4,800
$1,706,800

$1 70,000
$74,200

$288,000

$94,860
$12,750

$7,950
$113,220
$256,020
$25,500
$11,130
$43,200

$1 26,480
$1 7,000
$10,600

$1 50,960
$341,360

$34,000
$14,840
$57,600

Russell Ranch Road

RRR 1B Russell Ranch Road (Sta 15+80 to Sta 18+00)

Scenic Vista Court

SVC 1 ScenicVista Court (Sta 34+00 to 37+00)

z:\sMredP,ojddsAc\1 4m\1 42079 Fdem sPlF lmplsmodrtiduol 920 sPlF uPdala\oatr\FPA 20D SPIF UPdale G2&20I

$480 100% $105,600 $15,840 $21,120 $142,560

100% $85,100 $12,765 $17,020 $1 14,885

$76,485,654
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FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B ackbo n e I nf rastructu rc

Con stru cti on Co st Esti m ate

791 9.000

Section Description Aty. Unit Unit Cost
Pct.

Remaining
Soft Costs Contingency

12oo/ol
Const. Cogts Total

(1 5o/ol

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadwaye - Railroad Crossings

Remove and Replacement of Railroad Track for Underground Utilities / Surface lmprovements

At-Grade Railroad Crossing (Westwood Drive; \A/WD 3)

At-Grade Railroad Crossing (Alder Creek Pkwy; ACP 9)

At-Grade Railroad Crossing (Grand Prairie Dr; GP 1)

At-Grade Railroad Crossing (Mangini Parkway; MP 7-8)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 379+1 0 to Sta 389+00)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 389+00 to Sta 400+30)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 400+30 to Sta 41 8+40)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 418+40 to Sta 442+00)

Alder Creek Parhray (Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 466+70 to Sta 493+50)

Alder Creek Parl$ay (Sta 493+50 to Sta 506+90)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 506+90 to Sta 524+10)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 524+10 to Sta 542+20)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 542+20 lo Sta 563+70)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 563+70 to Sta 566+70)

Alder Creek Parh,vay (Sta 566+70 to Sta 568+20)

EA
EA
EA
EA

$640,000
$1 60,000
$1 60,000
$640,000

10Oo/o

1O0o/o

10Oo/o

75o/o

100Vo

100%
1O0o/o

100o/o

100%
100%

0o/o

Oo/o

100%
100%
100o/o

100%

100o/o

100o/o

1Q0o/o

100%
'100o/o

$640,000
$ 160,000

$1 60,000
$480,000

$60,000
$67,800

$1 08,600

$141,600
$148,800
$161 ,400

$o

$0

$69,1 60

$81,700
$1 1,400

$9,600

$1 34,400

$1 30,200

$1 98,000

$1 09,200

$246,600

$96,000
$24,000
$24,000
$72,000

$9,000
$1 0,1 70

$1 6,290

$21,240
$22,320
$24,210

$0

$o
$1 0,374

$12,255
$1 ,710

$1,440

$20,1 60

$19,530
$29,700
$16,380
$36,990

$1 28,000
$32,000
$32,000
$96,000

$864,000
$2 1 6,000
$21 6,000
$648,000

Total Railroad Crossings

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways - Cig Fiber Optic & Traffic Signal Cont.ol System

Alder Creek Parkway

1,000 LF

1,130 LF

1,810 LF

2,360 LF

2,480 LF

2,690 LF

1,340 LF

1,730 LF

1,820 LF

2,150 LF

3OO LF
'160 LF

$12,000
$13,560
$21,720
$28,320
$29,760
$32,280

$0

$0

$13,832
$1 6,340

$2,280

$1,920

$1,9/14,000

$81,000
s91,530

$146,610
$1s1,160
$200,880
$217,890

$0
$0

$93,366

$1 10,29s

$1 5,390

$1 2,960

$181 ,440

$175,770
$267,300
$147,420
$332,91 0

D-t7

ACP 1

ACP 2

ACP 3

ACP 4

ACP 5

ACP 6

ACP 7

ACP 8

ACP 9

ACP 1O

ACP 114
ACP 11B

Prairie City Road

$60
$60

$60
$60

$60
$60
$60
$60
$38
$38
$38
$60

$60

$60

$60

$60

$60

PCR 1

PCR 2
PCR 3
PCR 4
PCR 5

2,240 LF

2,170 LF

3,300 LF

1,820 LF

4,110 LF

$26,880
$26,040
$39,600
$21,840
$49,320

Prairie City Road (Sta 99+40 to 121+80)

Prairie City Road (Sta '121+80 to 143+40)

Prairie City Road (Sta 143+40 to 176+30)

Prairie City Road (Sta 176+30 to 194+50)

Prairie City Road (Sta 1 94+50 to 235+50)

Z:sb€dP.oFd.\sc\14m\14479 Fobm sPlF lnpl.m.nlslionuol920sPlF UPdat.\oal6\FPA20m SPIF UPdaleG2&?0S



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbon e I nf rastructu rc

Con stru ctio n Cost Esti mate

791 9.000

Pct.
Remaining

Const, Costa
SoftCoets Contingency

TotalSection Description

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways - City Fiber
Oak Avenue Parl0ay

OAP 1 OakAvenue Parkway (Sta 100+30 to Sta 119+00)

East Bidwell Street

Aty. Unit Unit cost

Signal Control System (Continued)

1,880 LF $60 10lo/o $112,800 $16,920

EBS 1A

EBS 1B

EBS 2A
EBS 28
EBS 3A
EBS 38

Placerville Road Corridor

Empire Ranch Road

ERR 1

ERR 2
ERR 3

East Bidwell Street (Sta I 00+60 to 1 09+50)

East Bidwell Street (Sta 1 09+50 to 1 23+80)

East Bidwell Street (Sta 1 23+80 to 1 36+30)
East Eidwell Steet (Ste 136+30 to 144+10)

East Bidwell Street (Sta 144+10 to 150+70)

East Bidwell Steet (Sta 150+70 to 157+90)

890 LF

1,430 LF

1,260 LF

780 LF

670 LF

720 LF

$60
$38
$38
$60
$60
$60

$60
$60
$60
$38
$38

$60
$60
$60

$60

100o/o

10Oo/o

100o/o

00h

Oo/o

OVo

100o/o

10lo/o

100Vo

100o/o

'lOOo/o

1|Qo/o

100%

10oo/o

$s3,400
$54,340
$47,880

$0

$0

$0

$55,800
$39,000

$1 17,600

$98,420
$98,040

$142,200
$99,000
$66,000

$8,010
$8,1 51

$7,1 82

$0
So

$0

$8,370
$5,850

$17,640
$14,763
$'14,706

$21,330
$1 4,850

$9,900

$10,680
$10,868
$9,576

$0
$o
$0

$22,560 $1 52,280

$72,090
$73,359
$64,638

$0
$o

$0

$75,330
$52,650

$1 s8,760

$1 32,867

$1 32,354

$1 91 ,970

$1 33,650

$89,1 00

$55,890

D-18

PRC 2A
PRC 28

PRC 3
PRC 4
PRC 5

930 LF

650 LF

1,960 LF

2,590 LF

2,580 LF

Placerville Road Corridor (Sta 1 04+30 to 1 1 3+60)

Placerville Road Conidor (Sta 97+80 to 104+30)

Placerville Road Corridor (Sta 78+30 to 97+80)

Placerville Road Corridor (Sta 52+40 to 78+30)

Placerville Road Corridor (Sta 26+70 to 52+40)

$11,160
$7,800

$23,520
$19,684
$19,608

$28,440
$1 9,800

$1 3,200

$8,280

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 1 05+70 to Sta 1 29+30)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 1 45+80 to Sta 'l 56+70)

2,370 LF

1,650 LF

1,100 LF

Westwood Drive

W\lD 1 Westwood Drive (Sta 100+00 to Sta 113+70) 1,380 LF

z:sMrdP.oi!d!sc\142m1420ru Foh sPlF lhplemenlaliduol9s sPlF updale\olla\FPA 20m sPlF updats 62+lr

50o/o $41,400 $6,210



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B ac kbon e I nfrastructu re

C on stru ction Co st Esti mate

791 9.000

Pct. Soft costs Contingencyaty. Unit Unit Cost Const. Costt Tot lSection Description

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways - City Fiber Optic
Mangini Parkway

Mangini Parkway (Sta 1 00+60 to Sta 1 50+20)

Mangini Parkway (Sta 150+20 to Sta 169+50)
Mangini Parkway (Sta 169+50 to Sta 191+80)
Mangini Parkway (Sta 191+80 to Sta 216+10)

Signal Control System (continued)

MP1
MP2
MP3
MP4

2,920 LF

1,930 LF

2,240 LF

2,440 LF

Savannah Parkway

SP 2 Savannah Parloay (Sta 154+60 to Sta 170+20)

Russell Ranch Road

RRR 1A Russell Ranch Road (Sta 10+00 to Sta 15+80)

RRR 1 B Russell Ranch Road (Sta 15+80 to Sta 18+00)

Scenic Vista Court

SVC 1 ScenicVista Court(Sta 34+10 to 36+40)

Grand Prairie Road (Zone 3 Tanks)

GPR 1 Grand Prairie Road (Sta 1 1+00 to 21+00)

Zone 4 Tank Site

z4TS Zone 4 Tank Site

Alder Creek Sewer Litt Station & Force Main

1,560 LF

$60
$60
$60
$60

$60

$38

$60

$60

$38

$60

230 LF

580 LF

2,600 LF

470 LF $60

Total City Fiber Optic & Trafiic Control System

1o0o/o $93,600 $14,040

580 LF

22O LF

1O0o/o

100%
100%
100Vo

10oo/o

1O0o/o

$175,200
$1 1 5,800
$1 34,400
$146,400

$22,040
$1 3,200

$26,280
$17,370
$20,1 60

$21,960

$3,306
s 1,980

$3s,040
$23,160
$26,880
$29,280

$18,720

$4,408
$2,640

$2,760

$4,408

$3 1,200

$5,640

$236,520
$1 s6,330

$181 ,440
$1 97,640

$126,360

$29,754
$17,820

$18,630

$29,754

$21 0,600

$38,070

10Oo/o $13,800 $2,070

l}Oo/o $22,O4o $3,306

100% $156,000 $23,400

100% $28,200 $4,230SSLS Alder Creek Parl$ay SSLS

z:\Shdprui€d\sAc\142m\1420ru Foh SPIF lnPbm!ilstionpol920SPlF UPdab\Dala\FPA20m SPIF updal€ F2e2w

$4,893,777

D-19



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbone I nf rastructu rc

Con stru ction Co st Esti m ate

791 9.000

Section
Pct. Softcosts ContingoncyOty. Unit Unit Cost Const. Cocte TotalDescription

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways - Signalized lnter3ections &
INTX NO.

Alder Creek Parlevay / Oak Avenue Parkway (4-Way)

Alder Creek Parl$/ay / Rowberry Drive (3-Way)

Alder Creek Parkway / Residential Street
(4-Way: to Curb Retums)

Alder Creek Parlway / Collector Rd.
(W. of East Bidwell Street) (4-Way: to Curb Returns)

Alder Creek Parlway / EaBt Bidwell Sfeet (4-Way)

Alder Creek Parlaray / Westwood Drive (,t-Way)

Alder Creek Parkway / Empire Ranch Road
(3-Way & 1 to Curb Retum)

Prairie City Road / Collector Rd. (N. of Mangini Pkwy)
(3-Way to Curb Retums)

Prairie City Road / Mangini Parkway (3-Way to Curb Retu

Oak Avenue Parkway / Mangini Parkway (4-Way)

East Bidwell St / Savannah Parkway (,|-Way)

Westwood Drive / Savannah Parkway (3-Way)

East Bidwdl Street / Mangini Parl$ay (/+-Way)

Mangini Park\ilay / Savannah Parkway (4-Way)
Empire Ranch Road / Mangini Parhrt/ay
(4-Way: One Side of St'A'to Curb Return)
Mangini Parkway / High School Access (4-Way)
Oak Avenue Parlway / High School Access (4-Way)

1

2
3

1 EA $1,621,000
1 EA $1,280,000

1 EA $399,000

'lo00k

lOOo/o

lOOo/o

$1,62'1,000

$1,280,000
$399,000

$243,1 50

$1 92,000

$s9,850

s62,1 00

$261,358
$154,290

$80,550
$78,1 s0

$255,600
$171,903
$149,250
$109,200
$146,61 9

$214,800

$132,900
$140,1 00

$324,200
$2s6,000

$79,800

$82,800
$3r'.8,477

$205,720

$'107,400
$'104,200

$340,800
$229,204
$1 99,000

$145,600
$195,492
$286,400

$177,200
$1 86,800

$2,1 88,350

$1,728,000

$538,650

$s58,900
$2,352,218
$1,388,612

$724,950
$703,350

$2,300,400
$1,547,125
$1,343,250

$982,800
$1,319,571

$1,933,200
$1,196,100

4 lOoo/o $414,000

5

6
7

EA

EA
EA

89o/o

72%
'lOOo/o

$414,000
$l,965,000
$1,437,000

$537,000
$521,000

$1,704,000
$1,334,000

$995,000
$728,000

$1,134,000

$1,432,000
$886,000
$934,000

$1,742,384
$l,028,602
$1,1 56,000

1 EA $1,1s6,000 $1 73,400 $231,200 $1,560,600

I 10oo/o $537,000

9

10
't1

12

13

14
15

EA

EA

EA

EA
EA

EA
EA

10lo/o

100o/o

860/0

lOOo/o

100%
860/0

'lOOo/o

100Vo

100o/o

$521,000
$1,704,000

$1,146,021
$995,000
$728,000
$977,460

$1,432,000

$886,000
$934,000

16

17

EA
EA
EA $1 .260.900

Total Signalized lntersoctions

'See lnterec'on Eslimales for Detailed Bpakdown of Costs

zishrldproilddsAc\l42mY 420ru Fobm sPlF Impl6menlalidwl9a sPlF Updat.\DrlssPA 20s sPlF uPdale 62&20I

$23,626,979

D-20



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a c kb o n e I nf ra str u ctu te

Con stru ction Cost Esti m ate

791 9.000

cltv. Unit Unit cost - 
Pct'. const. costs

Remarnlng
SoftCosts Contingency TotalSection Description

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadwaye - Open Space

Alder Creek Parkway

Barier (Open Space Adjacent to Major

ACP 1

ACP 2
ACP 3
ACP 4
ACP 5

Prairie City Road

PCR 1

PCR 2
PCR 4

Oak Avenue Parkway

OAP 3
OAP 4
OAP 5

Alder Creek Parl$ay (Sta 379+00 to Sta 389+00)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 389+00 to Sta 400+30)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 400+30 to Sta 41 8+40)

Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 418+40 to Sta 442+00)
Alder Creek Parkway (Sta 442+00 to Sta 466+70)

Prairie City Road (Sta 99+40 to 121+E0)

Prairie City Road (Sta 121+80 to 143+40)

Prairie City Road (Sta 176+30 to 194+50)

3OO LF

1,300 LF

3,350 LF

3,950 LF

550 LF

250 LF

1,050 LF

350 LF

$0$0o%

$20
$20
$20
$20
$20

$20
$20
$20

$20
$20
$20

$20

$20

$20
$20
$20

IOOVI

10oo/o

lOOo/o

10go/o

100o/o

109o/o

100%
10oo/o

100%
1O0o/o

10006

$6,000
$26,000
$67,000
$79,000
$11 ,000

$5,000
$21,000

$7,000

$2,000
$90,000

$37,000

$9oo
$3,900

$1 0,050

$11,850
$1,650

$750
$3,150
$1,050

$300
$1 3,500

$s,s50

$1,200
$o

$6,600

$4,650
$3oo

$1,200
$5,200

$13,400
$1 5,800

$2,2o0

$1,000
$4,200
$1,400

$400
$1 8,000

$7,400

$1,600
$o

$8,800
$6,200

$400

$8,1 00

$35,1 00

$90,450
$1 06,650

$14,850

$6,7s0
$28,350

$9,450

$2,700
$121 ,500

$49,950

$1 0,800

$59,400
$41,850

$2,700

D-27

Oak Avenue Parkway (Sta 1 29+50 to 1 53+50)

OakAvenue Parkway (Sta 153+50 to 176+90)

Oak Avenue Parkway (Sta 1 76+90 to Sta 1 86+20)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 105+70 to Sta 129+30)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 129+30 to Sta 145+80)

Empire Ranch Road (Sta 145+80 to Sta 156+70)

1OO LF

4,500 LF

1,850 LF

East Bidwell Street

EBS 1 East Bidwell Street (Sta 100+60 to 123+80)
EBS 2 East Bidwell Street (Sta 123+80 to 144+10)

Empire Ranch Road

4OO LF

250 LF

10Oo/o $8,000

ERR 1

ERR 2

ERR 3

2,200 LF

1,550 LF

1OO LF

'l OOo/o

lOOo/o

1O0o/o

$44,000
$31,000
$2,000

Z:\ShrdPmjd.Sc\142m1 420ru Ftu sPlF lmplsm.dallonuol92o SPIF UPdal6\Dat6\FPA 20, SPIF Updale G2&2m



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a c k b o n e I nf ra str u ctu te

Con stucti on Cost Estimafe

791 9.000

Pct. SoftCosts ContingencyAty. Unit Unit Cost Const. Costs Total

Backbone

Rowberry Drive

ROW 1 Rowberry Drive (Sta 100+60 to Sta 107+50)

ROW 2 Rowberry Drive (Sta 107+50 to Sta 1 13+90)

Mangini Parkway

Mangini Parkway (Sta 100+60 to Sta 150+20)

Mangini Pa*way (Sta 150+20 to Sta 169+50)

Mangini Parkway (Sta 169+50 to Sta 191+80)

Mangini Parkway (Sta 191+80 to Sta 216+10)
Mangini Parkway (Sta 229+20 to Sta 258+50)

Mangini Parkway (Sta 258+50 to Sta 269+80)

Mangini Pad$ay (Sta 269+80 to Sta 301+30)

Savannah Parl$ay

Description

- Open Space VehicularAccess Banier (Open to Major & Secondary Roadwaysxcontinued)

Section

650 LF

650 LF

$20

$20

$20
$20
$20

$20
$20
$20
s20

$20

$20
$20

$20
$20
$20

1O0o/o

100o/o

100%
100%

100%
100%
1000

100o/o

Oo/o

100%
101o/o

10lo/o

'lOOo/o

lOOo/o

1Q|o/o

$13,000
$13,000

$42,000
$1 3,000

$69,000
$8,000
$2,000
$7,000

$o

$5,ooo
$6,000
$7,000

$5,000
$4,000
$8,800

$6,300
$1,950

$1 0,350

$1,200
$300

$1,050
$0

$750
$900

$1,050

$750
$6oo

$1,320

$2,600
$2,600

$8,400
$2,600

$13,800
$1,600

$400

$1,400
$0

$1,000
$1,200
$1,400

$1,000
$800

$1,760

$ 17,5s0

$17,550

$56,700
$17,550
$93,1 50

$1 0,800

$2,700
$9,450

$o

$6,750

$8,1 00

$9,450

$6,750
$5,400

$1 1,880

s.|,950
$1,950

MP1
MP2
MP3
MP4
MP6
MP7
MP8

2,100 LF

650 LF

3,450 LF

4OO LF

1OO LF

350 LF

3,350 LF

SP1
SP2
SP3

Savannah Parkway (Sta 170+20 to Sta 183+90)
Savannah Parkway'(Sta 154+60 to Sta 170+20)

Savannah Parkway (Sta 125+00 to Sta 1 54+60)

Placerville Road Utility Conidor

Placerville Road (Sta 1 13+60 to Sta 1 28+80)

Placerville Road (Sta 78+30 to Sta 97+90)

Placerville Road (Sta 52+40 to Sta 78+30)

Total Open Space Vehicular Access Banier

2:EkrdP6j!il\sAc\l42mt42ore Fdbn sPlF lhplem€dslionwl9T sPlF UPdal.\DEla\FPA 20D SPIF Updalo 62&II

250 LF

3OO LF

350 LF

250 LF

2OO LF

440 LF

PRC 1

PRC 3
PRC 4

$852,380

D-22



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a ckbo n e I nf ra structu rc

C on stru cti on Cosf Estirnate

791 9.000

Oty. Unit Unit Cost
Pct.

Remaini
Con3t, Corts Softcosts Contingency TotalSection Description

Backbone - Off€ite Roadway lmprovements

Empire Ranch Road - lron Point Road lntersection lmprovements (OFF 1)

1 Clearing & Grubbing 100,000

2 Sawcut Asphalt Concrete 4,700
3 Asphalt Concrete Removal 1 1,000

4 Concrete Removal (Sidewalk) 12,300

5 Median Curb Removal 2,520

6 Remove Gallery Drop lnlet 4

7 Place Gallery Drop lnlet & Reconnect to Drainage System 4

8 Relocate Fire Hydrant 1

9 Roadway Excavation 2,890

10 Subgrade Preparation 39,000

11 SpecialAsphaltConcreteCrosswalkPaving 400

12 6"AsphaltconcretePaving 1,260

13 lS" Aggregate Base 3,600

14 Curb & Gutter, Type 2 (Vertical) 2,220

15 Median Curb, Type4 2,520

16 Rock Retaining Wall 1,500

17 Concrete Sidewalk 12,300

18 Median Landscaping Planting & lrrigation 10,200

19 RegradelandscapeCorridor 27,000

20 Landscape Conidor Planting & lrrigation 33,000

SF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LS

LS

LS

CY
SF
SF

TON

TON

LF

LF

SF
SF
SF

SF
SF

$0.04
$1.60
$2.20

$2.20
$2.20

$530.00
$3,176.00
$1,0s9.00

$11.00
$0.60
$5.30

$87.40
$26.00
$27.00
$14.00
$64.00
$7.50
$7.00
$5.00
$7.00

1O0Vo

100o/o

100o/o

lOOo/o

10lo/o

100%

100o/o

10oo/o

10oo/o

'1'000/o

100o/o

10oo/o

10lo/o

10oo/o

1O0o/o

109o/o

lOOo/o

10Oo/o

10Oo/o

100%

$4,000
$7,s20

$24,200
$27,060
$5,s44
$2,120

$12,704
$1,059

$31,790
$23,400

$2,120
$110,124
$93,600
$59,940
$35,280
$96,000
$92,250
$71,400

$1 35,000

$23'1,000

$600

$1,128
$3,630
$4,059

$832
$31 I

$1,906
$1 59

$4,769
$3,510

$31 I
$16,519
$14,040

$8,991

$5,292
$14,400
$1 3,838

$10,710
$20,250
$34,650

$800

$1,504
$4,840
$5,412
$1 ,1 09

$424
$2,541

$212

$6,358
$4,680

$424
$22,025
$18,720
$11,988

$7,0s6
$19,200
$18,450
$14,280

$27,000
$46,200

$5,400
$1 0,1 s2

$32,670
$36,531

$7,484
$2,862

$1 7,1 50

$1,430
$42,517
$31,590
$2,862

$148,667
$1 26,360

$80,91 9

s47,628
$129,600
$124,538

$96,390
$182,250
$31 1,850

D-23ZFhrdPbid.\SC\14m\t420ru Fobn SPIF lhPlgmldalionUol920SP|F UPdata\Dala\FPA20D SPIF Updal662&204



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbone lnfnstructurc

Con stru ction Cost Esti mate

791 9.000

Section
Pct. Softco.ts ContlngencyCty. Unit Unit Coit Const. Cort! TotalDoscription

Backbone lnfraatructure Roadway. - Off€lte Roedwey lmptovementr

22 Reconstruction Entry Monument
23 Signing & Striping
24 Erosion Control
25 Relocate Street Light
26 Trafiic Signal Modification (Reset 3 Signals)

3 EA $21,170.00
5,000 LF $6.40

50,000 sF $0.20
7 eA $3,176.00
1 LS $105,850.00

1O0o/o

10004

1O0o/o

lOOo/o

100%

$63,510
$32,000
$10,000
822,232

$105,850

$9,s27
$4,800
$1,500
$3,335

$15,878

$12,702
$6,400
$2,000
$4,446

$21,170

$85,739
$43,200
$1 3,500

$30,01 3

$142,898

Total Empiro Rench Road - lron Point lmprovements $1,754,599

EB Approach does not provide for a d€dicat€d Right Tum-Lane.

Tum Lane) (Reconfigure NB Approach to Consist of 2 Left-Turn Lane, 3 Thru Lanes & 1 Right Tum-Lane)

zEhmdPEjd.\$c\14M1420D Fdon sPlF lhplsm.dalionu09r sPlF Upd.lelDal.uPA 20I sPlF Updd! G2&aa
D-24



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
B a ckbon e I nf rastructu re

Con structi on Cost Estimate

791 9.000

Pct. SoftCosts contingency
Soction Description Aty. Unit Unit Gost Const. Costs Total

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways

Sibley Street - Blue Ravine Road lntersection lmprovements (OFF 2)

1 Sawcut Asphalt Concrete
2 Concrete Removal (Median lsland)
3 Roadway Excavation
4 Subgrade Preparation
5 2" Asphalt Concrete Oveday Paving

6 6" Asphalt Concrete Paving
7 lS" Aggregate Base
I Median Curb, Type 4
9 Grouted Cobble Median
2 Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

3 Erosion Control

4 Traffic Signal Modification (Reset 2 Signals)

1,000

1,100

120

1,600

99

62

178
900

3,500
2,000

1 5,000
1

LF

SF

CY
SF

TON

TON

TON

LF

SF

LF

SF
LS

$1.60
$2.20

$1 1.00

$0.60
$87.40
$87.40
$26.00
$14.00
$20.00
$6.40
$0.20

$1 05,850

1O0o/o

1O0o/o

100o/o

100%
1O0o/o

100o/o

1O0o/o

100o/o

100%
10004

10oo/o

1O|Vo

$1,600
$2,420
$1,320

$960
$8,670
$5,436
$4,623

$12,600
$70,000
$1 2,800

$3,000
$1 05,8s0

$240
$363
$1 98

$144
$1,301

$81 5

$693

$1,890
$ 1 0,500

$1,920
$450

$1 5,878

$320

$484

$264

$1 92

$1,734
$1,087

$925

$2,520
$14,000
$2,560

$6oo

$21,170

$2,1 60

$3,267
91,782
$1,296

$1 1,705

$7,339
$6,241

$1 7,01 0

$94,500
$'17,280

$4,050
$142,898

Total Sibley Str€et - Blue Ravine Road lnteBection lmprovements

EB Approach does not provide for a dedicated Right Tum-Lane.

(Reconfigure NB Approach to Consist of 2 Left-Turn Lane, 2 Thru Lenes & 'l Right Turn-Lane)

zlsMr€dpmFddsAc\142m1420ru Fobn sPlF lmplemBdalionuol9ssPlF upd6l.\oala\FPAPESPIF Upd*s 62&20r

$309,527

D-25



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbon e I nf rastructu rc

Con sttu ctio n Co st Esti mate

791 9.000

Ssction Description AtV. Unit Unit Cost
Pct.

Romainins
Const. Costs

Soft Costs
n5%t

Contingency
(20"/ol Total

Backbone lnfrastructure Roadways - Off€ite Roadway lmprovementr (Continued)

East Bidwell Street - Nesmith Court lntersection lmprovements (OFF 3)

1 Clearand Grub
2 Sawcut Asphalt Concrete
3 Roadway Excavation
4 Subgrade Preparation
5 3" Asphalt Concrete Paving
6 6" Asphalt Concrete Paving
7 l5" Aggregate Base
I 18" Aggregate Base
9 Curb & Gutter, Type 2 (Vertical Curb)

10 Concrete Sidewalk
11 Signing & Striping (4Janes)

12 Erosion Control
13 Roadside Ditch

14 Traffic Signal Modification (Reset 1 Signal)

16,000
800
590

9,000
88

175
417
500

50

300

800
'16,000

740
'l

SF

LF

CY
SF

TON

TON

TON

TON
LF

SF

LF

SF

LF

LS

1O0o/o

100%
1O0o/o

100%
100%
100%
100%
10|o/o

lOOo/o

100o/o

10oo/o

10oo/o

1O0o/o

10lo/o

$640
$1,280
$6,490
$5,400
$7,648

$15,295
$1 0,834

$1 3,000

$1,350
$2,250
$s,'120

$3,200
$3,922

$s2,925

$96
$192
$974
$81 0

$1,147
82,294
$1,625
$1,9s0

$203

$338

$768

$480

$588
$7,939

$128

$256

$1,298
$1,080
$1,s30
$3,059
$2,167
$2,600

$270
$450

$1,024
$640

$784

$1 0,585

$864
$1,728
$8,762

$7,290
$1 0,324

$20,648
$14,626
$1 7,550

$1,823
$3,038
$6,912
$4,320
$5,295

$71,449

$0.04
$1.60

$1 1.00

$0.60
$87.40
$87.40
$26.00
$26.00
$27.00

$7.50
$6.40
$0.20
$5.30

$52,925.00

Total East Bidwell Strset - Nesmith court lnterrection lmprovements

(Reconfigure \ /ts Approach to Consist of 'l Left-Turn Lane, 1 Shared Thru Left-Turn Lane & 1 Right Tum-Lane)

Z:FhdPbi6il\SAC\1 4m[ 420ru Fobm SPIF lnpl€msd.tionwl $20 SPIF UpdatdDala\FPA 20m SPIF Updd€ G2&20m

$174,627

D-26



FOLSOM PLAN AREA
Backbone Infradructurc

Con stuction Cost Estimate

79 t 9.000

Pct. Softcosts Contlngoncy TotelSaction Dsscrlptlon Aty. Unit Unlt Cort Con3t. Costs

Eackbone lnfrastructuro Roadways -

Serpa Way - lron Point Road lntersection lmprovements (OFF 4)

1 Remove Pavement Marking
2 Place Pavement Marking (2 total)

3 Replace Traffic Signal Signage
4 Trafiic Signal Modificetion (Reset Signal Phasing)

(Continued)

$6

$86

$80
$794

19 SF

54 SF

1EA
1LS

$2.20
$10.60

$530.00

$s,293.00

1O0o/o

1O0o/o

lOOo/o

1O0o/o

$42
s572
$530

$5,293

$8

$1 14

$106

$1,059

$so
$773
$716

$7,146

Total Serpa way - lron Point Road lnteEection lmpFvemonts

(Reconfigure NB Approach to Consist of 1 Left-Turn Lane, 'l Shared Thru Left-Turn Lane & 1 Right Turn-Lane)

Total Offsite Roadway lmprovements

Total Ofrslte Roadway lmprovemenb Fair Shalr Cost (50150 Split with City)

z:shaEdPEi.dsAcY 4m14Dre Fohn sPlF lnllm€dali6u01$I SPIF Updal.\Dala\FPA m sPlF Updd. G2&aa

08,690

$2,247,444

sl,12t,722
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Folsom Plan Area
Bac kbo n e I nfrastru ctu re

Construction Gost Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Alder Creek Parkway

ACPl &ACP5(Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I
I

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (Vertical Curb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

62

56

2

2

15

22

12

4

1

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$420.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$1 10.00

$90.00

$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$915.60

$920.00

30'

Alder Creek Parkrvay

6 Lane Mtjr>r Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)
(xr 30'

Zlshsred\Prcjects\SAc\142000\142079 Folsom SPIF lmpl€montationUol9-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
B ac kbo n e I nf rastr u ctu re

Construction Cost Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Alder Creek Parkway

ACP 2 thru AGP 4 (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description Aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

I
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lnigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PGC SidewalkM6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

62

56

2

2

15

22

6

4

1

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7,50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$420.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$110.00

$45.00

$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$870.60

$880.00

Alder Creek Parkway
6 Lane Major Arterial (4 Lrne Road & 2 Fulure Lanes)

II'
l6'aI l, ll't1 t2

q:

19' I rq

Z:\Shared\Prcjects\SAC\142000\142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementation\2o19-20 SPIF Updat€\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
B ac kbo n e I nfrastru ctu re

Construction Cost Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Alder Creek Parkway

ACP 6 (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I
I

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over '13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gufter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

62

56

2

2

15

22

16

4

I

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53,00

$37.20

$420.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$110.00

$120.00

$6.40

$s3.00

Subtotal

Use

$945.60

$950.00

Alder Creek Parkway

6 Lanc Major Artcrial (4 Lanc Road & 2 Futurc Lancs)

Z:\Shared\Prcjects\SAc\'142000V42079 Folsom SPIF lmpl€mentation\2o19-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
B ac kb o n e I nfrastru ctu re

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Alder Creek Parkway

ACP 7 (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

2" Asphalt Concrete Paving Overlay

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (Vertical Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (4Janes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

SF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

20

38

18

2

15

22

16

4

1

$0.60

$1.60

$7.50

$27.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$12.00

$60.80

$'135.00

$54.00

$105.00

$1 10.00

$120.00

$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$656.20

$660.00

Aldcr Crcck Parkway

6 Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)
:]0'

\ ulstir8 inuGurorLs (A(:P? - PL I)

lty 8, l?'t.: to' t'. lt' il'l2' t2'

q
19' I rs'
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Alder Creek Parkway

ACP 8 (Tl=7)

2 Lane Collector

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

I
2

3

4

5

6

2" Asphalt Concrete Paving Overlay

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC Sidewalk W6" AB
Signing & Striping (2Janes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

34

2

15

12

2

1

SF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$1.60

$27.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$54.40

$54.00

$105.00

$e0.00

$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$359.60

$360.00

Alder Creek Parkway
2-lane Collector

56 I8'

\ exsrio! inlno?cnEtrls (Acl s - l!. I )

ZlShared\Projects\SAc\142000\142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementationuol9-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

ManginiParkway

MP 1A (Tl=7)

2 Lane Collector

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF
LF

LF

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I

Subgrade Preparation

4" Asphalt Concrete over 8.5" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC Sidewalk W6" AB
Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

40

34

2

2

15

12

2

1

$0.60

$4.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$24.00

$159.80

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$529.00

$530.00

30'3(il

Mangini Parl,iway

Z-lanc Collcctclr

l$!b

c(q CNL

rlP:

x t) R' 8' l7l

(L

5' ,3'

Z:\Shared\Projects\SAC\142000\142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementation\2o19-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Gost Per Linear Foot

ManginiParkway

MP 1B (Tl=9)

4-Lane Major Arterial

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

I
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Subgrade Preparation

5,5" Asphalt Concrete over 1 1" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCG Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

62

56

2

2

15

12

4

1

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$5.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$3'1e.20

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00
$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$704.80

$710.00

3lr

Mangini Parkway
4 Lanc Major Artcrial

/T
tolhdrvti

c
:{J'

I l'

Z:\Shared\Projects\SAC\'|42000V42079 Folsom SPIF lmplementationuol9-20 SPIF Update\Date\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
B ac kbo n e I nfra stru ctu re

Construction Cost Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

ManginiParkway

MP 2 Thru MP 4 and MP 8 (Tl=7)

2 Lane Gollector

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I

Subgrade Preparation

4" Asphalt Concrete over 8.5" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC Sidewalkw/6" AB
Signing & Striping (2Janes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

40

34

2

2

15

12

2

1

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$4.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$24.00

$159.80

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$529.00

$530.00

:10'3d

Mangini Parhray
?-lane Collcctor

like

rrr 5 tvw2

k' 5 t2' lt' 3 l2'

(L

5' ,3'

ZlShared\Pojects\SAc\'l42000\'142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementation\2o19-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Updtt€ 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

ManginiParkway

MP 7 (Tl=7)

2 Lane Collector

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I

Subgrade Preparation

4" Asphalt Concrete over 8.5" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCG Sidewalk w/6" AB

Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

20

17

1

2

15

12

2

1

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$4.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$12.00

$79.90

$27.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$410.10

$420.00

3tr

Mangini Parkway
2-1ane Collector

5o' 3{)

!i

8'1)' .9 ;t

c
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Esti mate

7919.000

Preliminary Cost Per Linear Foot

Oak Avenue Parkway

OAP I (Tl=9)

4 Lane Major Arterial

Item Description Aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Subgrade Preparation

5.5" Asphalt Concrete over 1 1" Aggregate Base

Gurb & Gutter, Type2 (Vertical Curb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC Sidewalk w/6'AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

62

56

2

2

15

12

4

1

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$5.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$319.20

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$704.80

$710.00

Oak Avenue Parkway
4Lane Major Arterial

2'

il I t'1?' t! t
c

sl8

Z:\Shared\Projects\SAo\'142000\142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementationuol9-20 SPIF Update\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-2&2020
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Oak Avenue Parkway

OAP 2 thru OAP 5 - Phase 1 (Tl=9)

4-Lane Major Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

o

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

5.5" Asphalt Concrete over 11" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB

Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

40

34

2

2

15

22

12

2

1

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF
LF

Subtotal

Use

$0.60

$5.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$24.00

$193.80

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$110.00

$e0.00

$3,20

$53.00

$673.00

$680.00

Oak Avenue Parkway
4 Lane Major Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

l-5'

(al

ZlShared\Proiects\SAo\'142000\142079 Folsom SPIF lmplementation\2o19-20 SPIF Updale\Data\FPA 2020 SPIF Update 06-28-2020
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbo n e I nfrastru cture

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919,000

Gost Per Linear Foot

East BidwellStreet
EBS 1A (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description Aty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I
I

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 (Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lnigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

62

56

2

2

15

22

12

4

1

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$420.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$1 10.00

$90.00

$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal $915.60

$920.00Use

East Bidwell Street
6 Lane Maior Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

100' 20'20'

bft. {&c
I t' 1l'tr' l) t' a'
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

East BidwellStreet

EBS 1B,2A (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over l3" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (Vertical Curb)

Median Curb, Type 5 (Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalkw/6" AB

Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

31

28

1

2

14

23

6

4

0.5

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$18.60

$210.00

$27.00

$40.00

$98.00

$'1 '15.00

$45.00

$6.40

$26.50

Subtotal

Use

$586.50

$590.00

East Bidwell Street
6 Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

100'\t

J\i{nrsinrp(FlrrJxh{LSS,"-,n-",,,, /
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone lnfrastructure

Construction Gost Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

East Bidwell Street

EBS 28 (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Cost

I
2

3

4

5

6

7

I
I
10

Subgrade Preparation

3" Asphalt Concrete Overlay

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 (Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

36

26

30

2

2

"t4

23

12

4

0.5

$0.60

$2.40

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$21.60

$62.40

$225.00

$54.00

$40.00

$98.00

$1 15.00

$e0.00

$6.40

$26.50

Subtotal $738.90

$740.00Use

East Bidrvell Street
6 Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Futtrre Lanes)

100' 2Jt'2tf

il'l1' i'
C:

I I

$r{rr! rstrrv(:ncdb (EF5 2n. Il. ll
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Co nstru cti o n Cost Esti m ate

7919.000

Gost Per Linear Foot

East Bidwell Street

EBS 3A (Tl={0)

6-Lane Major Arterial

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

3" Asphalt Concrete Overlay

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PGC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (6-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

58

26

52

2

2

15

12

6
1

$0.60

$2.40

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$34.80

$62.40

$390.00

$54,00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$9.60

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$838.80

$840.00

East Bidwcll Strcct
6 Lanc Major Artcrial

2n, r 0t)' ?0'

riFrin*rnttrorrncnrs. EFs 3I - Ph. r)

r ll l.' !l' ll'1' tl' 1'

rl
n'l
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Estimate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

East BidwellStreet
EBS 38 (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

3" Asphalt Concrete Overlay

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC Sidewalk M6" AB

Signing & Striping (6-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

50

34

44

2

2

15

12

6

I

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

Subtotal

$0.60

$2.40

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$30.00

$81.60

$330.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$9.60

$53.00

Use

$793.20

$800.00

East Bidwell Street
6 Lzrne Major Arterial

2U

-2t

drd!nnF(nco(nb lEtsS 3H - h. t)
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Co n structi o n Cost Esti m ate

7919.000

Gost Per Linear Foot

East BidwellStreet
EBS 4 (Tl=10)

6-Lane Major Arterial

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC Sidewalkd6" AB

Signing & Striping (6-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

84

78

2

2

15

12

6

I

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$50.40

$585.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$9.60

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$987.00

$990.00

East Bidwell Street
6 Lanc Major Artcrial

htc
1l tl 11' [' n' l

(
sl
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Folsom Plan Area
Bac kbo n e I nf rastr u ctu re

Co n stru cti o n Cost Esti m ate

7919.000

Gost Per Linear Foot

Savannah Parkway

SP 1, SP 2, SP 3 (Tl=9)

4-Lane Minor Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

5.5" Asphalt Concrete over 11" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (Vertical Curb)

Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)
Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalkw/6" AB

Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

40

34

2

2

15

22

12

2

I

$0.60

$5.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$24.00

$193.80

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$1 10.00

$90.00

$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$673.00

$680.00

t5'

Savannah Parkway
4 Lane Minor Arterial (2 Lane R<lad ct 2 Future Lanes)

t'8' tt'

l1 t1
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cost Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Savannah Parkway

SP 4 (Tl=7)

2-Lane Gollector

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Subgrade Preparation

5.5" Asphalt Concrete over 11" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gufter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PGC Sidewalk W6" AB
Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

50

44

2

2

16

12

2

I

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF
LF

LF

Subtotal

$0.60

$5.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$30.00

$250.80

$54.00

$40.00

$1 12.00

$90.00

$3.20

$53.00

Use

$633.00

$640.00

Savannah Parkway
2Lane Collector

a*'

Itlc

r\tr
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastru ctu re

Co nstru cti o n Cost Esti m ate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Empire Ranch Road - Phase 1

ERR 1 thru ERR 3 (Tl=10)

4 Lane Major Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description Oty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB

Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

40

34

2

2

15

22

6

2

1

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$24.00

$255.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$110.00

$45.00

$3.20

$s3.00

Subtotal

Use

$689.20

$690.00

Empire Ranch Road
4 Lane Major Arterial (2 Lane Roacl & 2 Future Lanes)

ll' lud-
1't' ?' ta t2'

c
19, I 19' 5 .3
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Folsom Plan Area
B ac kbo n e I nfrastr u ctu re

Construction Cosf Esti mate

7919.000

Gost Per Linear Foot

Empire Ranch Road - Phase I
ERR 4, ERR 5 (Tl=10)

6 Lane Major Arterial (4 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I

Subgrade Preparation

6" Asphalt Concrete over 13" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk M6" AB
Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

LF

62

56

2

2

15

22

12

4

1

SF

SF
LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

Subtotal

Use

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00

$20.00

$1.60

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$420.00

$54.00

$40.00

$24.00

$1 10.00

$90.00

$6.40

$53.00

$834.60

$840.00

2: I1 l'R' t1 1! r2' lf1! I to'

Empire Ranch Road
4 Lane Major Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

rlF l
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone I nfrastructure

Construction Cosf Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Rowberry Drive

ROW l- 2 (Tl=9)

4-Lane Major Arterial

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Subgrade Preparation

5.5" Asphalt Concrete over 1 1" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

PCC SidewalkW6" AB

Signing & Striping (4-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

62

56

2

2

15

12

4

1

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

LF

LF

$0.60

$5.70

$27.00

$20.00

$7.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$37.20

$319.20

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$90.00

$6.40

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$704.80

$710.00

Rowberry Road
4Lane Major Arterial
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone lnfrastructure

Construction Cosl Esti mate

7919.000

Cost Per Linear Foot

Westwood Drive

WWD I (Tl=9)

4-Lane Minor Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Cost Per Foot Gost

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Subgrade Preparation

5.5" Asphalt Concrete over 11" Aggregate Base

Curb & Gutter, Type2 (Vertical Curb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)

Median Landscaping & lrrigation (Future Travel Lanes)

PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (2-lanes)

Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

SF

SF

LF

LF

SF

SF

SF

LF

LF

40

34

2

2

15

22

12

2

1

$0.60

$7.50

$27.00
$20.00

$7.00

$5.00

$7.50

$1.60

$53.00

$24.00

$255.00

$54.00

$40.00

$105.00

$1 10.00

$e0.00

$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$734.20

$740.00

Westr,"ood Drive
4 Lane Minor Arterial (2 Lane Road & 2 Future Lanes)

1J' I5'

't

q,F 2

5' t2' t1' f19' I rq'
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Folsom Plan Area
Backbone Infrastructure

Construction Cosf Esti mate

7919.000

Gost Per Linear Foot

Westwood Drive

WWD 2 (Tl=7)

2-Lane Collector

Item Description aty. Unit Unit Gost Per Foot Cost

1

2

3
4
5

6
7

I

Subgrade Preparation
4" Asphalt Concrete over 8.5" Aggregate Base
Curb & Gutter, Type2 (VerticalCurb)
Median Curb, Type 5 ( Barrier Curb)
Median Landscaping & lrrigation (CNL & Street Trees)
PCC Sidewalk w/6" AB
Signing & Striping (2-lanes)
Street Lights (Type A, 220' spacing, both sides)

40
34
2
2

11

12

2

I

SF
SF
LF
LF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$0.60
$4.70

$27.00
$20.00
$7.00
$7.s0
$1.60

$53.00

$24.00
$159.80
$54.00
$40.00
$77.00
$90.00
$3.20

$53.00

Subtotal

Use

$501.00

$510.00

Iil

Westwooct Drive
2Lane Collector

Iit

hih

2..

ryts1
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