Est. 1875

Winters City Council Meeting
City Council Chambers
318 First Street
Tuesday, November 1, 2011

Members of the City Council

Woody Fridae, Mayor
Cecilia Aguiar-Curry, Mayor Pro-Tempore

Harold Anderson John W, Donlevy, Jr., City Manager
Michael Martin John Wallace, City Attorney
Tom Stone Nanci Mills, City Clerk

6:00 p.m. - Executive Session

AGENDA

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8 — 314 and 318 Railroad
Avenue, Winters, CA Real Property Negotiator City Manager John W.
Donlevy, Jr.

6:30 p.m. — Reqular Meeting

AGENDA

PLEASE NOTE - The numerical order of items on this agenda is for convenience
of reference. Items may be taken out of order upon request of the Mayor or
Councilmembers. Public comments time may be limited and speakers will be
asked to state their name.

Roll Call

Pledge of Allegiance

Approval of Agenda
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COUNCIL/STAFF COMMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENTS

At this time, any member of the public may address the City Council on matters,
which are not listed on this agenda. Citizens should reserve their comments for
matter listed on this agenda at the time the item is considered by the Council. An
exception is made for members of the public for whom it would create a hardship
to stay until their item is heard. Those individuals may address the item after the
public has spoken on issues that are not listed on the agenda. Presentations
may be limited to accommodate all speakers within the time available. Public
comments may also be continued to later in the meeting should the time allotted
for public comment expire.

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under the consent calendar are considered routine and non-
controversial, require no discussion and are expected to have unanimous
Council support and may be enacted by the City Council in one motion in the
form listed below. There will be no separate discussion of these items.
However, before the City Council votes on the motion to adopt, members of the
City Council, staff, or the public may request that specific items be removed from
the Consent Calendar for separate discussion and action. Items(s) removed will
be discussed later in the meeting as time permits.

A. Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Winters City Council Held on
Tuesday, October 18, 2011 (pp 1-7)

B. Recommendation on Letter to Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) Regarding the 2013-2021 Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Process (pp 8-34)

C.  Appointment of Greg Lanzaro to a Four-Year Term to the
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District Board (pp
35-36)

D. Resolution No. 2011-45, A Resolution of the City Council of the City
of Winters Amending the City of Winters 2011-2012 Adopted
Operating Budget (pp 37-39)

PRESENTATIONS

Greg Lanzaro — Update on Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector
Control District (City of Winters Appointment to the District Board)

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Public Safety Facility- Notice of Completion (pp 40-58)

City of Winters
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2. Update and Disposition of City Property Lease — 318 Railroad
Avenue and Response to City RFP — 318 Railroad Avenue, Winters
(Under Separate Cover for Executive Session)

3. Assignment of Lease / Status — 314 Railroad Avenue, Winters
(No Backup)

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

CITY MANAGER REPORT

INFORMATION ONLY

EXECUTIVE SESSION

ADJOURNMENT

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing agenda for the November 1,
2011 regular meeting of the Winters City Council was personally delivered to
each Councilmember’'s mail boxes in City Hall and posted on the outside public
bulletin board at City Hall, 318 First Street on October 26, 2011, and made
available to the public during normal business hours.

A ) e St

Neni G. Mills, fity Clerk

Questions about this agenda — Please call the City Clerk’s Office (5630) 795-4910
ext. 101. Agendas and staff reports are available on the city web page
www.cilyolwinters.org/administrative/admin_council.him

General Notes: Meeting facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities. To
arrange aid or services to modify or accommodate persons with disability to
participate in a public meeting, contact the City Clerk.

Staff recommendations are guidelines to the City Council. On any item, the
Council may take action, which varies from that recommended by staff.

The city does not transcribe its proceedings. Anyone who desires a verbatim
record of this meeting should arrange for attendance by a court reporter or for
other acceptable means of recordation. Such arrangements will be at the sole
expense of the individual requesting the recordation.

City of Winters
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How to obtain City Council Agendas:

View on the internet: www.cilyofwinters.org/administrative/admin_council.htm
Any attachments to the agenda that are not available online may be viewed at
the City Clerk’s Office or locations where the hard copy packet is available.

Email Subscription: You may contact the City Clerk's Office to be placed on the
list. An agenda summary is printed in the Winters Express newspaper.

City Council agenda packets are available for review or copying at the following
locations:

Winters Library — 708 Railroad Avenue

City Clerk’s Office — City Hall — 318 First Street

During Council meetings — Right side as you enter the Council Chambers

City Council meetings are televised live on City of Winters Government Channel 20 (available to those who
subscribe to cable television) and replayed following the meeting.

Wednesday at 10:00 a.m.

Videotapes of City Council meelings are available for review at the Winters Branch of the Yolo County Library.

City of Winters



C‘ITY OF

WINTERS

Est, 18%3

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the
Winters City Council Meeting
Held on October 18, 2011

Mayor Fridae called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Present: Council Members Cecilia Aguiar-Curry, Harold Anderson, Michael
Martin, and Mayor Woody Fridae.

Absent: Council Member Tom Stone

Staff: City Manager John Donlevy, City Attorney John Wallace, City Clerk

Nanci Mills, Director of Financial Management Shelly Gunby,
Housing Programs Manager Dan Maguire, Environmental Services
Manager Carol Scianna, and Administrative Assistant Tracy
Jensen.

Dixon Fire Chief Aaron McAllister led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Approval of Agenda: City Manager said there were no changes to the agenda.
Motion by Council Member Aguiar-Curry, second by Councii Member Martin to
approve the agenda. Motion carried unanimously, with one absent.

COQUNCIL/STAFF COMMENTS: Council Member Anderson attended a SACOG
Land Use & Air Quality meeting on 10/6; attended a YCTD meeting on 10/10;
attended a meeting with Council Member Aguiar-Curry on 10/11; attended an
LPCCC meeting regarding Creek works on 10/13.

Council Member Aguiar-Curry attended an LGC meeting with Council Member
Anderson on 10/6, where they met with the Strategic Growth Council; attended
the meeting of the Yolo Leaders Group, which was hosted by the City of Winters
at the Public Safety Facility; will attend the LAFCO meeting in Orange County
next week to join Supervisor Don Saylor to discuss the success of the Yolo
Leaders Group; attended Yolo County WRA Executive and Technical meetings;
attended the Chamber of Commerce meeting and mixer; recently hosted Robin
Cuccolo, who was one of the founding members of the Putah Creek Council and
is amazed by the progress being made on the creek. On 11/7, the Chamber of
Commerce is hosting an appreciation event at the Community Center @ 5:30pm
and invited all to aftend. There wili be a Citizen's Workshop to assist those in
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gaining their American citizenship on 10/24 from 5:30-7pm at Shirley Rominger
Intermediate School. Those interested will receive an application on 10/24 and
will be required to return on 10/29, where attorneys will provide assistance in
getting their documents for citizenship in order. On 11/15, there will be a
legislative briefing webinar at City Hall.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: None

CONSENT CALENDAR

A Minutes of the Regular Meeting and Executive Session of the
Winters City Council Held on October 4, 2011 i

B. Staff Requests Support from Council to Work with Caltrans and
other Agencies for the Railroad Avenue / Dry Creek Slough Two
Lane Bridge Replacement Project

City Manager Donlevy gave a brief overview. Motion by Council Member Aguiar-
Curry, second by Council Member Martin to approve the Consent Calendar.
Motion carried unanimously with one absent.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Fire Management Services Agreement — Cities of Winters and
Dixon

City Manager Donlevy gave an overview and said shared services will move the
City of Winters forward in emergency services, where experienced management
in 24/7 operations will be implemented and coordinated with staff's strategic
operations. The City of Winters is familiar with the Dixon Fire Department, who
will also benefit from the agreement. Dixon Fire Chief Aaron McAllister will be
staffed in Winters three days a week and will bring with him several years of
experience in training and operations. There are also two Division Chiefs who
will be available to internally develop paid staff, reserves and volunteers. They
will share training resources and facilities, which may be challenging at times.
The proposed agreement, with an approximate annual cost of $90,000, will save
the City approximately $190,000 over the three year term of the agreement.

Council Member Martin asked who will be Fire Chief McAllister's immediate
supervisor. City Manager Donlevy said Chief McAllister is an employee of the
City of Dixon and will answer to the Dixon City Manager regarding administrative
conflicts and answer to the Winters City Manager regarding Winters fire
operations. Mayor Fridae said the 90-day termination period by either party
seems like a pretty short turn around. City Manager Donlevy said since we share
a border with Dixon, a termination would be more lke a divorce. The 90 day

City of Winters
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verbiage is pretty standard language and said this would be a non-issue. Mayor
Fridae said budgets may force hands and expressed concern about re-
structuring the leadership. Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked what the vote
was from the Dixon City Council regarding this arrangement. City Manager
Donlevy said the vote was unanimous and that they are very supportive of the
shared services. City Manager Donlevy introduced Fire Chief Aaron McAllister,
who said he is looking forward to participating with the Council and working with
City Manager Donlevy. This agreement is forward-leaning and ground-breaking
and will show that two small agencies can work together, which is something the
City of Davis and University of California, Davis haven't been able to do.

Motion by Council Member Martin, second by Council Member Anderson to
approve staff recommendation and adopt the proposed agreement and authorize
the City Manager to execute the agreement. Motion carried unanimously, with
one absent.

2, Downtown Hotel RFP- Approval to Proceed
Council Member Anderson recused himself due to a possible conflict of interest.

City Manager Donlevy gave a brief overview. The improvements and overall
vision of the half block bordered by Abbey/Railroad/First is part of the Downtown
Master Plan. The key elements, as well as the timing of the RFP are critical.
The evaluation process will include putting together an advisory review panel
comprised of property owners and local, savvy business owners to assist in the
approval process.

Council Member Martin cited past investors who delayed the RFP process and
start date in order to look for additional funds. City Manager Donlevy said the
City will ask for more specific information from a specific business, who will be
required to identify how, where, when and why and include this information in
their submitted proposals. Council Member Aguiar-Curry said we are at an
exciting stage of this potential reality. The only thing that was not listed in the
RFP were the local events that draw people to our community and cited our UCD
connection is important. She also suggested distributing the RFP to the bay
area, as the more proposals we receive, the better. Also, there is no reference in
the RFP about the alley improvement project, which will add potential
businesses, and added that a hotel conference center will be a positive addition.

Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked if any additional comments have been
received. City Manager Donlevy said he had received approximately 20
comments, all of which have been different. Council Member Martin asked if
there will be a public comment period through the process. City Manager
Donlevy said there will be many elements, including design through the Form
Based Code, and will ultimately go through the Planning Commission. Council

City of Winters
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Member Aguiar-Curry said the Form Based Code process has been simplified
and placeholders are in place to assist in the process.

Mayor Fridae said over the last eight years, the Council has had an unspoken
commitment to Railroad and Main and the areas radiating out from it. The City of
Winters has a functioning historic downtown due to the preservation of older
buildings, giving a facelift to the appearance of the downtown, and is glad the
hotel is part of the redevelopment process. The highway business will catch the
passer bys, but the City is making the downtown business viable, giving people
the chance to stay over, thus giving them time to kill by looking for places to eat
and drink and things to buy. Mayor Fridae said he hopes to receive many
responses to the RFP and said the addition of photos in the RFP will show off the
things we're doing.

Corinne Martinez, 115 Baker, said a conference room is critical, but it's important
to know what the demand is and asked if data had been gathered regarding the
availability of other conference rooms in the area. Based on the possibility of a
hotel by the freeway, Ms. Martinez said a conference room at the freeway
location would conflict with the downtown attraction.

Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked if there were any missing pieces to the RFP
and asked about the final draft. City Manager Donlevy said the only piece
missing is a partner's page. Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked about including
statistics from UCD and also asked about a video to go along with the RFP. City
Manager Donlevy said there are two DVDs featuring Winters (Diners, Drive-Ins
and Dives and Huell Howser's California Gold) as well as five news pieces in a
recent three-day span. Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked how many
members would comprise the Advisory Review Panel and City Manager replied
five to seven, which already includes the Mayor. When asked about the timeline,
City Manager Donlevy gave the following tentative timeline: RFP to be released
on 10/20, due date for written questions would be 11/16, RFP response deadline
would be 12/15, and the deadline to award would be January, 2012. A revised
timeline based on the number of proposals received will be presented at the
January 3 2012 City Council meeting.

Motion by Council Member Aguiar-Curry, second by Council Member Martin to
approve the final draft of the Downtown Winters Hotel RFP with the requested
changes, and authorize staff to develop an Advisory Review Panel to assist in
the process for approval by the City Council, and authorize the proposed project
timeline. Motion carried unanimously with one absent.

3. Emergency Repair Funding- Trestle Bridge / Car Bridge

Council Member Anderson returned to the dais at this time. City Manager
Donlevy gave an overview and said his emergency authorization to spend

City of Winters
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$24,000 ($12,000 per bridge) to repair the scour on the trestle and car bridges
during the current construction phase was a massive savings. Engineering and
repairs done at any other time would have exceeded $300,000, thus saving the
City between $200,000 and $300,000. Council Member Martin said the scour
had created cavity-like spaces and staff, along with Solano County Water Agency
(SCWA), did a good job in filling in these spaces on both bridges, making them
both much safer. City Manager Donlevy gave kudos to SCWA, City staff and
maintenance crew and Ghilotti Construction and wished all projects could be so
easy and cost-effective. Mayor Fridae also gave recognition to those who
worked on the project and took advantage of the de-watering process. Coungil
Member Anderson wanted to verify that Thomas Pate of SCWA, along with
SCWA staff members were included in the accolades. City Manager Donlevy
said the whole SCWA staff jumped on the project.

Motion by Council Member Anderson, second by Council Member Aguiar-Curry
to authorize and ratify the expenditure of $24,000 in Gas Tax Funds toward
emergency repairs done for the Robert Chapman Trestle Bridge and the Putah
Creek Car Bridge. Motion carried unanimously with one absent.

4. Facility Fee Waiver Request- Community Center

City Manager Donlevy gave a brief overview and introduced Ashley Shaw, a
Senior at WHS, who is planning a benefit luau as her Senior project to financially
assist a local family whose small child was diagnosed with leukemia.

Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked whether security guards would be needed.
City Manager Donlevy said they would not be required, but an attendant would
be required. Ashley confirmed her project mentor, her mother and many parents
would also be present to help. Council Member Anderson asked about holding
the benefit luau at a school facility. Ashley said the gym might be awkward and
she would prefer a stage setting for a professional-style Polynesian dance
performance, which will include Asian and Hawaiian dances. So far Ashley has
secured 4 dance groups. Mayor Fridae applauded Ashley's efforts by charging
admission to the benefit luau to benefit someone else.

City Manager said as a policy, the City doesn’t waive Community Center fees. |If
approved, the net rental fee of $629 would be allocated from the Council's
discretionary fund account. Council Member Anderson asked if this could be
considered a non-profit venture in order to qualify for a lower hourly rental rate. If
so, Mayor Fridae asked whether the Winters Rotary Club might sponsor the
event, reducing the hourly rate from $75/hour to $20/hour, as the Winters Rotary
Club has paid the annual subscription fee, entitling them to the lower hourly rate.
Ashley added the dance studio on First Street would also be used for practices,
which rents for $10/hour.

City of Winters
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Motion by Council Member Aguiar-Curry, second by Council Member Martin,
approving the use of the Community Center for a benefit luau and the dance
studio for practices, directed staff to work with the Winters Rotary Club regarding
event sponsorship, and to deduct cost from Council's discretionary fund. City
Manager Donlevy invited Ashley to attend the next Rotary Club meeting on
Thursday, October 20" @ 12:15 to present her project, and Ashley accepted the
invitation.

5. Rehabilitation and Renovation of 318 A First Street (Former Police
Station)

Director of Financial Management Shelly Gunby gave an overview. Architect
Dennis Dong with Calpo, Hom & Dong suggested seeking bids for the survey for
structural deficiencies for this building before moving forward. This item will then
come back before Council with the surveys received and staff recommendation.

Council Member Martin asked whether funds were available for this project. Ms.
Gunby indicated there was $637,461 available in the General Facility Impact Fee
fund. Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked whether local contractors could be
utilized for the construction engineering and renovation work. Ms. Gunby said
based on the survey results, if the building is found not to be sound, there is no
point sending out an RFP.

Council Member Stone joined the meeting at 7:50 p.m.

Councit Member Anderson said we should look at the structural integrity first as
to not throw good money after bad. Council Member Aguiar-Curry asked about a
break room being included in the plan. Ms. Gunby said the plans provided are
very preliminary. Council Member Martin asked what this project might cost. Ms.
Gunby said she wouldn't know until it goes out to bid. Mayor Fridae suggested
we go forward cautiously. Council Member Anderson said the City has 15-20'
more space to the west due to a lot line adjustment. City Manager Donlevy said
there would not be any new construction.

Motion by Council Member Aguiar-Curry, second by Council Member Anderson
to authorize staff to seek bids for the survey for structural deficiencies, and the
existence of mold and asbestos for the building location at 318A First Street,
formally the home of the Winters Police Department. Motion carried
unanimously.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

City of Winters '
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CITY MANAGER REPORT: City Manager Donlevy said the creek project is
evolving and encouraged people to view it from the top of the bank as it is
absolutely amazing. The work and people involved in the process will
revolutionize the City, making Putah Creek an incredible asset. The dedication
of the Winters Public Safety Facility will be held on November 3" @ 3:30 p.m.,
with an official open house to follow after the first of the year. Tours of the new
facility will be given at that time. An alley activation meeting will be held on
Wednesday, October 26™ from 6- -8pm, in the alley behind the former fire station.
This project is grant funded from the Local Government Council (LGC) and Terry
Bottomley of Bottomley & Associates will be conducting the meeting, where any
decisions regarding design issues will be added as an addendum to the
Downtown Master Plan.

INFORMATION ONLY: None

EXECUTIVE SESSION:; None

ADJOURNMENT: Mayor Fridae adjourned the meeting at 7:58 p.m.

Woody Fridae, MAYOR

ATTEST.:

Nanci G. Mills, City Clerk

City of Winters
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Est. 1875
CITY COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT
TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council Members
DATE: November §, 2011
THROUGH: John W. Donlevy, Jr., City Manager M
FROM: Nelia C. Dyer, Community Development Directo

Dan Maguire, Housing Programs Managerq{]m

SUBJECT:  Recommendation on Letter to Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
relating to 2013-21 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Process

RECOMMENDATION: The purpose of this item is to provide an opportunity to the City Council
to comment and provide a recommendation on the City’s draft letter to SACOG regarding the 2013-
21 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Process.

SUMMARY: At the September 27, 2011 Planning Commission meeting, staff provided an overview
of the RHNA process as well as the proposed methodologies for distributing the overall housing need
number for SACOG region. As mentioned in the presentation, all cities and counties in California
receive two types of allocations through the RHNA as required by state law: 1) Overall Allocation -
Total housing number for growth during the planning period from January 1, 2013 to October 31,
2021; and 2) Income Category Distribution - the Overall Allocation is further allocated into four
household income categories: very low income, low income, moderate income, and above moderate
income.

In summary, Winters has been allocated a total of 320 housing units for which to plan for the 2013
2021 planning period. The income category distribution or, more importantly, the very low and low
income allocations differ by methodology. Table A shows the very low and low income allocations by
methodology:

Table A _ _
Methodology Very Low + Low Income Allocations
A 134
B ] 130
& 108
D 132
F 101

Source: SACOG 2013-2021 RHNA 60-Day Public Comment Draft Proposed Methodologies



Please note that these figures are subject to change until SACOG receives the official letter of
determination from the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) regarding the
Regional Housing Needs Determination for SACOG's six-county region.

Following the overview of the information, staff stated that a letter addressed to SACOG will be
drafted identifying the City's preferred methodology, and staff will provide the draft letter to the
Planning Commission for review and comment prior to presenting it to the City Council for their
review and approval. Staff has drafted the letter and is recommending Methodology F. At the
October 25" Planning Commission, the Commission reviewed the letter and suggested that the letter
be “strengthened”. The draft letter is included with this report as Attachment A. Comments on the
methodologies must be received by SACOG no later than Monday, November 14, 2011.

Staff has researched the residential capacity of the Winters” General Plan Area. Table B shows the
residential capacity of the Winters' General Plan Area.

Table B
Residential Designation Allowable Units/Gross Acre | Allowable Gross Acres at | Allowable  Units  Per
Buildout Designation (Dwelling
Units)
| Rural 0510 59 59
| Low 1.14.0 374 1,496
Medium 4.1-6.0 392 1,884
Medium-High 0.1-10.0 . 86 860
High 10.1200 51 1,020
Total 962 5319

Source: 1992 City of Winters General Plan

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, there are 2,299 housing units in Winters. Thus, there are
approximately 3,000 housing units that have yet to be constructed. Moreover, to fulfill the stipulated
settlement resulting from Michel v. Winters regarding affordable housing, at least 15 percent of all
new housing units (or approximately 450 units of the 3000) must be affordable. Based on these
numbers, staff has determined that Winters has encugh capacity to accommodate for the total housing
units as well as the very low and low income allocation for the impending planning period.

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Letter to SACOG regarding the 2013-2021 Regional Housing Needs Allocation
B. 2013-21 RHNA 60-Day Public Comment Draft Proposed Methodologies
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CITY OF

Est. 1875
Qctober 26, 2011

Greg Chew, Senior Planner

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  2013- 2021 Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Dear Mr. Chew:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the pending 2013-2021 Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) process for the SACOG region. The City of Winters appreciates the chance to
work collaboratively with SACOG and other jurisdictions in the region in developing and selecting an
allocation methodology that makes sense and builds on past planning activities. This letter serves to
assert the City’s preferred methodology for the process.

In SACOG’s 2013-2021 RHNA Public Review document dated September 15, 2011, SACOG staff
states that funding available for transportation projects in the region for this MTP cycle is limited. As a
result, SACOG must maximize the benefit of these funds. To accomplish this mission, funding for new
transit investment will be focused on areas of the region where housing growth is planned at transit-
supportive densities (medium and high). In addition, new transit in the MTP/SCS will also be focused
on connecting to job centers, around which new housing is also being planned.

For the past twenty years, Winters has struggled to encourage economic development and attract
business due to its rural location. Therefore, Winters lacks a thriving job center, which lends to the
imbalance of jobs available in the city limits per household. Moreover, Winters is not located in a
transit priority area as defined by SACOG. With the exception of several bus stops in the city, Winters
does not offer the variety or frequency of transit service available in the urban areas within the SACOG
region. Consequently, Winters cannot effectively compete for transit funding based on SACOG’s
efforts to focus the funds towards job centers and areas planned for medium to high density housing,

Staff understands that SACOG must carefully balance the objectives of both state housing element law
and SB 375 when developing a methodology. Staff believes that all five methodologies attempr to create
that balance; however, staff has determined that the “apples to oranges” comparison of urban and rural
municipalities can only be lessened through Methodology F. The application of the jobs/housing ratio
and proximity to transit adjusement factors places affordable housing where there is a higher proportion
of jobs and in areas where transit service exists or is planned for, which is consistent with SB 375, As a

318 First Street COUNCIL MEMBERS MAYOR CITY CLERK
Winters, CA 95694 Harold Anderson Woody Fridae Nanci Mifls
Phone,530.795.4910 Michael Martin MAYOR PRO TEM TREASURER CiTY MANAGER

Fax. 530.795.4935 Tom Stone Cecilia Aquiar-Curry  Michael Sebastian John W. Donlevy, Ir.11



result, Methodology F helps to equalize the allocation based on the advanrages (and disadvantages) of
the municipalities’ location and/or urban or rural classification. For these reasons, the City of Winters
recommends that the SACOG Board adopt Methodology F.

It is important to note that the City of Winters has been committed to promoring actual production of
affordable housing to all economic segments of our community. As of August 2011, 73 new affordable
multi-family units have been entitled, constructed and occupied. In addition to the 73 units, 39
affordable multi-family units were rehabilirated in 2011 with assistance from the City. This apartment
complex was at risk of losing its affordability covenants because the former owners wanted to sell the
project and there was a possibility thar a buyer would not want to conl:inue the affordability.

The City is concerned that the actual production of affor ab}‘(\a housmg is not considered in the
allocation of housing units to jurisdictions. The State’s Re “al ‘Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) process

requires local govemments to he <u:countable for enst ng tha jected housing needs can be

1noks forward to Loutmum%:' i

i

4910 ext. 118 should yo' ‘%Zél}hk?é

Dan Magume_-,«
Winters L.iry‘ o\l
Winters Planning
File
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Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
2013-2021 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
60-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT DRAFT PROPOSED METHODOLOGIES

(Approved for Release on September 15, 2011)

This document describes five Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) methodologies the
SACOG Board of Directors approved for public comment review. This document provides a
summary of the RHNA process and the creation of the methodologies. For a more detailed
explanation of the process and frequently asked questions, visit the RHNA webpage:
www.sacog.org/rhnp.

Written public comments will be accepted by SACOG through Monday, November 14, 2011.
Comments received will be included as part of the packet submitted to the SACOG Board of
Directors for review. The Board is anticipated to approve one of these methodologies with or
without alteration at its December 15, 2011 meeting.

Comments may be submitted to: Greg Chew, SACOG Senior Planner, 1415 L Street, Suite 300,
Sacramento, CA 95814, or via email at gchew@sacog.org Again, comments must be received
no later than Monday, November 14, 2011,

RHNA Background: Every eight years, the State of California, through the Housing and
Community Development Department (HCD), issues a Regional Housing Needs Determination
to SACOG's six-county region. The regional determination includes an overall housing need
number, as well as a breakdown of the number of units required in four income distribution
categories for the next eight year planning period. This RHNA period covers January 1, 2013 to
October 31, 2021. SACOG worked with HCD to develop a draft RHNA earlier than required by
law to ensure coordination between the MTP/SCS projections and the RHNA projection.
Although SACOG had not received its official letter of determination at the time of the Board’s
action to release these methodologies, HCD informed SACOG in mid-June 2011 that its overall
RHNA is in a range starting at 105,000 units during the planning period. Of this amount, 41,830
or 39.838% of the units must be affordable. These figures are subject to change until SACOG
receives the official letter of determination from HCD.

Based on the regional determination provided by HCD, SACOG must develop a Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and a Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP). After the RHNA
and RHNP are adopted by the SACOG Board, local jurisdictions are required tc update their
housing elements to reflect the RHNA. State housing element law (Gov. Code Sections 65580 et
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seq.), requires each local jurisdiction to show how its housing element intends to zone enough
overall units during the RHNA period. It must also show hew it will zone enough higher density
units and/or deed-restricted units, or take other steps, to meet the allocation of affordable
units.

Creating and adopting a methodology for distributing the regional determination to each
jurisdiction in the region is the basis for the RHNA. The methodology, ultimately adopted hy
the SACOG Board, must be a formula for distributing the number of housing units in each
jurisdiction in the six-county Sacramento region (El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo,
and Yuba counties} and must provide capacity for during the RHNA period. Unlike in other
SACOG processes, the RHNA includes the Tahoe Basin in El Dorado and Placer counties. The
adopted methodology must be consistent with objectives of the state housing element law,
which requires all jurisdictions to provide a mix of housing types for a diverse income range,
and to avoid the overconcentration of affordable income populations. In addition, SB 375
(Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) requires that the RHNA methodology be consistent with the
land use pattern in the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).

The methodology will provide each of the cities and counties in the region with two allocations:
(1) an overall housing unit allocation for the RHNA planning period; and {2) a sub-allocation for
each of the four income categories defined by state law (and defined below). The sub-
allocations for the four income categories add up to the total overall allocation. The two lowest,
the Very Low Income and Low Income categories, are considered the “affordable categories.”
For purposes of this memorandum, SACOG combines the calculations of the Very Low and Low
Income categories and refers to them as the “affordable allocation.”

Public Process for the RHNA Methodology: Public comments must be received by SACOG
within 60 days of release. Following the 60-day public comment period, the SACOG Board may
make any revisions to the proposed methodology that are deemed appropriate in response to
public comments, and then adopt a final methodology. The Board is anticipated to select,
possibly modify and approve a methodology at its December 15, 2011 meeting. After the final
methodology is adopted, it will be applied to the official RHNA once it is provided by HCD. In
early 2012, the SACOG Board will review the official draft allocation for the jurisdictions in the
region. However, for the benefit of the Board and stakeholders, SACOG staff is releasing
preliminary draft allocations associated with each methodology.

Key Terms Explained

Region: for RHNA purposes, SACOG includes El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo
and Yuba counties, including the Tahoe Basin in El Dorado and Placer counties.
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- Income Categories: state housing element law defines four income categories: very low,
low, moderate, and above moderate. Each is defined by comparing median family
income (MFI) to a household with the same number of members in the same county.
“Very low” income households have incomes 50 percent or lower than MFI. “Low”
income households have incomes hetween 50 percent and 80 percent of MFI.
“Moderate” income households have incomes between 80 percent and 120 percent of
MFI. “Above moderate” income households have incomes greater than 120 percent
MFI.

Affordable Income Categories: very low and low income categories combined.

Regional Average of Affordable Housing Units: percentage of housing units in the
region that fall into the affordable income categories. This number is expected to be
39.838% according to HCD, which uses the five-year 2005-2009 American Community
Survey data.

- Regional Income Parity: all jurisdictions in the region have the same proportion of
affordable income househaolds as the regional average. When describing how to achieve
“regional income parity by 2050,” this document is referring to what percentage of total
units a jurisdiction would need to meet the regional average by 2050. This percentage is
different for each jurisdiction, as they currently have different affordable income shares
and different growth rates.

- Affordable Base: the calculation of affordable units each jurisdiction starts with. It is
39.838% of a jurisdiction’s overall allocation, which is the percentage of affordable
income households in the region.

- Non-Affordable Base: the calculation of moderate and above moderate income units
each jurisdiction starts with. It is 60.162% of a jurisdiction’s overall allocation (100%
minus 39.838%), which is the combined percentage of moderate and above moderate-
income households in the region.

- Adjustment Factor: a calculated number that adjusts allocations based on the objective
the factor seeks to address. For instance, the income adjustment factor compares the
percent share a jurisdiction has of affordable income housing units versus the regional
average. The Jobs-housing ratio adjustment factor compares each jurisdiction’s
jobs/housing ratio for projected growth between 2008-35 to the regional jobs/housing
ratio of projected growth during that same time. The transit service area adjustment
factor is the percent of a jurisdiction’s projected housing unit growth between 2008-35
that is within transit priority areas (e.g., a half-mile radius of a major transit stop or high
quality transit corridor).
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- Variance: the numerical difference between a jurisdiction and the regional average for
the three measured characteristics (jobs/housing ratio, transit service area, and
income). The variance is either multiplied by the “affordable base”, “non-affordable
base” or the 2050 Income Trendline to determine an adjustment factor.

- 2050 Income Trendline: the percent share of a jurisdiction’s new growth that must be
affordable during the 2013-21 RHNA cycle for the jurisdiction to reach the regional
average of affordable units by 2050.

- CHAS - Comprehensive Housing Affordable Strategy data provided by the U.S. Housing
and Urban Development Department. This is a special tabulation of Census data from
the US Census Bureau geared towards housing planners and policy makers. The primary
purpose of the CHAS data is to demonstrate the number of households in need of
housing assistance, One way in which they do this is to provide the number of
households by household size that fall within 30, 50 and 80 percent of local median
income. This data differs from traditionally available Census data that depicts
household income without accounting for household size. For more information please
visit: http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp/CHAS/bg_chas.html.

Process of Methodology Development

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy: The starting point for
all four proposed methodologies is the Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). InJune 2011, the SACOG Board endorsed the 2035 Draft
Preferred Scenario for use in analyzing and completing the MTP/SCS, which includes a
jurisdiction-level land use allocation for housing and employment growth and a proposed
transportation project list. The 2035 Draft Preferred Scenario land use assumptions are
reflective of ongoing coordination with local agency planning staff, extensive data collection,
alternatives analysis, public involvement, and Board direction. After completing the 2035 Draft
Preferred Scenario, staff began work on a 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario that begins with the
2035 Draft Preferred Scenario and works backwards to a reasonable estimate of housing and
employment growth, and transportation projects, by 2020, based on the total regional growth
forecasted for the region between 2008 and 2020.

In creating the land use assumptions for the MTP/SCS, staff considered the location, type, and
amount of development in the region. In developing the growth pattern, staff considered local
policies and plans, state and federal regulations (on such issues as flood or habitat constraints),
and market and economic conditions. The result is a land use pattern that reflects the Blueprint
smart growth principles and is a reasonable assumption for development. The transportation
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investments pair with the land use assumptions of projected development, resulting in
transportation and air quality benefits such as fewer vehicle miles traveled, reductions in
passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions, greater access and mobility, and increases in
transit, walking, and biking.

The funding available for transportation projects in the region in this MTP cycle is $5 billion less
than in the last MTP due largely to lower population growth rates and the long-term effects of
the recent recession. As a result, the amount of money dedicated to transit, although increased
in share in this MTP, is still considerably less in absolute numbers than what was assumed in the
last MTP. This makes it very important for SACOG to maximize the benefit of these funds. New
transit investment is focused on areas of the region where housing growth is planned at transit-
supportive densities (medium and high densities). New transit in the MTP/SCS also focuses on
connecting to job centers, around which new housing is also being planned. The outcomes of
this include a reduction in vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions, an increase in
“farebox recovery” (the ability for fares to pay for the full operating cost of transit), increased
transportation mobility for a greater number of people, and, most importantly from a RHNA
perspective, new high-quality transit service to existing concentrations of low-income residents.
This increases overall affordability, when the costs of housing and transportation are
considered together. Locating housing near jobs centers, services near low-income
communities, and non-auto transportation alternatives to low-income communities are
important social equity considerations included in the MTP/SCS land use pattern and growth
assumptions. '

In preparation for developing the MTP/SCS 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario, SACOG staff met
with each jurisdiction at countywide meetings to discuss the state-mandated factors that must
be considered in developing the RHNA. All of the information provided to SACOG in the RHNA
factors meetings was considered in the development of the 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario.
Those RHNA-specific factors are summarized below as:

- Existing and projected jobs and housing relationship;
- Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing, including:

» Lack of capacity for sewer and water due to federal or state laws, regulations
or regulatory actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer
or water service provider that preclude the jurisdiction from providing
necessary infrastructure for additional development during the planning
period;

= Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to
residential use, the availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for
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infill development and increased residential densities (SACOG may not limit
its consideration based on the jurisdiction’s existing zoning ordinances and
land use restrictions);

* Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing
federal or state programs, or both, designed to protect open space,
farmland, environmental habitats, and natural resources on a long-term
basis;

* County policies to preserve prime agriculture lands within an unincorporated
area;

* Distribution of household growth assumed for a comparable period in the
regional transportation plan and opportunities to maximize the use of public
transportation and existing transportation infrastructure;

- Market demand for housing;

- Agreements between a county and cities in the county to direct growth toward
incorporated areas of the county;

- Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments;
- High housing cost burdens;
- Housing needs of farmworkers;

- Housing needs generated by the presence of a private university or a campus of the
California State University or the University of California; and

- Any other relevant factors, as determined by SACOG.

Since the information relating to many of these factors was similar for all jurisdictions due to
the recent recession (e.g., decreased market demand for housing of all types), SACOG focused
on information that was unigue to each jurisdiction. For example, a proposed development
without some or all of the necessary infrastructure is not unique, as most new developments
require infrastructure investments. Therefore, all proposed developments without all
necessary infrastructure are compared against other developments in the same submarket in
determining the new housing absorption rate by 2020. However, a proposed development
located in a floodplain that is lacking the levee improvements needed to allow development is a
unique factor that would affect the absorption rate of the housing growth for that individual
development in the MTP/SCS 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario.
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation Methodology: After receiving the draft Regional Housing
Needs Determination from HCD, SACOG staff distributed two potential methodologies
(described later as Methodologies A and B) and corresponding draft allocations to the SACOG
Planners Committee, The Planners Committee is comprised of local government planning staffs,
housing advocates, and other interested parties from the region. The two additional draft
methodologies proposed here (described later as Methodologies D and F) reflect many of the
comments from the Planners Committee. Not all ideas discussed could be converted into a
methodology due to lack of available data.

Two additional methodologies were proposed from non-SACOG staff. At the August 23, 2011
Planners Committee, one participant proposed a Methodology E, which the SACOG Board
choose not to release for public review. At the September 1, 2011 Land Use and Air Quality
Committee meeting, public comment proposed a new methodology, described as Methodology
C below. :

The use of incentives, such as priority for funding or other incentives, for local governments
that are willing to accept a higher share than proposed in the draft allocation was briefly
discussed at the Planners Committee. However, because the methodologies are still under
consideration at this time, no further discussions on incentives have been conducted.

For further background on the RHNA process, visit the RHNA webpage at
http://www.sacog.org/rhnp/rhna.cfm.

Proposed Methodologies - Summary

The SACOG Board of Directors at its September 15, 2011 meeting approved releasing five
potential methodologies (Methodologies A, B, C D and F) for public release and comment;
Methodology E) was not approved for release and is therefore not included in this document.
The five publicly released methodologies begin with the same total allocation for each
jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction receives the same percentage of the region’s draft RHND
(105,000 units} as assumed in the MTP/SCS 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario. This is referred to as
the “overall allocation” in each methodology. The difference inthe methodologies is only in
how they allocate the affordable units; each emphasizes or addresses different planning policy
objectives. They are summarized in the remainder of this document.

Methodology A

Summary: This is the methodology SACOG used for the 2006-13 RHNA. The methodology
creates a trendline for each jurisdiction to determine what percent of new growth must be
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affordable in that jurisdiction in order for all jurisdictions to meet the regional average of
affordable housing units by 2050. In other words, those jurisdictions that currently have a
higher proportion of affordable housing units, when compared to the current regional average,
would receive a lower proportional share of affordable units compared to the average.
Conversely, jurisdictions that currently have a lower share of affordable units, when compared
to the regional average, would receive a higher percentage of affordable units.

How It Works: This method determines the allocation of affordable units by drawing an
“income trendline” from 2008 to 2050, referred to as the “2050 income trendline.” On one
endpoint, the 2006-2008 Census American Community Survey (ACS) shows the percentage of
households that a jurisdiction has in each of the four income categories as of 2008. The other
endpoint, 2050, shows the projected regional average percentage of households in each
income category as determined by HCD; again, the affordable income categories are 39.838
percent. The 2050 income trendline is drawn connecting these two points — the jurisdiction’s
current affordable income percentage share of affordable income housing units in 2008 to the
39.838 percent of its housing units in 2050. This line is then intersected at October 31, 2021,
the end period for this RHNA cycle. The point of intersection is the percentage of growth that
the jurisdiction would need of new affordable housing units to be trending toward the regional
average of affordable housing units by 2050. This percentage (see Column B in Table 1) is
multiplied by the jurisdiction’s overall allocation (Column A) to determine the jurisdiction’s
affordable income allocation {Column C). The resulting formula is:

affordable allocation = overall allocation * 2050 income trendline

Note: this method places a 4 percent floor and 30 percent ceiling in both low and very low
income categories (or a total floor of 8% and 60% ceiling for total affordable units) ~ these fioor
and ceiling limits were used during the 2006-13 RHNA cycle.

Analysis: The methodology used in 2006-13 was based solely on moving each jurisdiction
towards regional income parity in terms of its share of affordable housing. As a result, this
methodology does not consider the planning principles or other social equity factors built into
the land use and transportation assumptions of the MTP/SCS in its affordable allocation. One
potential disadvantage to using this methodology with the new MTP/SCS land use and
transportation assumptions would be locating existing and future lower income residents away
from jobs, services, and transit.
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Methodology B

Summary: This methodology starts all jurisdictions at a percentage of affordable units equal to
the percentage of existing affordable income households in the region. It then applies an
adjustment factor based on regional income distribution disparities. Similar to the concept in
Methodology A, the adjustment factor adds future affordable units to jurisdictions that
currently have lower than the regional average and subtracts future affordable units from
jurisdictions that have higher than the regional average. This methodology moves all
jurisdictions towards achieving the regional average, but rather than every jurisdiction
achieving regional parity by 2050, each jurisdiction will reach the regional average at different
points in time.

How It Works: It uses a two-step process, Step 1 establishes the “affordable base” number.
Step 2 applies an adjustment factor to move household income distributions toward regional
equity. In other words:

overall allocation*regional average of affordable units = affordable base
then,

affordable allocation = affordable base +/- income adjustment

Step 1 distributes evenly the regional percentage of affordable units to each jurisdiction. The
affordable income category adds up to 39.838 percent for the region, as determined by HCD. In
this methodology, every jurisdiction’s “base” or “affordable base” number is calculated by
multiplying 39.838 percent by the jurisdiction’s overall allocation number (See Table 2; Column
A multiplied by Column C).

Step 2 is a two-part process (2a and 2b) to adjust the affordable base allocation by a factor that
addresses regional income parity. In other words, the adjustment factor trends all jurisdictions
towards the regional average of affordable housing units (39.838%).

Step 2a is exactly the same methodology used in Methodology A (see above). Using the “2050
income trendline,” the result of Step 2a shows the percentage of growth that the jurisdiction
would need of new affordable housing units to be trending toward the regional average of
affordable housing units by 2050.

Step 2b compares the resulting percentage in Step 2a against the regional average of affordable
households (39.838%). The difference, the “income variance,” is expressed as a percentage
(Table 2, Column E). A jurisdiction that has a percentage from Step 2a that is lower than 39.838
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percent, means that jurisdiction has a higher percentage share of affordable units than the
regional average and, therefore, to get to regional income parity in 2050, it would need less
than the regional average between now and 2050. Such a jurisdiction would receive a negative
income adjustment factor number (Column D). Conversely, a jurisdiction with a lower share of
affordable units when compared to the regional average, would receive a higher percentage
than the regional average between now and 2050. Note that Step 2a also places a 4 percent
floor and 30 percent ceiling (or “guardrails”) in low and very low-income categories, as
described in Methodology A.

Step 2b subtracts the calculated result in Step 2a (Column D) from 39.838 percent. The
difference {Column E), expressed as a percent, is the “variance” from the regional average of
affordable housing units. The variance is multiplied by the affordable base number (Column E
times Column B), and the product is the “income adjustment factor” (Column F). The
adjustment factor is then added or subtracted to the affordable base (remember that an
adjustment factor can be negative). The resulting number (Column G) is the number of
affordable units allocated for that jurisdiction. Column H shows the percentage of each
jurisdiction’s percentage of affordable units compared to its overall allocation.

Although Methodology B differs from the previous methodology, steps 2a and 2b incorporate
the same concept used in Methodology A, the 2006-2013 RHNA methodology.

Analysis: This is the SACOG staff’s preferred methodology. It focuses on the regional land use
pattern and where transportation infrastructure investments will be made. Locating jobs and
services near low-income communities and providing non-auto transportation alternatives to
these areas is an important social equity consideration that is included in the MTP/SCS land use
pattern and growth assumptions. One way to ensure consistency between the MTP/SCS and
RHNA is to keep the land use assumptions of the MTP/SCS intact as the starting point for not
just the overall allocation, but for the affordable allocation as well. Draft Methodology B equally
distributes the number of affordable income units to each jurisdiction, thereby preserving the
distribution of housing growth among jurisdictions. To balance this goal with another state
housing law objective to avoid over-concentrating affordable income housing, draft
Methodology B then applies an adjustment factor to the affordable incomes units in each
jurisdiction. The adjustment factor is based on the methodology from the 2006-13 RHNA
methodology, which aims to move all jurisdictions towards regional income parity in terms of
their share of affordable housing units. One potential disadvantage to this methodology is that
it changes the rate by which jurisdictions achieve regional income parity.
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Methbdology C

Summary: This methodology addresses two specific factors in the land use pattern of the
MTP/SCS ~ jobs/housing ratio and transit priority areas — in addition to income distribution.

This methodology uniformly starts all jurisdictions with the number of affordable units from the
2050 income trendline allocation described in Methodology A. However, this methodology
uses three adjustment factors to add or subtract from the hase affordable allocation. The three
factors are based on a jurisdiction’s variance from a regional average condition for the following
three planning factors: (a} the ratio of jobs to housing units (jobs-housing balance); (b) the
percentage of housing units within a transit priority area (transit proximity); and (c) the current
regional share of affordable income households (income equity). Each jurisdiction’s current
metric for each of these three factors is compared to the regional average. The difference
(expressed as a percentage) Is divided in half and then each is multiplied by the 2050 income
trendline allocation, These three adjustment factors are either added to or subtracted from the
hase allocation for each jurisdiction.

How It Works: This methodology is summarized in a multi-step process as follows:
affordable allocation =
2050 income trendline base
+/- adjustment #1 (income equity)
+/- adjustment #2 (jobs/housing ratio)
+/- adjustment #3 (transit proximity)
where “2050 income trendline base” = overall allocation * 2050 income trendline

The “income equity adjustment” examines the regional income disparities by comparing the
percentage share each jurisdiction has of very low + low income households to the regional
average. Column E shows information from CHAS {through the US Housing and Urban
Development Department - HUD) on the percentage share of these households in each
jurisdiction as of 2008 (the latest available data). The regional average is 39.838 percent, and is
subtracted from Column E to determine the difference (Column F). The difference is divided in
half (Column F divided by 2), and the result is Column G, which is multiplied by the “2050
income trendline base” (Column D}. The product is Column H, which is the “income
adjustment factor.”

The “jobs/housing ratio adjustment” compares each jurisdiction’s current ratio of jobs to
housing to the regional jobs/housing average. Column J shows SACOG’s estimated
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jobs/housing ratio for each jurisdiction’s growth in the MTP/SCS. The regional average, 1.2, is
subtracted from Column J to determine the difference (Column K). The difference is divided in
half (Column K divided by 2), and the result is Column L, which is multiplied by the “2050
income trendline base” {(Column D). The product is Column M, which is the “jobs/housing
adjustment factor,”

The “transit service area” is the percent of projected housing unit growth a jurisdiction hasina
transit priority area in the MTP/SCS by 2035 compared to the regional average for this measure.
Column O shows SACOG's estimated new housing growth between 2008 and 2035 within each
jurisdiction that will be in a transit priority area. The regional average, 38 percent, is subtracted
from Column O to determine the difference (Column P). The difference is divided in half
(Column P divided by 2), and the result is Column Q, which is multiplied by the “2050 income
trendline base” (Column D). The product is Column R, which is the “jobs/housing adjustment
factor”. :

After all three adjustment factors have been calculated, the 2050 income trendline base and
the three factors are added together (Columns D + Column H + Column M + Column R) to
determine the affordable allocation for each jurisdiction (Column U). Column V shows the
allocation as adjusted to fit the exact allocation of affordable units determined by HCD.

Analysis: In Draft Methodology C, each jurisdiction receives a base allocation derived from the
2050 income trendline, which seeks to trend all jurisdictions to have the same proportion of
low and very low income housing units by 2050. This methodology then makes adjustments for
factors addressed in the MTP/SCS — jobs/housing ratio and transit service — plus the state
housing element law — income distribution. The household income factor strengthens the
effect of the 2050 trendline, in which jurisdictions with fewer low income units get higher
shares and conversely jurisdictions with higher than average low income units get lower shares,

The data used for jobs/housing ratio and transit service is derived directly from the MTP/SCS
land use pattern combined with projected transportation and transit investments. Each
jurisdiction’s allocation is adjusted according to how far it is from the regional average.

This methodology places affordable housing where there is a higher proportion of jobs and in
areas where transit service exists or is planned for, while also shifting affordable housing to
communities that have a lower proportion of them. One poltential disadvantage to this
methodology is an over-weighting of the MTP/SCS land use pattern and the 2050 income
trendline. This methodology will add more units to jurisdictions starting with a high base
allocation and remove units from jurisdictions with a low base allocation, essentially
diminishing the impact that the MTP/SCS land use assumptions will have on the affordable
income wunit allocation.
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Methodology D

Summary: This methodology is a variation of Methodology B. The difference is that this
methodology makes the adjustment factor for income inequities more pronounced than in
Methodology B. Similar to Methodology B, the “affordable base” is the starting point of
affordable units, which is 39.8 percent of the overall allocation for all jurisdictions. In Method B,
the adjustment factor is created by determining the variance between percentage of affordable
units versus the regional average, and then multiplying that by the “affordable base” (as
opposed to multiplying by the overall allocation as in Methodology B). In this variation,
Methodology D multiplies the variance by the “non-affordable” base, which is 60.2 percent of
the overall allocation {100% - 39.8% = 60.2%, or the percentage of region’s moderate and above
moderate income units). The outcome is that jurisdictions that currently have a smaller
percentage share of low-income housing than the regional average would receive an increased
allocation of affordable units that is more pronounced than in Methodology B. Conversely,
jurisdictions currently with a higher share of affordable units than the regional average would
receive a more pronounced lower share.

How It Works: Everything is the same as Methodology B, from its intent to the mathematical
steps to derive the allocation, except one variation, which can be summarized as:

affordable allocation = affordable base + [income variation * non-affordable base]

In Methodology 8, the “affordable base” is the starting point of affordable units, which is
39.838 percent of the overall allocation for all jurisdictions (Table 4, Column A times 39.838%).
As in Methodology B, Methodology D creates a “2050 income trendline” (see Methodology A
above for description) which is shown in Column D. Column D subtracts the regional average of
39.838 percent to determine the variance, Column E. This is consistent with Methodology B.

Methodology D differs when it multiplies Column E times the “non-affordable base,” which are
the number of units that are not considered low or very low income. Because the regional
average and the “affordable base” for all jurisdictions is 39.838 percent, then the “non-
affordable base” is 60,162 percent of each jurisdictions overall allocation (Column A multiplied
by 60.162). The result is Column F, which becomes the “non-affordable adjustment factor.” It
is then added to the “affordable base,” or Column F plus Column C equals the affordable
allocation (Column G). Column H shows the percent of each jurisdiction’s overall allocation that
would be affordable.

Analysis: Methodology D has a more pronounced adjustment factor for adjusting for income
disparities than Methodology B, but otherwise the advantages and disadvantages are the same
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as those in Methodology B.

Methodology E

Methodology E was not approved for public release by the SACOG Board. Its associated
allocation chart, Table 5, is not included in this document.

Methodology F

Summary: Note: Methodology F was originally presented as “Methodology C” to the three
board committees and the Planners Committee in September

This methodology addresses two specific factors in the land use pattern of the MTP/SCS -
jobs/housing ratio and transit priority areas - in addition to income distribution,

Like Methodology B, this methodology uniformly starts all jurisdictions with the same regional
percentage of overall units as the “affordable base” allocation. However, this methodology
uses three adjustment factors to add or subtract from the base affordable allocation. The three
factors are based on a jurisdiction’s variance from a regional average condition for the following
three planning factors: (a) the ratio of jobs to housing units (jobs-housing balance}); {(b) the
percentage of housing units within a transit priority area (transit proximity); and {(c) the current
regional share of affordable income households {income equity). Each jurisdiction’s current
metric for each of these three factors is compared to the regional average. The difference
(expressed as a percentage) is divided in half and then each is multiplied by the base allocation.
These three adjustment factors are either added to or subtracted from the base allocation for
each jurisdiction.

How It Works: This methodology starts with the same first step by distributing the same
“affordable base” described in Methodology B (that is, every jurisdiction starts with 39.838
percent of its overall allocation as affordable}. However, this methodology differs in that Step 2
has three adjustment factors, not one (as in Methodology B). Step 2 is to apply the adjustment
factors to address regional equity for the affordable income allocations. Or, in other words:

overall allocation*regional average of affordable units = affordable base
then,
affordable allocation = affordable base +/- adjustment #1 +/- adjustment #2 +/- adjustment #3

where adjustment #1 is income equity, adjustment #2 is jobs/housing balance, and adjustment
#3 is transit proximity.
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The “income adjustment” examines the regional income disparities by comparing the
percentage share each jurisdiction has of very low and low income households to the regional
average. In Table 6, Column E shows information from CHAS (through the US Housing and
Urban Development Department - HUD) on the percentage share of these households in each
jurisdiction as of 2008 (the latest available data). The regional average is 39.838 percent, and is
subtracted from Column E to determine the difference (Column F). The difference is divided in
half (Column F divided by 2), and the result is Column G, which is multiplied by the “affordable
base” (Column D). The product is Column H, which is the “income adjustment factor.”

The “jobs/housing ratio adjustment” compares each jurisdiction’s current ratio of jobs to
housing to the regional jobs/housing average. Column J shows SACOG’s estimated 2035
jobs/housing ratio for each jurisdiction’s growth in the MTP/SCS. The regional average, 1.2, is
subtracted from Column J to determine the difference (Column K). The difference is divided in
half (Column K divided by 2), and the result is Column L, which is multiplied by the “afferdable
base” (Column D). The product is Column M, which is the “jobs/housing adjustment factor.”

The “transit service area” is the percent of projected housing unit growth a jurisdiction has in a
transit priority area in the MTP/SCS by 2035 compared to the regional average for this measure,
Column O shows SACOG’s estimated new housing growth between 2008 and 2035 within each
jurisdiction that will be in a transit priority area. The regional average, 38 percent, is subtracted
from Column O to determine the difference (Column P). The difference is divided in half
{Column P divided by 2), and.the result is Column Q, which is multiplied by the “affordable
base” (Column D). The product is Column R, which is the “jobs/housing adjustment factor”.

After all three adjustment factors have been calculated, the affordable base and the three
factors are added together (Columns D + Column H + Column M + Column R) to determine the
affordable allocation for each jurisdiction (Column U). Column V shows the allocation as
adjusted to fit the exact allocation of affordable units determined by HCD.

Analysis: In Draft Methodology F, each jurisdiction receives the same affordable base allocation
as the region, then adjustments are made for factors addressed in the MTP/SCS - jobs/housing
ratio and transit service — plus the State Housing Element Law - income distribution. The data
used in this method is derived directly from the MTP/SCS land use pattern combined with
projected transportation and transit investments. Each jurisdiction’s allocation is adjusted
according to how far it is from the regional average. This methodology places affordable
housing where there is a higher proportion of jobs and in areas where transit service exists or is
planned for, while also shifting affordable housing to communities that have a lower proportion
of them. One potential disadvantage to this methodology is an over-weighting of the MTP/SCS
land use pattern. By starting with an affordable base allocation that is consistent with the
MTP/SCS and then making further adjustments for MTP/SCS factors, this methodology will add

SACOG Regional 'Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Pagemlg
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more units to jurisdictions starting with a high base allocation and remove units from
jurisdictions with a low base allocation, essentially increasing the impact that the MTP/SCS land
use assumptions will have on the affordable income unit allocation.

SACOG Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) ' ' Page 16
Draft Proposed Methodologies for Public Comment
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Table 1: Methodology A - Using 2006-13 Methodology Applied to 2013-21 RHNA Cycle

DISCUSSION DRAFT FOR September 15, 2011 SACOG Board Meeting - action is NOT being taken on these allocations
RHNA Period : January 1, 2013 through October 31, 2021

Applying 2006-13 RHNA Methodology to 2013-21 RHNA
Cycle
Total Projected G
(an1 zrgjlz Octo;::v;r Very Low + Low Income Allocation [Jan 1,
P g 2013- Oct 31, 2021
2021) e
Total number of Units B2 RN A .
f Number of Very Low  Percent of total units

(based on proportion of + Low units (Col A* that are Very Low + Low

MTP/SCS 2020 projection) Col C)

A B C

Placerville 372 109 29.3%
South Lake Tahoe! 336 28 B.3%
El Dorado Uninc Tahoe Basin® 480 277 57.6%
El Dorado Uninc 3,949 1,702 43,1%
El Dorado County total 5,137 2,115 . 41.2%
Auburn 308 131 42.9%
Colfax 51 12 23.1%
Linceln 3,791 1,794 47.3%
Loomis 154 73 47.1%
Rocklin 3,814 2,152 56.4%
|Roseville 8,480 4,595 54.2%
Placer Uninc Tahoe Basin' 328 189 57.5%
Placer Uninc 4,704 2,622 55.7%
Placer County total 21,620 11,567 53.5%
Citrus Helghts 696 203 29.2%
Elk Grove 7,404 4,248 57.4%
Folsom 4,634 2,420 52.2%
Galt 679 150 22.1%
Isteton 23 4 19.4%
Rancho Cordova 7,010 2,361 33.7%
Sacramento 24,108 6,635 27.5%
Sacramento Lininc 13,848 5,132 37.1%
Sacramento County total 58,402 21,154 36.2%
Live Oak 449 172 38.3%
Yuba City Z.GSOF 1,055 39.4%
Sutter Uninc 435 162 48.2%
Sutter County total 3,464 1,389 40.1%
Davis 1,066 419 39,3%
Waest Sacramento 5,978 2,031 34.0%
Winters 320 134 42.0%
Woodland 1,878 538 28.7%
Yolo Uninc 1,891 687 36.3%
Yalo County total 11,133 3,810 34.2%
Marysville 72 6 8.1%
Wheatland 484 173 35.9%
Yuba Uninc 4,678 1,616 34.5%
Yuba County total 5,234 1,795 34.3%
SUM 105,000 41,830 39.8%

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1 - Tahoe Basin allocations based an projections pravided by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency



Table 2: Methodology B - 2013-21 RHNA Allocation Using Draft Staff Proposal
DICUSSION DRAFT for September 15, 2011 Board Meeting - action is NOT being taken on these allocations
RHNA Peried: January 1, 20132 through October 31, 2021

DRAFT PROPOSED METHODOLOGY B (Jan 1, 2013 to Oct 31, 2021 RANA Cycle]
Overall Base Number: Equal Share ; . Very Low+Low Income
Allocation for all Jurisdictions Adjustonenk Factor: Reglone) Eaulty Alloctions
Targeted % of
Base units
Towlnumberof {.oationfor  Base  |distributedin ncome _ Allocation VL +
Units (based on : : i oy Mlocation VL + ;
Bropontion of Very Allocation [VL+L by Variance from Adjust ‘F_ocqr L units (Col B + L by Fercent 0
MTP/SCS 2020 Lowslow  Very low + {October31, (Col - (Col B*Col E} Col F) Total (Col
X {Col A * Col Low %  |2021 for 39,838%) GfCol A)
projection) :
c) regional
parity by 2040
A B C D E F G H
x=32.838%
Placerville 372 148 39.8% 293% -105% -18| 1323 35.7%
South Lake Tshoe 336 134 39.8% 83% -315% -42 92 27.3%
El Dorado Uninc Tahoe Basin® 480 191 39.8% 57.6% 17.8% 34 225 46.9%)
El Borado Uninc 3,549 1,573 39.8% 43,1% 3.3% 51 1,624 41.1%
Ef Dorado County total . 5,137 2,046 39.8% 41.2% 2,074
Auburn 308 123 39.8% 42.4% 26% 3r 126 40.9%!
Colfax 51 20 39.8% 23.1% -16,7% 3 17 33.2%
Lincoln 3,79 1,510 39.8% 47.3% 15% 113 1,623 42.8%)|
Loomis 154 61 39.8% 47.1% 1.3% L 65 42.7%|
Racklin 3814 1,519 38.8% 56.4% 16.6% 252 1,772 £6.45¢
Raoseville 8,480 3,378 39.8% 54.2% 14.3% 485 3,863 45.6%
Placer Uninc Tahoe Basin® 328] 131 39.8% 57.5% 17.7% 23 154 46.9%
Placer Uninc 4,704 1,874 39.8% 55.7% 15.9% 298’ 2,172 AB.2%
Placer County total 21,630 8,617 39.8% 53.5% 9,792
Citrus Heights 696 277 39.8% 29.2% -10.6% -29 248 35.6%
Elk Grove 7,404 2,950 39.8% 57.4% 17.5% 517 3,467 46.8%)|
Folsom 4,634 1,846 39.8% 52.2% 12.4% 229 2,075 44 8%
Galt 679 271 39.8% 22.1% -A7.8% -48 222 32.8%
Isleton 23 9 39.8% 12.4% -20.5% -2 7 31.7%
Rancho Cordova 7,010 2,793 39.8% 33.7% 6.2% -172 2,621 37.4%)
Sacramento 24,108 9,604 39.8% 27.5% -12.3% -1,183 8421 34.9%
Sscramento Unine 13,848 5,517 39.8% 37.1% -2.8% 153 5,364 38.7%|
Sacramento County total 58,402 23,266 39.8% 36.2% 22,425
Live Oak 445 179 315.8% 38.3% -1.5% -3 176 39.2%
Yuba City 2,680 1,068 30.8% 39.4% 05% 5 1,063 39.7%|
Sutter Uninc 335 134 39.8% 48.2% BA% 11 145 43.2%|
Sutter County total 3,464 1,380 39.8% 40.1% 1,384
Davis 1,066 425 315.8% 39.3% 0.5% -2 423 39.6%)|
West Sacramenlo 5,978 2,382 39.8% 34.0% 45.9% -140 2,242 37.5%
Winters 320 127 39.8% 42.0% 2.2% 3 130 A0.7%!
Woodland 1,878 748 39.8% 28.7% -11.2% -A4 665 35.4%
Yolo Uninc 1,891 753 39.8% 36.3% -3.5% -26 727 38.4%
Yolo County total 11,133 4,435 39.8% 34.2% 4,186
|Marysville 72 29 39.8% 81% -31.7% 9 20 27.2%
{Wheatland 484 193 39.8% 35.9% -4.0% -8 185 38.3%)
Yuba Uninc 4678 1,864 39.8% 34,5% -5.3% -9 1,765 37.7%
Yuba County total 5,234 2,085 39.8% 34.3% 1,969
SUM 105,000 41,830 39.8% 39.8% 0 41,830 39.8%

Sacramento Areca Council of Goveraments

1 - Tahoe Basin elloczlions based on projections provided by the Tahce Regional Planning Agency

31



2e

Table 3: Methodology € - Three Adjustment Factors with 2050 Trendline Affordable Base
DISCUSSION DRAFT FOR September 15, 2011 SACOG Board Meeting - action 1s NOT being taken on these allocations

RAMA Penod - larwary 1. 2013 through Qeroser 11, 2023

Adiustment Factor At INC&E Adjustrvent Factor B: fobs/Housing Oalanze Adjustment Factor C: Proximity to Transit A+A4C WLk s, VLI
| Method €| Method € Wnthod €
Crerrall 050 Income | B Howchots Varance  Halol |Rcpstme|  fobs! Vanance  Hellel | Agustrie| Seof 200 Varance  Halfot |A oA, 2050 T Aduned (o |
(rdlocazion 2018]  Tread Line mvLeL tram Varlamce | st Factor [HowtisgRatie from 12 Varance | mt Facter |203% Grownn  froe 38 Vadance | mt Fator BandC  frendive | ] =aten WD
2001 Base (CHAS data)  S9838%  [CelF* | *2050 | 20082085 M Asie  (ColK® | *2050 | within TP aue(Ceil- (Celf* | *2050 comtined  Afforasis |2 Target = Very!
free Table 1, 0% [ Trendline Growth Aurrape e | Trendiine | (SACDG AR} sov] | Trendiine | BASE+ 3 ir Low=law
ol B) Affard | [SACOC data} (Coll-1.2) Aford. duts) Affoea Adjust Allaratinn %
Base (Col Raee (Coil Basze |Col Factors
GCol ) L*CoiD} 6T Caly)
C 1] £ F G H ] K L M Q i Q R T
RIGIONAL GOAL B re39.838% on ave = 1.1 replon avradds
[P lacorville 2 10w 45.5% 675 1A% -af a7 S -25.0W) .27 aie 3RO% -19) 23 52
Sourth Lske Tatoe' 12 28} 1% s 57| “2funnetwn of uniencren of 2
£ Doradn Liming Tahoe Sasn’ ane 27| 58% 3% eS% 18funancvn Hemhncwn E i
€l Dorado Unine 3,949 170 26.8% 110% 5% 111 14 0t 1o 170] 0o% 380K 150% 121 a1
|l Dorada Courty toul 5,137] 2,115 32a% [ 124 =
dylrn 308 m nén 2% 11% 1 o.7 L5 2 | 23] N TSO%  -l45% -1 50
Colfas 1 12 S5Z5% A2E% % - a7 P 15| oo%  3A0m %O% B | 2
Lincoln o 1794 TR 1% 3,15 55| L] 0 150 -269) ome  XEDM -190% aa 5§55
Lo 164] 3 2% 7% 3.9 3 10 07 -10O) 7 DOH o ARON -1BO0N -1 1
Rachlin 3,014 7,152 30.2% S6% A.0%) 104 14 ne o 1G.0%| 719 FERS R I R F 254} w1
Haseville &,580) 4,595 299% 03% 5.7%) 238] 16 04 OO a1y wO¥%  290% 185N 06, an
Place- Unins Tahae Basin® 3 0% ETR a ey Bjurhnean i ojunknown B.O%| - L]
Placer Uning @704 2621 Ei N EI% aa% 134 10 0F  -100% -262, 60 -MA0E  -15.0%) 498 6
Pinzer Counry rotal 21,630 11,567 1% 0.0% 5
Citvus Heights 696 ) 3% 28% 1% 2 12 00 0 0%) of 4o b TR € B 5 "
€l Grove 7,004 2249} TEIN 137% 6% 292 5 01 5.0 -212) 0% 3RD% -180W a7 <723
Eudsom 4,6 2az) ™ 1B %% 3% 2000 13 o1 Sox) 171 To% LU ISR A7) 5
Galt 679 150 2615 3% 31K 5 1] 7 m.cm] -1 0o%  -3E0%  -130%) 28] a8
rheten ER a 58.7% BLE O o 2.5 o 350 -2 GO%  -IBOK 19.0% H -4
Ranche Cordova 7,010 2IR1 74K BTV N 34 s 02 10.0% -£38] 0% B I B 23 413
Sucramemo 26,709} 5,605 a1 ELC S -26} 11 01 S -322 75.0% ITO%N 18N 1,227 B35
Sac-amento Unine pERTE 5137} a1.5% 23% ~L.O%| :ﬁ 12 ot 5% 257 ST 190 5% 48R B91
|Sacrmento County tetal 58.407] 21154 S2.0% 0.9
Live Dak a4 173 91% 0% 0% 1 as A% -I00% 52 0% 30N 130 a8 '
Yuba City 2,580 1,655 39.3% 5% 0,35 1 13 a1 5.0%| 54 oo% -3B0M  -19.0% 200 14%
Sutter Unine 15 L ELEAT 23% a.0%) 7 o6 o6 300 -a% ao% 240K -19.0% 31 N
Saitter tata 1,365 II5% oo% 11
Gwia 1,066 « 175 3% 1am o 11 o1 50 2 aow  a2e%  7uom " i ’
West Sacramento 5,970 2,004 B5E%  SE% LI 5] 1z vo 0o% o [ R T T 3 a7 ™ ;j
Winters 229 1M a3 555 2 8% 4 1 01 5% Ei e AR0% -19.0%] -26) 28
Wandland 1LE7 536 a1.4% 4% 2% -4 14 D2 JUUR i) 008  -ABO0W  -19.0%] <102 “1
Yoto Uinc 3,881 w87 s 2me -iom 1 1% oF  35.0M) 740} T ELT- . U 134] %7 56 4
Yale County totai 13,133 310 L™ 0.0%]
Marysville brd 8 25.2% 5.3% 2.7% o 22 10 50U 3| oR IROW 1n0% -1 2 12.2%]
whaatkand a4 173 a5 SLaE 0 -1 o8 a4 -0 -35 U 3EDW 1R0% -13 49 2]
Yuba Unine & 678) 1,616 <ah% auk oM <33 11 41 4o =} CT- S T R L X s07} 123 26.2%|
¥ s County toral 520 :IJ!_;- 4.0 o;_gﬁ -3
304,000 41,830 631 “CES Ie% 1,759
Ares Councll of G
1= Tahet Basin Baved on pro) the Tehoeo Regeonal Planning Apency




Table 4 - Methdology D: 2013-21 RHNA Allocation Using Methodology B Variation
DISCUSSION DRAFT FOR September 15, 2011 SACOG Board Meeting - action is NOT being taken on these allocations
RHNA Period : January 1, 2013 through October 31, 2021

METHODOLOGY D (Jan 1, 2013 to Oct 31, 2021 RHNA Cycle)

Overall Base Number: Equal Share for all 5 Very Low+Low Income
Allocation Jurisdictions Ad]ustment Factor: Regional Equity Alloctions
Affordable i Targeted % of
on- units Adjustment  fAllocation VL +
Tot.a ki . Ba_s ¢ Aﬂonable Affordable |distributed in Income Fai{or L - Base + Allocation VL +
Units {based on |allocation for Base - 2 =
praportion of Very Allocation Base = WL+L by Variance from [Mud:ﬁ«huve [variance L by Percent of
MTP/5C52020 | Lowslow  Verylow + Moderate + [October31,  (Col - Mod)*Varianc | Mod+Above Total (Col G/Co!
projection] | (Gol A * Col iows  AboveMod 2021 for 39.838%) e (Col C2°Col | wiod units) A)
(Col A - Col B)|regional parity £) (Cel B+ Col F)
Q by 2050
A B C1 c2 D E F G H
x=39.838%
Piacerville Iz 148 39.8% 224 29,3% -10.5% 23 125 33.5%
South Lake Tahoe! 336 134 39.8% 202 8.3% -31.5% -64] 70 20.9%|
El Dorada Uninc Tahoe Rasin® 480 151 39.8% 289 57.6% 17.B% 51 243 50.5%)|
El Dorade Uninc 3,948 1,573 39.8% 2,376 43.1% 3.3% 77 1,651 41.8%
|1 Dorado County total 5,137 2,046 39.8% _a12% 2,088
Auburn 308 123 39.8% 185 42.4% 26% 5 127 41.4%)
Colfax 51 20 39.8% 31 23.1% -16./% -5 15 29.8%|
Lincoln 3,791 1,510 39.8% 2,281 47.3% 1.5% 171 1,681 44,35
Loomis 154 61 39.8% 93 47.1% 7.3% 7 68 44,2%)
Rocklin 3,814 1,518 39.8% 2,295 56.4% 16.6% 331 1,900 49 8%
Roseville 8,480 3,378 39.8% 5,102 54.2% 14.3% 732 4,110 48.5%
Placer Uninc Tzhoe Basin' 328 131 39.8% 197 57.5% 17.7% 35 166 50.5%
Placer Uninc 4,704 1,874 39.8% 2,830 55.7% 15.9% 450 2324 42.4%
Placer County total 21,630 8,617 39.8% 53.5% 10,392
Citrus Heights b90 277 39.8% 419 29.2% -10.6% -d4 233 33.5%|
Elk Grove 7,404 2,950 39.8% 4,454 57.4% 17 5% 781 3,731 50.4%|
Folsom * A4,634 1,846 39.8% 2;788 52.2% 12.4% 345 4,191 47.3%|
Galt 679 271 39.8% 408 22.1% -17.8% -73 198 29.1%)|
isleton 23 9 39.8% 14 19.4% -20.5% -3 6 27.5%
Rancho Cordova 7,010 2,793 39.8% 4,217 33.7% -6.2% -260] 2,533 36.1%
Sacramento 24,108 9,604 35.8% 14,504 27.5% -12.3% -1,786 7,818 32.4%
Sacramente Uninc 13,848, 5,517 39.8% 8,331 37.1% -2.8% -231 5,285 38.2%|
Sacramento County total 58,402 23,266 39.8% 36.2% 21,996
Live Qak 449 179 39.8% 270 38.3% -1.5% -4 175 aR.9%
Yuba City 2,680 1,068 39.8% 1,612 39.4% 0.5% -7 1,060 39 6%
Sutter Uninc 335 134 39.8% 202 48.2% B.A% 7 150 44.9%
Sutter County total 3,164 1,380 39.8% 40.1% 1,385
Davis 1,066 425 39.8% 641 39.3% 0.5% -3 422 36.5%
West Sacramento 5.078 2,382 39.8% 3,597 14,0% -5.9% 2211 2,970 36.3%|
Winters 320 127 39.8% 192 42.0% 2.2% 4 132 41.2%
Woeoland 1,878 7438 39.8% 1,130 28.7% -11.2% -126 622 33,1%)
Yolo Uninc 1,891 753 39.8% 1,138 36.3% -3.5% -4 713 37.7%)
'{‘olo County total 11,133 4,435 39.8% 34.2% 4,059
Marysville 72 9 39.8% 43 8.1% n.0% -14 15 20.8%
‘Wheatland 484 193 39.8% 291 35.9% -4,0% -12 181 37.5%
Yuba Uninc 4,678 1,864 39.8% 2,814 30.5% -5.3% -149‘ 1,74 36.6%|
‘(’uba County total 5,234 2,085 39.8% 34.3% 1,911
Sum 105,000 41,830 39.8% 63,170 39.8% Dl 41,830 39.8%]

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1 - Tahoe Basin allocations based on projections provided by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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Table 6: Methodology F - Three Adjustment Facters and Base Affordable Allocation
DISCUSSION DRAFT FOR September 15, 2011 SACOG Board Meeting - action is NOT being taken on these allocations

AHNA Periad © lanaary 1, 2013 through October 31, 2021

Sacramento Ares Council of Governments
1- Tahoe Basin

pased on proj

provided by the Tahoe Regional Planming Agency

Adjustment Factar Az INCOME Adjustment Factor B: Jobs/Housing dj Facrar C: P o Transit AHC Vil Wi+l VisL
i hod € | MethadF  Method F
Qverall Base Affordable % H hold Half ot | Adjustme | Jobs/ Housing  Variznce  Halfof | Adjustme | %of2008-  Varlance  Helfol | Adjustre Factors A, BASE+3 | Adjustedte  Adpusted to
Allpeation 2013-|  Allocation - inVLeL from Vamance |nt facter *| Ratio 2003-  from 1.2 Variance |ntFactor *| 2035 Growth from 38%  Variance |nt Factor * B and © Adjust | match BCD match HCD
1071 ViseLiTol [CHAS data] 39.838%  {ColF* [Vi+V (Col| 2035 Growth  I/HAatio  [Colk* |Visv [Col| withinTPA Ave{ColC- [ColP ™ |Vi+V (Col combined  Factors  [Target = Very Target= Very
C35.330%) S0%) GCol B} | {SACDG cdata]  Averape 50%) L* Cel 0} |(SACCE data) 38%) S0%) D* ol Low +low  Low +Low
{Cof1-1.2) Allecation  Adlceation %
Cc D E F G H J K L M o P Q R T v v w
REGIONAL AVERAGES 1=39.858%  [|x=39m36% regionsve=12 region ave=38% 1
Pracervilie 372 144 46.5% B.7% -3a% -5 o7 £25 -25.0%) 37 0.0% I8.0% 15.0%)| 28| 70 78 I8 0%
South Lake Tahoe! 33 134 51.5% -1La% 5.7% sBlunknown Dfurknown ! B 126 176 37.5%
£l Derada Unine Tahoe Basin® 480, 191 26.8% 13.1% 5% 12funknown Ofunkneen o 12 208 04 £2.5%)
E! Dorade Unine 3,049 1,573 26.8% 13.1% 5% 102 1.4 02 10.0%: 157 0.0% 35.0% Bl g -253 5 1,534] 1539 9.0
lﬂﬂ!&de County total 5,137 32.1% 0.0% 103 I
Auburn 308 123 A7.6% 2.2% 1.1%, 1 w7 0.5 «25.0%) =31 2.0% 29.0% 14 5% -l!l ar 76 s 24.7%)
(Covlfam 51 v 52.5% -13 6% 5.3%)| -1 3.7 25 125.0%: FL 0D.0% -38.0% 19.0% - 0 a1 41 BO.&%)
Lincaln 3,751 1,51 33.M% 61% 3.1% an hE:) 0.3 -15.0%| -227) b -38.0% 15.0%) -287) 467 1,043, 1045 27.6%)
iparmae 154 (34 3LI% e 31.9% 2 1a 02 =300 | € [+ -38.0% -15.0%) 12 -i5 a€| &5 29.9%
Hotkim 384 1,519 0% S5.6% LE 73 La 02 10 IlK' 152 lac% -24.0% ~12.0% 182 a3 1,564 PR RLI%
Hagesle 480 3378 5% 10.3% 5.2% 175 1 ca 20.0%| E7E 5.0% -25.0% ~16.5% 450 €0 3,735 3,757 A6 0%
Placer Umne Tahoe Sasin' 33 131 311% ars 4.4%| Blunknown Clunknown (W 10 136 137 G1.8%)
Placer Uning 4,704 1,874 11.1% 8 4.4% a2 1.0 03 -10.0% -187 0.0 28.0% +19.0% -ES:I a6 1,412 1418 30.1%
El’._ﬂ_r County tatal 21,630 2% 0.0% a4
Citrus Heights B56 e A2I% ~Z4% <1.2% 3 1.2 n.o 0.0% ) 4.0% 26 0% 13.0% 35 33 310 31 A4, 7%
Elk Grove 7.a04 2,950 26.1% 13T% B.9%, b1ok] 11 -1 <5.0% ~147] 0.0% 38.0% =19.0% 580 505 2444 2,452 33.1%
Folsom 4,63 1,845 23.3% 16 5% B.E% pLE | 13 Bl 5.0% 92 7T -31.0% -15.5%| ~285) 41 3 1.610 38.0%
Galt 679 an a6 1% -5.3% 3.1% -8 10 €2 ~10.0%) -a7 0.0 -38.0% 19.0% 51 87 154 184 27.1%)
Isheton Fi 9| ST -14.8% ~FAN B 1 a5 A7 -35.0%. -3 2.0% -3B.0% ~190% -2 6 4 4 17.4%|
Rancho Corcova 7.010 2,793 LYg- -£.0% “£.0% <111 12 0.2 -10.0% «279 109 -7.0% -3.5% 98] CEB 2,308 231 !!.0’5‘
[Sacramenta 24108 9,604 a7.7% -7a% -3.9% <378 1i €1 =500 ~£30) 75.0% 3.0% 18.5% 1,777] 79 10,523 10,555 43.8%
Sacramento Uninc 13,248 5.517| £15% -21% -1.0% 57 13 Gl 50% 76| 57.0% 19.0% 9.5% 52¢) 743 6,260 B.275 45.3%)
|sacramento County total a2.0% lmg -203 i
Live Cak as3 173 39.1% 0. o3 1 14} 26 -30.0% -54 o.M -28.0% -19.0% -2 87 52] 2 20.5%|
Yulbra Cay 2,680 1,068 39.3% G.5% 0.!q 3 1.3 ol 5.0%) 53 0.0% 33.0% -15.0%| -203 -147 921 524 33.5%
Sutter Unine 335 133 30 6% 93% a4.0% € 26 06 -30.0% =40 D.0% 33.0% -18.0%) -25 =53 T4 75 22.0%)
Sutter County total 3,464 5 37.5% 0.0% :._of
Davis 1,055 425 37.5% 2.3% 1L.7% 5 11 2.1 Ean -1l BO.DE 4305 2L0% B9, 73 498| 98 AG 8%
West Sacramento 5,578 2,382 45.6% -5.8% -2¥% B 12 0 0.0%] g B2.0% AL0% 220% 524 455 2,837 ZEAS 47.5%
Winters 320 177 34.3% 5% 2.8% 4 11 =ik 5.0%) 6 0.0% -38.0% ~19.0% -24) 27 plilt] 101 31.5%)]
Woudland 1B7R 748 aa a%x 4.6% -2 3% 17 1s a.2 10.0% 75 a0 ABT% -150% 142 4 564 55 35.6%
Yalo Uninc 189 753 aLS% -20% =1.0%| B 13 a7 I5.0%:! 264 FrO% 39,00 lB.'ili 147 aci 1,158| 1,160 B).I%
Yolo County total 11,133 4L7% I!.DS| -85
Marysvile 7. 29 45.7% -53% 275 1 22 1.0 S0.0%; 14 0o% -32.0% 15.0% -3 8 £ 37 514%
Whaeatland AB4 bt 40.9% ~11% D5% =1 0.5 04 -0, -35 0% -38.0% 19 0% -37] 7% 117 11 4. 1%
Tubs Unine 473 1,564 439% 4.1% - 3K i1 0.1 5.0% -93 Q0% -28.0% <19.0%) ~354 L85 1,379 1,383 29.6%
Yuba County total 5,234 a4.0% 0,0%) ~40
105,000 41,830 169 107 35% AL 1,795 41,830 39.8%
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CITY COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT
TO: Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers
DATE: November 1, 2011
THROUGH: John W. Donlevy, Jr., City Manager(uf "
FROM: Nanci G. Mills, Director of Administrative Services/City Clerk k_//) oA~

SUBJECT: Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito Vector Control District Appointment

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the appointment of Greg Lanzaro to a
second term to represent the City of Winters as a member of the Board of Trustees of
the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito Vector Control District.

BACKGROUND:

On June 18, 1946, the Sacramento County-Yolo County Mosquito Abatement District
was formed by joint resolution of the Board of Supervisors for Sacramento and Yolo
Counties. The motivating force for the formation of the District was the desire of the
people for protection against mosquito-borne diseases and relief from serious pest
nuisance. In July of 1990, the District Board voted by resolution to change the name of
the District to the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District to better reflect
the expanded services and responsibilities the District assumed regarding ticks, yellow-
jackets, and other vectors. Within the District boundaries are 2,013 square miles,
encompassing both Sacramento and Yolo Counties.

The Board of Trustees consists of thirteen members from Yolo and Sacramento
Counties, and the cities of Woodland, Sacramento, Galt, Folsom, Isleton, West
Sacramento, EIk Grove, Davis, Citrus Heights, Rancho Cordova, and Winters.

Marie Heilman, who served as trustee for over two years, retired from service on the
Board effective 8/18/09.

Greg Lanzaro, a Winters resident, has served the past two years to represent the City of
Winters as a member of the Board of Trustees of the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito Vector
Control District and has indicated interest in serving another term.

FISCAL IMPACT: None by this action.
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SACRAMENTO-YOLO

MOSQUITO
& VECTOR
CONTROL

DISTRICT

October 12, 2011

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
8631 BOMD ROAD
ELK GROVE, CA 95624

YOLO COUNTY

1234 FORTNA AVENUE
WOODLAND, CA 95776

1.800.429.1022
FIGHTtheBITE.net

DAVIO BROWN, MANABER

2071 BOARD OF TRUSTEES

JAYNA KARPINSKI-COSTA
PRESIDENE, CITRUS HEIGHTS

FREDERICK 5. GOETHEL
Y, GAT

LYNODON HAWKINS
SECRETARY, EUX GROVE

CRAIG R, BURNETT
FOLSOM

RAUL DEANDA
WEST SACRAMMERTO

GREGORY C. LANZARO
VIRTERS

JOHN L, LEWALLEN
SC. CounTY

ROBERT . MCGARVEY
RANCHD CORDOVRA

ROSEMARIE MOORE
ISLETON

MICHAEL PARRELLA
YOLO COUNTY

NEAL PEART
WOORLAND

DAVE TAMAYO
SACRAMENTD

ROBERT K, WASHING
BavIS

City Clerk

City of Winters

318 First Street
Winters, CA 95694

Re: Trustee Appointment

The term of appointment of your representative Greg Lanzaro,
expires December 31st, 2011.

The Health and Safety Code provides for appointments up to
four years as follows: “The first term of any member shall not
exceed two years. Each subsequent consecutive reappointment,
if any, may be for a term of two or four years, at the discretion of
the appointing power.”

The Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District
requests to be notified in writing when this appointment has
been filled and the length of the term of appointment, as
soon as possible.

Sincerely,
{Oebhbic Febesmar)

Deborah J. Ackerman
Administrative Manager

cc:  Greg Lanzar

PROVIDING SAFE, EFFECTIVE AND ECONOMICAL MOSQUITO AND VECTOR CONTROL
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CITY OF

WINTERS

@ ? ﬁ& /

Est. 187 5

CITY COUNCIL

STAFF REPORT
TO: Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers
DATE: November 1, 2011
THROUGH: John W. Donlevy, Jr., City Manager(}[{-

o " (ke

FROM: Shelly A. Gunby, Director of Financial Management

SUBJECT:  Budget Adjustments for Fiscal Year 2011-2012

RECOMMENDATION:
Approve Resolution 2011-45 Approving Budget Adjustments for Fiscal Year 2011-2012 for open
purchase orders as of June 30, 2011,

BACKGROUND:

As of June 30, 2011 approximately $1,764,677.79 in purchase orders that were issued but not all
services and/or products have been rendered/received. These amounts were approved in the
2010-2011 budget. Each year, the amount of open purchase orders from the prior year are
included as budget adjustments in the current year.

This is an annual budget adjustment to encumber the funds committed at year end for multiple

year projects.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None
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RESOLUTION 2011-45

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
WINTERS AMENDING THE CITY OF WINTERS 2011-2012
ADOPTED OPERATING BUDGET

WHEREAS, On June 15, 2010 the City Council of the City of Winters adopted
operating budget for Fiscal Year 2011-2012; and

WHEREAS, items budgeted in 2010-2011 had purchase orders issued, but
merchandise was not delivered, or projects were incomplete as of June 30, 2011.

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

Winters that the adopted operating budget for fiscal year 2011-2012 be amended as
follows:

Section 1: Increase budgeted expenditures in the following funds and accounts

a. 611-54514-630 Repairs and Maintenance-Water Fund 47.00
b. 703-54411-510 Architect/Engineer-RDA 2007 Bond Funds 21,552.00
c. 615-54419-630 Misc. Professional Services-Water Meter Fund 148,276.24
d. 703-54422-510 Construction Testing-2007 Bond Funds 32,571.45
e. 703-57211-510 Building-2007 Bond Funds 381,313.28
f. 703-54419-510 Misc. Professional Services-2007 Bond Funds 936.03
g. 422-54419-650 Misc, Professional Services-Land{ill Capital 7,000.00
h. 294-54422-660 Construction Testing- TDA - 4,942.44
1. 355-54419-510 Misc. Professional Services-Small Business RLF 5,000.00

j- 703-57511-510 Furniture & Equipment-2007 Bond Funds 296,226.20
k 701-54419-510 Misc. Professional Services-RDA 1,750.00
1. 101-54419-610 Misc. Professional Services-Public Works 20,000.00
M.294-54411-510 Architect/Engineering-TDA 75,800.00
n. 268-57311-660 Street Construction-STIP Grant 495,000.00
0. 294-57311-660 Street Construction-TDA 90,327.50
P.101-52915-310 Safety Equipment-Fire Dept. 55,249.73
q.101-54419-310 Misc. Professional Services-Fire Dept 5,800.00
r. 711-54419-510 Misc. Professional Services-RDA Housing 8.800.00
s. 626-57913-640 Misc. Capital Acquistions-Sewer Bonds 4,941.00
t. 615-54411-630 Architect/Engineer-Water Bonds 26,621.00
u. 276-54411-650 Architect/Enginner-North Putah Creek Project 76,903.92
v. 417-54411-630 Architect/Engineer-Water Impact Fees 4,420.00
w.424-54419-650 Misc. Professional Services-Park & Rec Capital 1,200.00

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council, City of Winters, this lst day of
November by the following vote:
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AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST:

Nanci G. Mills, CITY CLERK

Keith Fridae, Mayor
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CITY COUNCIL/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

STAFF REPORT
TO: Mayor and City Council
DATE: November 1, 2011
FROM: Scott Dozier, Fire Chief

Bruce Muramoto, Police Chief

Shelly Gunby, Director of Financiaw\anagement @L%ﬁﬁ/
il

SUBJECT: Public Safety Facility- Notice of Completion

THROUGH:  John W. Donlevy, Jr., City Manager

RECOMMENDATION:
That the City Council/Community Development Agency:

1. Receive areport detailing the completion status of the Public Safety Facility; and
2. Affirm the issuance of the Notice of Completion for the project; and
3. Approve the Final Budget.

BACKGROUND:

The Public Safety Facility, Project No. 05-03, was established to design and construct a facility to
house Police and Fire Departments. On June 15, 2005, the City Council approved the selection of
the site for the new facility. The site is located along West Main Street, north of Grant Avenue, off
the future street being constructed with the Ogando-Hudson subdivision, and the land was
granted to the City with the Ogando-Hudson Final Map.

On January 15, 2008 the City Council:

1) approved the revised Project Budget Sheet (PBS) for the Public Safety Facility, Project No. 05-
03;

2) approved the proposed floor plan and site plan; and

3) authorized the City Manager to execute a contract amendment with Calpo, Hom, and Dong
Architects {CH&D), in the amount of $342,200, for design services.

40



On August 4, 2009 the City Council authorized the following:

(1) award a construction contract for the Public Safety Facility (Project 05-03) to Bobo
Construction, Inc. in the amount of Six Million Three Hundred Sixty Six Thousand ($6,366,000.00);
(2) authorized expenditures in the amount of Eight Million Dollars ($8,000,000.00) for the Project;
(3) authorized the City Manager to execute the contract/payment up to Seventy Five Thousand
Dollars ($75,000.00) for Special Inspection services;

(4) authorized the City Manager to execute the construction contract on the City’s behalf.

On September 3, 2009 the City issued Bobo Construction a “Notice to Proceed” for the City of
Winters Police-Fire Facility. On September 15, 2009 a “Pre-Construction Meeting” was held.
Members of City staff and Bobo Construction were present at this meeting. Bobo Construction
was given 260 working days to complete the project.

It should be noted that the City choose to have the Police and Fire Chiefs act as “Project
Managers” for the Public Safety facility project. This effectively saved the City close to $200,000.00
of project management fees.

On April 19, 2011 the City Council authorized:

(1) award the contract for the Furniture and installation to Western Contract Furniture
(2) authorized the City Manager to execute the contract on the City’s behalf and

(3) authorized the expenditure in the amount of $230,229.43

It should be noted that the Public Safety Facility is a “State of the Art” center capable of providing
additional services to the Community and Departments that did not exist prior to it being built.
These services include but are not limited to: Back-up power generation for the Police/Fire
Departments and the City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC); 24 hour staffing and sleeping
quarters for the Fire Department; Secure “Sally Port” and booking facilities; Large training/meeting
and EOC room. In addition, the entire facility is WiFi enabled and is wired with Category 6 wiring
throughout. The Facility also supports a 140 foot radio communications tower that broadcasts
both police and fire frequencies and microwave radio connectivity to the Communications Center
in Woodland. The Public Safety Facility that is sized to meet the public safety needs of the
community for the next 50 years.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

The Police and Fire Station consists of two buildings located on -/+ 2.78 acres on the northwest
corner of Grant Avenue and West Main Street. The site also houses Well #7 for the Water System,
and a Lift Station for the Sewer System.

The facility is two stories, with a gross building of +/- 34,759 square feet. The second story is the
living quarters for the fire department crew.

The building area is as follows:
e Police and Fire Department Offices 15,233 sf
¢ Apparatus Room/Support Areas 8,061 sf

¢ Training Room/EOC 1,505 sf
¢ Holding Cells/Booking 494 sf
2
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e Sallyport 760 sf

e Miscellaneous 187 sf
* Police Mezzanine Storage 1,698 sf
¢ Fire Mezzanine Storage 2,104 sf
e Fire Living Quarters 4,717 sf

A covered Wash Rack area is provided adjacent to the Fire Department Apparatus Bays. A covered
Vehicle parking area is provided adjacent to the Police Department Offices.

In addition, the project includes a new out building, used for storage and vehicle maintenance, is a
one-story building with Storage Mezzanine, with a gross building area of approximately 6,023
square feet.

FACILITY USAGE
Police Department:
For the past seven years | have said that the previous Police Facility was structurally failing and was
functionally inadequate. It lacked the following: adequate records storage, no interview rooms; no
holding cells, poor locker room; failing bathrooms; very poor evidence storage; no. meeting room
or break room and in disrepair. With the new facility we have the following:

e “Sally Port” and Secure Booking facility

¢ |nterview rooms to interview both suspects and victims.

e Armory for weapons storage

e The ability to properly store and secure evidence. We now have the ability to store

evidence in a room that is protected by an alarm system and card access locks.

¢ We also have the large “Community/Meeting/EOC that can handle a multitude of activities.
Fire Department:

e The facility allows for 24 x 7 staffing. This provides for a fully staffed engine company to
respond from the station thus providing a faster, safer and appropriate response to fire
and medical emergencies within the city and the surrounding district.

¢ Provides efficient, private and comfortable fire administration offices for fire staff,

o The station now has a much larger apparatus floor to accommodate the departments
apparatus fleet in a much safer manner. It also allows for much improved conditions
for nonprofit fund raising events with such things as a heated floor, a large ceiling fan
and evaporative air conditioning

e When completed the station’s communication tower will be part of a much larger
county wide communication system. This tower will provide solid and safe
communications through the county and surrounding area. This wil! provide a much
improved system for our public safety staff as well as public safety workers in the area.

e The training and EOC room provides the city’s only adequate training room. It also
serves as at very nice meeting and conference room for not only city staff but also will
be used by the public for the same reasons.

o Electrical back up generation, the facility has a 400 kW generator. This generation unit
can supply 100% the facilities and the sewer lift station located on the site power needs
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at around 51% throttle. it will start up and start providing power the facility 15 to 20
seconds after the public utilities power (PG&E) has failed.

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND NOTICE OF COMPLETION
The Facility received a temporary Certificate of Occupancy (COFO) on September 7, 2011.

e The project has been under construction for almost two years now and with the
exception of warranty issues, Bobo Construction has completed their contractual
responsibility. The City filed the Notice of Complication on October 19, 2011 with Yolo
County. The Chiefs and their staff, along with city consultants, have reviewed the
project and determined that the project’s construction requirements have been met.

e The project began construction on September 15, 2009 and was completed (with the
exception of warranty work) on September 8, 2011.

BUDGET:

Provide an overview of the hudget to include:
s Overall approvals for construction contract, contingency, FFE.
o The total budget amount for this project was $8,471,482
o The design budget was $400,000
o The construction budget was $7,000,000 including contingency
o The furniture, fixtures and equipment (FFE) budget was $1,000.000 including
contingency.
o Building Permit Fees of 571,482
e As of October 24, 2011.
o The total contract amount for construction is $6,933,073, thisis $66,927 less
than the budget with contingency.
o The total FFE expenditures are expected to be $930,169 this is $69,831 less than
the budgeted amount
o Building permits were $71,482
¢ There were 135 Change orders in the amount of $560,073, 51 of which were owner
initiated (City of Winters project team originated) for $215,436 or 39% of the total
change orders, with the balance of 84 change orders (or 61%) issued due to design and
construction issues for $344,637.
o Major categories of change orders include Construction, Electrical, Mechanical,
Plumhing, and Communication Tower.
» Construction Change orders were $322,554 or 57.59% of total change

orders.

» Electrical Change orders were $129,445 or 23.11% of the total change
orders.

* Mechanical change orders were $54,616 or 9.75% of the total change
orders.

* Change orders related to the Tower installation were $41,130 or 7.34%
of total change orders.
» Plumbing change orders account for the balance of $12,328 or 2.21% of
total change orders.
s A copy of the change order log for the project is attached, it includes a brief description
of the change order, the change order number, the amount of the change order, a
4
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running total of the contract total with the change orders included as well as columns
identifying whether the change order was owner initiated, or design initiated, and the
category the change order applies to,
o The original contract was for $6,366,000 and change orders total $570,073 for a total
contract of $6,926,073. The change orders are 8.79% of the original contract amount.
Industry standards are 5%-10% with 5% being low, 7%-8% being moderate and 10%
being on the average but high side. A change order rate of 8.97% is on the high end of
the moderate amount of change orders for a project this size.
e Overall, the project is coming in $136,758 under budget.
o The Cost per square foot for the construction of the facility is $170.00 based on

a project size of 40,782 square feet, which includes all storage areas.

o The Cost per square foot for the entire project, including equipment and all

other items is $204.37, completely furnished.

FISCAL IMPACT:

City of Winters
Police and Fire Building
Schedule of Expenditures

Open
Purchase

Vendor 2005-2000 7/1/09-6/30/10 7/1/10-6/30/11  7/1/11-10/24/11 Orders Total Expenditures
Ponticello $15,171.89 $ 44,561.71 & 23,097.75 S 4,417.50 S 87,248.85
Calpo, Hong & Dong 388,960.25 74,017.45 37,040.00 500,017.70
Northfark 9,063.47 9,063.47
Kelly Group 332.50 332,50
Fees and Permits 73,262.51 1,801.74 75,064.25
Estep 1,019.50 1,019.50
Willdan 6,500.00 180.00 6,680.00
Bobo 1,831,819.86 4,043,096,46 340,711.38 19,519.47 6,235,547.17
Equipment 4,052.70 79,532.27 18,550.38 102,135.35
American River Bank (Retention} 203,535.54 449,232.93 44,757.36 697,525.83
Laugenour & Melkle 1,712.50 1,712.50
PG&E 5,000.00 5,000.00
Special Inpsections 18,777.02 12,250.80 31,067.82
Creekside Signs 455.94 455.94
West Sacramento 1,090.72 681.70 1,772.42
Ace Hardware 70.23 278.85 349.08
Advertising 114.40 - 114.40
T & R Commuinication Inc 67,710.11 4,363.38 572.26 72,645.75
JLH 12,311.77 4,829.24 17,141.01
Stroebel 645.00 645.00
Packet Fusion (Phones) 80,329.73 100.00 9,310.00 29,739.73
Landscaping 3,262.74 227.81 3,490.55
Comtech (Station Alerting) 62,380,55 43,839.59 106,220.14
Badge signs on Building 1,521.75 1,521.75
Computers 35,518.37 35,518.37
Furniture 207,126.70 23,102.73 230,229.43
Flaor Sealant 853.63 853.63
Gate Controls 1,735.00 1,735.00
Spinitar (AV equipment) 57,000.00 57,000.00

486,790.62 2,154,344.68 4,806,333.15 728,671.83 155,706.86 8,371,847.14
Costs related to Well # 7 (47,037.31-9,915.C0} 37,122.31
Adjusted cost of Police/Fire Building 8,334,724.83
Budget (Including addition of $71,481.51 for Building permit fees) 8,471,481.51
Amount of Budget unspent $ 136,756.68

)

Nete: Police and Fire contract included work in the amount of $47,037.31 for Welt #i 7 project, and Well #7 project contract
included $9,915.00 in costs for the Police and Fire Station. This was due ta both projects located at same site.



Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders Change Orders Contract Owner Initiated Design_
PCO | Amount | Time [Change Ordar [ arcurt | Tme Amount Time | Construction | Electrical | Mechanical | Plumbing Tower Construzten | Electrical | Mechanical | Piumbirg
%$6,366,000.00 260 E

001-PL Survey $5,279.00 5 Not Accepted 50.00 0 56,366,000,00 260

002-Fole Light Fdn $3,368.00 09 COoa01 $3,368.00 0 £6,369,368,00 260 3,368.00

003R1-5D Coverage $6,830.00 2 |conoz $6,830.00 2 $6,376,198.00 | 262 £,850.00

004-ROW S Mtrl 5305.00 0 €O po2 $305.00 0 $6,376,503.00 262 305.00

005-Add Fire Line $441.00 0 |cooos 5441,00 4 56,376,848.00| 262 421.00
co5-Kennel Uitilities sesacol 0 [cooos s«53.00] o |ss3rrag7c0] 262 453,00 T
007-Panel B2 54,130.90 1 Not Accepted $0.00 o $5,377,397.00} 262 i

0p8-Extend Water Line $1,359.00 1 CC 006 $1,559.00 4 $6,376,756.00 | _ 263 1,358.00

|003-Monitaring Well §812.00 0 coan7 5812.00 4] $6,379,568.00 263 , B8l2.00

10- $6,379,568.00 263 %

- _ $6,375,568.00| 263 -

12-Addacnal Powers . R i [
for Fuel Tank L0 ©_ |coges 3224200 ! se3eitwon| 2% 2,142.00 ~

13- ' $6,381,71000 | 264

14-Acditional Floor

loists a1 Fire $2,595.00 ¢} 52,595.00 ] 264

nezzaning CO 009 $6,384,305.00 2.585.00

IocHevHC pEnac. sieseos| 1 srasaco| 1 265

SeWEr line 10 existng

Sewer IIft station ) _lecowo 46,3985,759.00 1,454.00 e}
16-Rewise Routing for

SRS Aemtary s24,03300 0 $2403300, © | 265 .

service to Police Fire

Facility per PGRE

Engineering Drawing o013 $6,409,792.00 24,033.00

17-Revised Concrete $41,072.00 o 641,072.00 0 265

Pad Foot_-&s CoC11 | $6,450,864.00 ) 41,072.00

18-Excavate & backfll

addinional 3 feetin

dept of water trench y

o6 providi sdiqeats $3,504.00 1 $3,504,00 1 266

conver for well #7

secondary power lines

to be instalied | £onL2 56,454,368.00 3,504.00

18-Provide Additional

itemnts 1o the fuel $3,031.00 ! 53,031.00 2 268 i

System s CO 014 56,457,399.00 303100

20-Additional

Telephone and

Computer Outket

Boxes, addut‘uur!al $12,196.00 12,146.00 768

nower outlets in Break

fioom 400 and

add tignal Carmera t }

Cutlet Rawes as

requested by the City

throughout the facility | Co15 %,4!_‘_91545.00 12,146.00

A1-Mndiy Preces ss385300| 7 ss365200| 7 275

I ice 10 be Concrete | ]
(T gining Wall |co1s | $6,523,196.00 | | I { i 53,653.00 | |




Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Design

FCO

Amount

l Time

Change Order

Amount

Time

Amount

Construction

(-.ie:t.'iﬂil _Mnhr.':cal' Plumbing l

Tower

t::ns!ru:tml Electrical I!\dechaninl

Plumbing

22-Revise Doors 9004,
S00F, 3024, 903A,
O1DA,511A, 9124,
1345204, 5214,
fram door Tyge Ao
Door type O

-5$636.00

Coi7

-$696.00

£6,522,502.00

275

1

{696.00}

23-Revise Grading
Clevaticns at
southeast portion of
site due to aveiding
cenflict of grades with
ewisting Property Ling
Wall, and ncorrect
|elevations provided
an the topograpghic
glan, Werk incluges
read)ustment of
{previously installed
Backflow preventers,
chack valve box and
meter

511,295.00

$11,295.00

$6,523,797.00

11,295.00

24- Revise doar 9214
from 3"-0 wide as
noted in door
schedu'e to 470 wide
o fit actual epening
dimensioned on Floor
plan

$1,067.00

51,062.00

$6,524,859.00

1,062.00

25-Ruvise height of
CIMIU Wainscot at Grid
Ling 7 fram &'-0 wide
a3 noted on sheet 52.1
1o /'-4" high o
coardinste with Metsl
Bullding Siding

$7,356.00

v

$7.296.00

20

$6,542,255.00

279

7,396.00

25-Extend CMU

| Retaining Wall and
modity o
sceammodate
Generatar Concrete
Pad

$3,138,00

$3,138.00

21

$6,545,393.00

79

3,i38.00 |

27-Add Wood Frame
Structural Waliat
Merzanine Lavel, to
accommeodate
steuctural
reguirements

$914.00

$914.00

22

§6,546,307.00

280

914.00

28-Add Acditionz|
red Beamns o
Ty ammedate
structuiral
reauirements

S8E1.00

588100

23

56,547,188.00

280

881,00




Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

PCO

Amount

Time

Change Order

Amount

Amount

Time

Construction

Clactrical

Mechanical

Plumbing

Tower

Construction

29-4dd acditional
weod 2eam o
accommodate
steyctural
requirements

$522.00

$524,00

L]

56,547,712.00

524.00

30-Revite Finsh
\hardware as
reguested by Owner.,
This change order
doas not include
electrical or security
work

523,964.00

$23,964.00

25

56,571,676.00

31-Adjust Finish
|Grades and trench
drain grades and
location at out
building per contract
modification 21

$1,826.00

$1,886.00

26

$6,573,562.00

[
o
-

1,886.00

32-Prowvide Struciurd
revieons o
foundation per
contract modfication
16 on a t&M basis due
ta schaduling confhcts

$12,516.00

10

$12,516.00

27|

10

$6,586,078.00

251

11516.00

33-

56,586,078.00

231

34-Repiace furring
channels with 2-1/2°
metal studs per Bobo
Construction RFI 163
Response due 1o
conflicts with Metal
Building framing

§2,510.00

$2,510.00

28

§6,588,588.00

296

2,510.00

|25-pAodity Furring @
rooms 311, 310, 309,
21Z per Bobo
Construction RF| 168
Response due 1o
cenflicts with metzl
building framing.

5323.00

-

$823.00

$6,583,411.00

323.00

a7-Add power to
oparators for out
building overhead
doors per CHE D
contract modification
020

$3.551.00

$9,551.00

30

$6,508,962.00 |

302

$,551.00

LE




Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders Change Orders Contract Owner Initiated Design
PCO Amount Time |Change Order Amount Tirme Armount Tirne Construction § Electrical | Mechanical | Plumbing Tower Construction | Electrical | Maehanical Plumbing
38-Revise
underground
|2lumbing 1
requirements and I

480.00 , 480, 5 307

location for Drafting hapsa * A

Pit, including manway
extensions per CH&D
contract modification
018 31 $6,607,442.00 8,480.00

39-Provide 2 hour fire
rated ceiling over
Fooking S50 for s308200| 2 sap08200! 2 309
compliance with |

[required Occupancy
Soperation per RFE 173
F 32 $6,610,524 00 3,082.00

A40-Provide additional
rough in electrical

bowxes and conduit for $9,854,00 - $2,854.00 5 314

Station Alerting

System requirments

per CHED contratt

modification 23 a4 $€,620,378.00 9,454.00

41-Provide additionai

Framing for Staire §1,618.00 ] $1,618,00 ] 314

Landings per RF 165

and 186 R 33 $5,621,995.00 : 1,618.00 t
42{ X $6,621,556.00 ais L
43, i $5,621,396.00 | 314 i
aa ] $5,621.896.00 | 314
45 B £6,621,396.00 34 b

48 Provide presare 51719000 1 s171900) 1 15

|treated wood sills for

Slorefront System, per
RFl 204 Response 35 56,623,715.00 1,719.00

i ] 56.623,7:5.00| 315

48-Pronndle Additional
sotfitin Public Lobby
100 to canceal Fire
Sprinkler Piping per
KF1 206R1 Response 35 $6,625,545.00 1,830.00

$1,830.00 1 316

$1,830,00

8F




Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potentiai Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Qwner Initiated

PCo

Amount

Time

Charge Order

Amount

Time

Armount

Time

Construction

Electrical

Mechanical

Plumbing

Tower

Censtruction

Flectrical

Design
Mechanical

Plumbing

45-Prowvide Fire Smoke ]
Dampers at duct
penctrations (5 total)
through 2-haur fire
rated cellin in Bocking
500, Holding ceit 551
and holding cefi 552
and revise outside Air
Ducting in training
room 102 per contract
medification 26

$8,573.00

58,673.00

a7

4$6,634,212.00

8,673.00

| 50-Provige interior
congrete footing for
Masonry Planter per
|RFID7S Response

$4,176.00

$4,176.00

3

$6,528,394.00

318

4,176.00

47-Provide Filter
Grilles at all
Mechanical Units to
simplfy rmaintenance
operations per RFI 190
Response

$12,636.00

$12,635.00

318

12,6356.00

51-Provide Attic
Ventlation Louvers,
within Aluminum
Window Frames per
CHA&D Contract
modification 28

$4,206.00

(=

54,205.00

$6,651,030.00

$5,655,236.00

319

4,205.00

52-Pravide Concrate
strip for well project
i Rolling Gate, as

ted by well
Project, per CHRD

contract modification
25r2

5879.00

SE7I.00

&1

56.656,115.00

g

gr2.00

53-Shared costs for
Lift Rental 1o unload
well Project
|Generater ser Bobo
Construction Inc.
Potential Change
Crder 53

$350.00

$350.00

56,656,465.00

319

350.00

55-Add Drainage
|Scupzers 1o Secand
Figor Deck

$2,751.00

$2,751.60
43

$5,659,216.00

2,751.00

56-Add Hese Bib to
the two mechanical
roof wells far
assistance with

ma ntenance of the

51,933.00

$1,923.00

a4

56,661,149.00

1,933.00

58 Increase Water
T 2 Size to Wash
L0k Hose from 3/4"

Iln 1"

$1,021.00

$1,021.00

45

$6,5662,170.00

323

1,021.00




Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders Change Orders Contract Owner Initiated Design

PCO Amount Time |Change Order |  Amourt me Amount Time Censtruction | Ciectrical | Mechanical | Plumbing Tower Tonstruction | Electnical | wechanicat | Plumbing

*
59-Revise Lavatary
Type L-1 from
undercounter mount
to self rirmming mount
to be compatibile with
Plastic Laminate
Vanity Countertops 46 $6,662,557.00 427.00

542700 Q 542700 o a2z

59-Revise low ceiling
height and electrical
rough in in Janitor 509 47 | | $56,663,023.00 i 31.00

$431.00 1 $432.00| 1 324

62-Provide remate
controfs for hoiding
cell comby units,
including lavatory
faucets and toilet
flushing as requested
sy ewner ag $6,664,255.00 1,237.00

$1,237.00 1 $1,237.00 1 325

S0-Increase concrete i '
Jreintorcing in site
jconcrete paving ot
east{i=ant} apron of
Apparatus Hays as
requested by owner 49 56,668,512.00 4,247.00

54,247.00 1 54,347.00 i 26

64-Revise power and
panel requirements lo
¢ wations room
9Z0inthe out
{building, to
Accommaodate
requirements of the
commurication tower,
s requested by

Swner 50 55,680,246.00 12,434.00

$12,224.001 “ $12,434.00 4 330

66-revise locatior of
apparatus gates and
operators and extend $3,515.00 4 §3,919.00 a 334
ornamental iron
|fencing #s requested i
by awner 51 56,684,865.00 3,919.00

67-Add painted

jrywall ceilings in
5CBA 204, Storage 205 $3,959.00 5 $3,955.00 5 339
EMS208 storage 209,

storage 210 as .
requested Sy owner 52 $5,688,824 .00 3,858.00

58-Add welded steee!
burkets to second
Ly deck columns to si120000 3 $1,120.00 4

& sort vertical } |
framing [ 53 56,589,944 ,00 i | 1,120.00 |

w




Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders Change Orders Contract Owner Initiated Design

PCO Amount Time |Change Order Amount Time Amount Time Construction | Electrical | Machanical Plumbing fower Construction | Electrical | Mechanical Plumbing

62-Add solenoid |
valves 1o gas hinesin | 1 1
coordination with the $2,867.00 o $2,867.00 o 342
station alerting work
by the City's

contractor, 54 $6,692,811.00 1.867.00

70-Madify interior
roof gutter 1o include 54 619.00 o $4,519,00 0 342
 downspout overflow

and piping to dayligh 55 $5,657.430.00 4,61%.00

71-Revise locations
and add power
receptacles per owner
request 56 $6,692,332.00 1,802.00

51,502.00 a 51,902.00 0 392

72-Add Exhaust Fan 1o
Out building
fcommunications room $1.441.00 $1,441.00 o 3482
to accommadate
battery storage par
owner request 57 %6,700,773,00 1,441.00

76-Provide Sleaves for
existing water service
and landscape
irrigation piping at 52,864.00 $2,684.00 242
new driveway location
due 1o existing
elevation heights |
being toe high 58 _56,?03.45?.00 Z 2,684.00

75-Convert storegs
808 located on second
floar to laundry 808
srovide all necessary
utilites including
plumbing and
electrical, madify
caszwork and finishes 50 $6,716,491.00 13,034.00

$13,034.00 8 51303400 8 350

F7-Prowide clectrica! |
revisions required by $1,085.00 ) $1,025.00 o 350
new drywall ceilings
previously ppraved
in change order 52 &0 $6,717,576.00 1,085.00

TE-Swend stair i

iandings (2] at stars $7,976.00 5 §7,876.00 s 35%
108 Gl $6,725,552.00 7,976.00

73-Provide protective
|wainscoaling as

$31,712.00 10 $31,71200| 10 365
) ’
specifiad 62 | | s6.757.264.00 31,712.00 L

wm
[WEN
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Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Design

PCC

Amount Time

Change Order |  Amount

Time

Amount

Time

Construction

glectrica!

Mechanical

Plumbing

Tower

Construction

Eiectrical

Mechznical I

Plumbing

19-Pravide offset
Drywali Celling in
Captain 825 to avoid
canflict with exterior
wingow

$2,511.00 3

$2,511.00

56,759,775.00

368

2,511.00

1

81l-provide suspended
ceiling inlay in intchen
701 and relccate
electrical fixtures to
provide sccess Lo
mechanical unit

5$5,560.00 | 5

$5,550.00

&

56, /65,385.00

n

5,560.00

§2-revise casewark in
plan check 311 and
scoa room 208 and
delete casework in
patral sergeants 545

-52,219.00

-$2,219.00

$6,763,116.00

n

12,212.00)

83-revise finishes and
add ceiling and wall
framing in cut
building
communication room
per gwner request

56,677.00 3

5,677

56,768,783.00

aa

6,677.00

85-provide rough in
canduit and junction
Boxes for future card
|access readers for
doors 202a and 307

$2,578.00 2

$4,578.00

&7

$6,772,371.00

376

B85-provide wall
turning at east wall of
open office 302

$1.42500 2

| $1,425.00
68

§6,773,7%6.00

378

2,578.00 !

1,425.00

|8 7-retocate power
and data ouwtlets in
plan check 311 over
plan check desk area

51395400 0

$1,385.00

69

$6,775,151.00

378

1,395.00

83-Provide seccndary
condensate drain lines
and dryer exhaust
vents

$1,385.00 1

$1,385.00

70

$6,776,576.00

378

1,385.00

88-acd 20/3 pole
\breaker 1o panel EAL
and CatS cable for
controls for apparatus
low velocity fan

$2,142.00 1

$2.14%.00

$6,778,718.00

s

2,142.00

|90-Add doweling into
concrete curbs for tie
in for south trash
enclesure footings
due o rower
construction

$744.00 1

5744.00

72

56,779,452.00

380

744,00

(8]
BJ.dd bas= cahinet

to support fune hood
in bag & tag 541

$1,413.00 2

4

$1.413.00

13

$6,780,875.00

82

1,413.00
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Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Desigg

PCO

Amount

Time

Change Order

Amount

Time

Amount

Time

Construction

Electneal

Mezhanical | Plumbing

Tower

Construction

Electrical

fechanical

Plurmbing

192-Add ceeupancy
senscr switches far

Sorm ights

$560.00

T4

SSE0.00

$6,761,435.00 |

3E3

560.00

95-Add projection
screen in briefing 534

$3,791.00

$6,785,226.00

384

3,791.00

S4-add metsl furring
and drywa/l finish
around mise ductweork
and utilities plaing

$1,491.00

76

$1,491.00

$6,786,717.00

385

1,491.00

|96-Revise Lavatory
countertops from
piastic laminate 10
sofide surface to be
compatiole with under
mount lavatories

$3,590.00

53,580.00

$6,790.307.00

387

3,590.00

97rl-revise casework
in Rooms 104, 305
and3l4

$1,210.00

7871

$1,710.00

w

$6,791,517.00

290

1,210.00

93-Revise electrica!
connections to air
compressar

S885.00

79rl

§895.00

56,752,412.00

B95.00

10GrZ Revise
wasewerk in laundry
208

$1,243.00

80

51.243.00

56,793,655.00

1,243.00

S5R1 Revise ceihngs in
stairwells 809 and 31C

$7,738.00

81

§7,738.00

$6,801,333.00

7,738.00

102 add sill plat in out
building for installton
of plywosd
wainscoting

$2,102.00

[

az

$2,102.00

565,803,495.00

387

,102.00

98rl-Add tems
remaining from CHE&D
contract modifications

$2,090.00

$2,090.00

$6,805,585.00

293

2,050.00

103-Revise exterior
doors from wond to
metal

$2,823.00

$2,883.00

$5,808,468.00

A0

2,883 00

105-Revise light
{fixtures in holding
calls

$32,535.00

85

£3,635.00

$6,812,103.00

3,635.00

106-Add extension
Ring to FGEE
seconcary pull box

$711.00

$711.00

55,812,814.00

apz

711.00

104-Add masanry
curk at northeast
corner of extarior
patio

$4,072.00

a7

$4,071.00

56,816,866.00

A,072.00

107-Extend sxisting
remmovaeable bollard
(T s art transformers
a5 equired by pgiE

$704.00

$704.00

[

$6,517,590.00

405

704.00
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Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Design

PO

Amount

Time

Change Order

Armount

Time

Amount

Time

Cansruction

Electrical

Mechanieal

Plurnbing

Tower

Construgtion

Electrical

Mechanical

Plumbing

108-Provide Power ro
room 541 fume hood
from cireuit ebl®

$1,298.00

$1,283.00 |

56,818,888.00

1,298.00

109-Pravide Ceidiing
access daors for
raquired maintenance
access

$1,179.00

a2

$1,172.00

$6,820,067.00

407

1,172.00

110-Replocate
Llunction Box fram
behing the kitchen
104 exhauset hood to
an accessible location
outside of the hood

$2,500.00

91

$2,500.00

$6,822,567.00

2,500.00

112-Paint exterio
Metal Building Purlins,
2t Covered walkway
|znd carport

$6,569.00

92

$6,563.00

$6,829,136.00

411

113-proade 7042
breaker In panal DP

43,481.00

93

$3,481.00

$6,832,617.00

413

348100

115-prowice sizin'ess
steel duct for Fume

£5,459.00

4

$8,452.00

»

56,842,076.00

9,453.00

hood in Bag and rag
116-revise booking
SO0 locker cabinet

$733.00

$733.00

$6,842,809.00

418

732.00

117-provide concrete
pads for pthe gas
meter and owner
provided air
COMDressor

52,174.00

96

$2,174.00

$6,844,983.00

2,174.00

118-delete dual
shades at Window
tygesa & bin training
rocm end firz
eonference room,
replace with vertical
blinds

-52,201.00 .

97

-$2,201.00

$6,642,782.00

418

{2,201.00)

119-change out two
cornpletaly installed
kitchan sinks for
owner supplied larger
sinks.

$819.00

98

Ssla.0n

$6,843,601.00

413

£815.C0

120-relocate zir
|compressor from
Sallypart reof re
sallyport floor

$358.00

5358.00

55,843,859.00

420

358.00

121-reroute and
comsine sallyport 600
roof drain piping to
|cannect to the single
storm drain

$2,537.00

100

$2,537.00

$6,846,496.00

420

2,537.00

Eg inectian
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Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Design

PCO

Amourt

Time

Change Oreer

Amount

Time

Arnount

Tima

Construetion

Electrical

Mechanical

Plumbing

Tower

Construction

Electrical

Mechanical

Plumbing

122-add stainless steel
skirt arouna exposed
ductwork abouve
exhzuse hood In
kchen

$1,757.00

101

$1,757.00

$6,848,253.00 |

470

1,752.00

125-make revisions to
building sinage

| incud ing project
|plague

$2,457.00

i02

53,457.00

$6,851,710.00

421

3.457.00

127-z=d cabiret and

|counter for
{findgerprint recorder

in Bocking 550

$1,%15.00

103

$1,915.00

56,853,625 00

423

191500

&0-replace slot
diffuser grilles with
tidwiall registers in

fcsvrocm 200

$343.00

104

5349.00

$6,853,674.00

478

345.00

128-add additional
access doors 10
provide utllity access

$829.00

105

$82%.00

$6,854,803.00

423

£29.00

125-add 1-bar ceiling
n kitchen ta provide
access ta mechanical
unit above

$586.00

108

$586.00

$6,855,389.00

130-Relocate Air

jcompressor from |
Reoftop of Sallyport to

the northwest corner
of the ground floor of
the Sallyport

$996.00

107

$926.00

56,856,385.00

@23

122-add rubber base
throughout out
puilding at all frame
walls

£2,730.00

$1,730.00

$6,858,115.00

423

1,730.00

133-%elocate roof
mount condensing
Unit CU13 due to
reom restrictions

§2,230.00

106

$2,230.00

56,860,345.00

2,230.00

124-Adg VCT flooring
1G stair landirgs

$505.00

110

5505.00

$6,860,850.00

423

505.00

135-Provide eleciric
penic hardware for
deor 501a far
conversion 1o card
reader snoess
controiies with
remote release

$2,126.00

$2,126.00

$6,652,976.00

423

2,125.00

m
o



Winters Police-Fire Change Order Log

Potential Change Orders Change Orders Contract Owner Initiated Design

PCO Amount Time |Change Order j_ Amount Time Amount Time Censtruction | Clectrical | Mechanical | Plumibing Tower Construction |  Electrical | Mechenical Plumbirg

B4-Provide cost
increase for electrical
wire costs due to cut
|auilcing
communications
center requirements
and sub panel changes 117 S6,882,810.00 . 12,834,00

$19,834,00 $19,834.00 223

137-Provide power 10
{foume hood exhause $3,120.00 £3,130.00 423
fan 113 $6,885,940.00 3,130.00

138-Provide power to
water heaters 589800 $3¢3.00 413
circulating pumps 114 56,885,833.00 898,00

139-Provide power to
relocated prajector $1,448,00 $1,422.00 423

jmounts 115 $6,888,786.00 144800

140-Remove existing
light flxture aver door 527400 $274.00 423
1058 and install Blank
cover plate 116 \ $6,888,560.00 274.00

141-relocated power
cannechion to

relocated (U3 due to 51,108.00 $1,108.00 a23
roof well reom { i
restrictions 117 56,889,668.00 i__1,108.00

143-Revise power
jconneciton to kitchen §2,391.00 §2381.00 423
exhaust fan to proper
phase reguirements 118 $5,892,0549.00 2,391.00

144-revise power
Jconnection 1o 5CBA
compressore including
circuit breaker and
conductlons 1o proper
chase requirements 119 56,853,592.00 1,833.00 |

5$1,833.00 $1,833.00 23

142-Revise circurt
Ibreaker to SCBA 5376.00 $376.00 423
Compressor 120! 5$6,694,268.00 % 375.00

145-Add additiona! ‘
two apparatus doors
to contral the
cperations of the
|exhaust fans in |
apparatus room 200 121 56,898,173.00 3,510.00

$3,910.00 $3.510.00 423

146-Add sidewall

registers 1o the HVAL
338.00 5338.00 423

ducting in public lobby § | ] 1

10C 122 $6,898,516.00 i i 338.00

147-Paint wood stairs
w0 Police Mezzanine

$352.00 $352.00 423

Uisge 720 | 123 $€,898,568.00 | 352.00
o
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Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Design

PCC

Amount

Time

Change Orcer Amount

Time

Amount

Time

ruction

Electrizal

Mechanizal

Plumbirg

Tower

Construction |

Electrical

Mechancal I

Plumbing

145-Moghfy Electric
Panic Cevices to
operate properly with
actass controll
systems and providad
electric power kit
£2103K and provide
eloctric power kit

$4,327.00

$4,327.00

124

$6,903,195.00

4,327.00

Ve

152-z4d timers to
|overhead grilles in
Jsallyport to facilitate
clasing of the grilles

§1,319.00

51,319.00

56,904,514.00

ale

1.318.00

148:0D1-ade wirigng,
conduit and
fuccesssries o
compiate cantrol
switches [or the two
?pp;;a?.us roorm
evaparative coolers

55,064,00

§5,064.00

126

$6,305,578.0C

474

148:002-add wiring,
lconduit and
|accessories to
|complets contrel
switches for the four
out building exhaust
fans

$1,586.00

$1.586,00

127

$6,911,164.00 |

424

1,586.00

11ErO03-add wiring,
conduit anc
accessories 1o
complete contracl
switches for the fume

hood exnpust fan

51,889.00

128

$1,885.00 |

$6,913,053.00

a24

1,889.00

148:004-add wiring,
conduit and
accessones 1o
complete
miscellaneous
electrical work in the
out buildng and
Epparatu: room

$1,965.00

$1,965.00

129

$5,915,018.00

1,585.00

150r001-provide
compensation for
additional electricah
caleulations for pre-
engineered metal
buildings to reduce
the revisions to the
faundations

$3,267.00

63,267.00

130

56,918,285.00

424

3,267.00

a
-]
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Potential Change Orders

Change Orders

Contract

Owner Initiated

Design

PTO

Amount

Time

Change Order

ameurt | Time

Amount

Time

Construction l Electrical

Mechanical

Plumbing

Tower

Construction

Clectrical

MMechanical

Plumting

153-replace two
machanical registers
investibule from
surface meunt type e
susgended ceifing
Lype

$4B4.00

131]

5484,00

$6,518,769.00

424

484.00

155-Aelocated
thermostat in Fire
Office 3089 to avoid
cenflict with Gity's
IurmrL_’e

$732.00

132

§732.00 a

$6,919,501.00

424

732.00

157-Provide labor to
install revised
electronic Panic Trim

£2,195.00

134

$2,195.00

$6,921,696.00

424

2,195.00

156-Provide
Agditional lsbar
required to install
2xterior signage
letters aver metal

siding

$4,377.00

133

$4,377,00 o)

$6,976,073.00

434

4,377.00

$569,662.00

171

$560,073.00 164

£6,926,072.00

424

| 5116,560.00 | $41,703.00

$12.636.00

$3,407.00

$41,130.00

5205,994.00

$87,742.00

$41,980.00

$8,921.00 |

Tatal Owner Initiated

$215,436.00

Total Design Initiated

$344,637.

85

$560,013.00
$560,073.00
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