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Fiscal Year Funding Source Grant Amount

2016 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(bike lanes / routes)

$   267,600

2016 Active Transportation Program
(infill sidewalk, repair sidewalk / curb)
(bulb out / pedestrian islands)
(bike lanes / routes)

$1,800,000

2016 Regional Surface Transportation Program
(road rehabilitation)

$1,300,000

2016 SACOG Managed Funds
(infill sidewalk, repair sidewalk / curb)

$    100,000

2018 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(infill sidewalk, repair sidewalk / curb)
(bulb out / pedestrian islands)
(bike lanes / routes)

$1,675,000

Total     $5,142,600*
*Requires $600,000 Local Match. May require up to $1.5 million in supplemental local funding 2
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Project Status
• 29 permits to enter have been mailed
• Environmental review complete
• Final design is continuing
• Anticipate California Transportation Commission will allocate 

funding early / mid 2017
• Anticipate construction to start late 2017 / early 2018
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Eastview/Liberty 
Ranch
CITY COUNCIL HEARING
APRIL 5, 2016
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Project Location
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Project Discussion
The overall project is the 504-acre
Eastview Specific Plan & Annexation.

3 Components:
 Liberty Ranch (338.6 acres, owned
by Liberty Ranch, LLC, the applicant)

 Non-participating properties (148
acres, includes high schools)

 Future growth area (17.4 acres 
owned by Liberty Ranch, LLC and 
UPRR)
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CEQA

 EIR prepared for project
 Held EIR scoping meeting on July 10, 2014, to identify issues for EIR
 Draft EIR (DEIR) prepared and released for 45-day public review 

period from July 8 to August 21, 2015
 9 comment letters received during review period
 Final EIR (FEIR) prepared in response to comment letters. EIR 

established mitigation measures for project’s significant impacts on 
environment.  Mitigation Measure and Monitoring Program (MMRP) 
prepared to ensure measures are complied with.  Conditions of 
Approval reference MMRP

 10 impacts deemed significant and unavoidable (cannot be 
mitigated)
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Annexation
 The project area is currently located within Sacramento 

County, but within the City’s Sphere of Influence (future growth 
area).

 Project must be annexed into City of Galt.
 City Council must approve a resolution authorizing annexation.
 City will file an application with Sacramento County LAFCo 

(Local Agency Formation Commission) to process annexation.
 Once annexed, non-participating properties may continue 

their uses; however, expansion or change of use will require 
bringing properties up to City of Galt codes.
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General Plan Amendment

EXISTING:
• 1,842 dwelling units allocated to the 

Eastview Plan Area (carrying capacity)
• MHDR & MDR allowed 702 units of higher 

density product.
• Two 5-acre Parks designated.

PROPOSED:
• 1,744 dwelling units proposed (98 fewer).
• MHDR removed and MDR expanded.
• 2-ac commercial in northeast replaced with LDRA
• Kept two 5-acre Parks, plus two more.
• Shifted School site northeast.
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General Plan Amendment
Project is consistent with General Plan policies:
 Located within Phase II growth area
 Development will occur in orderly sequence as an extension of existing development 

located to immediate west
 A Specific Plan has been prepared prior to annexation
 Development will pay fair share of infrastructure costs
 Roadways are designed for connectivity, in a grid-like manner, for multi-modal use, 

etc.
 Project will be infill and will create a unique sense of place, provide parks and open 

spaces and project entries
 Deadman Gulch will be designed to convey project storm flows, ensure flood 

protection and act as habitat area
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Pre-Zoning
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Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps

The applicant is proposing three vesting tentative 
subdivision maps applicable to the Liberty Ranch 
area only.  Future development of non-
participating properties and the future growth 
area will require their own subdivision maps. 

The three proposed subdivision maps are:
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Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps

Large Lot 
(Phasing) Map

Creates large lots 
consisting of 
development phases 
that could be 
secured to finance 
site and infrastructure 
improvements

10



Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps

Large Lot
(Villages) Map

Creates parcels or villages 
for sale to merchant 
builders.
41 large lots comprised of:  
24 low-density single-family 
lots, 3 high-density 
residential lots, 3 park lots, 5 
open space lots, 1 school 
lot, 1 public/quasi-public 
lot, 4 roadway lots
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Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps

Small Lot Map

Creates individual 
residential lots for home 
construction and sale, 
defines rights-of-way for 
streets and 
infrastructure and 
identifies common 
open space lots.
Provides greater level 
of detail than Large Lot 
Maps
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Specific Plan
 Eastview Specific Plan encompasses 504+/- acres, 1,744 

dwelling units, 125,000 sf of commercial, 20.0 acres of park 
(including 3.0 acres of private recreation sites) and 41.4 acres 
of open space.

 Non-participating properties are left as designated in the 
General Plan and uses are grandfathered, but properties will 
be pre-zoned consistent with City of Galt zoning.

 Design Guidelines set a high level of quality for project open 
space, landscape and architecture.
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Specific Plan
Chapter 1 – Introduction
Chapter provides discussion of:
 Specific Plan authority and requirements
 Document organization
 Regional, local and historical context
 Relationship to other planning documents (Galt General Plan, 

Development Code and Parks Master Plan, project EIR, SACOG 
MTP/SCS, South Sacrament Habitat Conservation Plan, Sacramento 
County LAFCo municipal services review)

Chapter 2 – Existing Conditions
Chapter provides discussion of existing on-site conditions (past ag uses, 
topography, geology, biology, etc.)
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Specific Plan

Chapter 3 –
Land Use &
Zoning
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Specific Plan
Chapter 4 - Circulation
This chapter provides discussion of proposed street and other circulation 
systems  within the EVSP.

Roadway Master Plan:
 Modified grid street pattern
 Connects to existing adjacent streets
 Walnut Avenue is extended through middle of project area, but is narrowed to one lane in 

each direction, with series of 5 roundabouts located at project’s main intersections.
 Major on-site roads designed to direct traffic to arterials and discourage through traffic 

within neighborhoods.

Note:  Condition proposed for VTSMs:  “The developer shall coordinate with 
the City Engineer on the design of the traffic circles to ensure automobiles, 
buses and fire trucks can safely maneuver through the intersections.”
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5 - Circulation

This chapter provides discussion of the public facilities 
and utilities/services needed to service the Project, 
including:

 Water
 Drainage
 Sewer
 Schools
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Specific Plan
Chapter 6 – Parks and Open Space
This chapter discusses proposed parks and open space within Project area.
 3 Liberty Ranch parks are 2.7, 4.0 and 5.1 acres in size
 2, 1.5-acre HOA-maintained recreation facilities will be located adjacent to Deadman 

Gulch open space corridor.
 1, 5.2-acre park called out in non-participating area (consistent with General Plan)

 Per Galt Development Code, 26.6 acres of parkland required.  13.3 acres provided by 
Liberty Ranch.  Fees will be required to make up difference (non-participating area’s 
parkland requirements exceed Code requirements).

 Total of 26.6 acres of open space required.  31.4 acres will be provided (excludes 10 
acres of detention area).

 Total of 1.34 miles of trails required.  1.54 miles will be provided.
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Specific Plan
Chapter 7 – Community Design
Chapter sets forth design standards to establish the visions and anticipated level of 
quality of site design, architecture and landscape design of Eastview.  Ensures that 
future development within Eastview meets expectations of decision makers’ action 
on project.  Project components addressed herein include:
 Landscape design (including plant palette and amenities, such as walls/fencing)
 Community entries (including City of Galt entry at Twin Cities/Cherokee)
 Open space and Deadman Gulch corridor (including family and community 

centers)
 Park design
 Street corridors/pedestrian parkways
 Architecture for future residences
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Specific Plan

Chapter 8 –
Implementation

Chapter outlines 
methods for 
implementing Specific 
Plan and discusses 
administration, phasing 
of development, 
project financing, etc.
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Specific Plan

Chapter 8 – Implementation

Administration –
 Mitigation measures will take precedence over Specific Plan
 Minor revisions to the Specific Plan per Section 8.5.5 may be approved by 

staff
 Transfer of dwelling units (+/- 10% or less) within parcel may be approved 

by staff
 Specific Plan Amendments exceeding above thresholds must be vetted 

through Planning Commission/City Council
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Development Agreement
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Recommendation
Meeting #1 (April 19, 2016)
 Adopt Resolution 2016___ certifying the EIR, adopting the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, and adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Eastview 
Specific Plan Project;

 Adopt Resolution 2016____ approving the annexation of 504 acres;
 Introduce Ordinance 2016___ approving the proposed Pre-zoning for the Eastview Specific Plan 

Project, waive full reading, and continue to the next regular meeting for adoption; and
 Introduce Ordinance 2016___ approving the Development Agreement for the Liberty Ranch portion of 

the Eastview Specific Plan project, waive full reading, and continue to the next regular meeting for 
adoption.

Meeting #2 (May 3, 2016)
 Adopt Resolution 2016___ approving the proposed amendment to the General Plan Land Use Map 

and the Vesting Tentative Maps for the Liberty Ranch component of the Eastview Specific Plan Project, 
and approving the Eastview Specific Plan;

 Adopt Ordinance 2016___ approving the proposed Pre-zoning for the Eastview Specific Plan Project; 
and

 Adopt Ordinance 2016___ approving the Development Agreement for the Liberty Ranch portion of the 
Eastview Specific Plan project.
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Public 
Outreach

Date Event

June 25, 2014 City released the project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) for public review

July 10, 2014 City held a public scoping meeting on the NOP to gather items to address in 
the project’s Draft EIR (Less than a dozen attendees from general public)

April 21, 2015 City mailed invitations to an open house for the non-participating property 
owners about the annexation of their property

May 7, 2015 City and applicant held that open house (about 20 people attended – nearly 
all ended up supportive)

July 8, 2015 Project Draft EIR released for 45-day public review period. City received one 
letter from the general public

July 16, 2015 Joint Planning Commission/City Council public workshop. Applicant presented 
project and staff/applicant answered questions. No concerns/opposition 
raised (including from 2 Council Members you met with yesterday). Project 
design hasn’t changed since then

January 14, 2016 Planning Commission public hearing on project. No members of general 
public or non-participating property owners present

February 11, 2016 Planning Commission continued public hearing on project

February 25, 2016 Planning Commission continued public hearing on project – majority voted to 
recommend approval to City Council with modifications

March 9, 2016 Availability of March 23, 2016 City Council workshop advertised in “About 
Town” and Public Notices sections of Galt Herald

March 16, 2016 April 5 City Council hearing on project will be advertised in Galt Herald

March 23, 2016 City Council workshop on the project

April 5, 2016 City Council hearings on project expected to begin
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CEQA
 10 significant and unavoidable impacts are:
o Substantial degradation of visual character of site/surroundings
o Cumulative long-term visual changes
o Impacts from conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance
o Impacts from cumulative loss of agricultural land
o Violation of any air quality standard
o Cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
o Traffic noise at existing sensitive receptors
o Impacts to Year 2021 study freeway facilities
o Impacts to Year 2026 study freeway facilities
o Impacts to Cumulative (Year 2035) study freeway facilities

A Statement of Overriding Considerations was prepared, indicating that despite these effects, 
the City finds that the economic, social and other benefits that the project would produce 
would render these effects acceptable.
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General Plan Amendment
Govt. Code Section 65350:  “Cities and counties shall prepare, adopt, and amend 
general plans and elements of those general plans in the manner provided in this 
article.”
Govt. Code Section 65358:  (a) “If it deems it to be in the public interest, the legislative 
body may amend all or part of an adopted general plan.”
(b) Mandatory elements may be amended up to 4 times/calendar year.

Galt Development Code Section 18.68.160 sets forth standards and procedures for 
amending the General Plan, subject to the following findings:
1. The proposed amendment is internally consistent with the General Plan; and
2. The public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require or clearly permit the 

adoption of the proposed amendment.
The City’s base fee to process a General Plan Amendment is $5,716.
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General Plan Amendment
Applicable to all of Eastview project area.  Currently identified in City’s General 
Plan as entirely within Sphere of Influence.  Generally consistent with General 
Plan; however, due to following differences, a General Plan Amendment is 
required for project.

 Amend Land Use Map to identify project as Eastview Specific Plan Area
 Remove 2-ac commercial area from northeast corner (reduction of approx. 37,000 sf of 

commercial area)
 Remove HDR from future growth area and enlarge and reconfigure HDR within Liberty 

Ranch)
 Remove MHDR
 Replace 16 acres of Public/Quasi-Public east of Estrellita HS to LDR
 Overall reduction of 97 units and 37,000 square feet of commercial uses from General 

Plan
 Relocation of elementary school site farther away from UPRR tracks and reduction of size 

from 10 acres to 8.9 acres, with provision to share adjacent proposed park.
 Realignment and reconfiguration of roadways
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General Plan 
Phasing Map
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Proposed General Plan Land Use vs. Pre-Zoning
Land Use                                                              Zoning
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Dry Creek Oaks 
General Plan Amendment

Nearly entire 89-acre site
re-zoned/had land uses
revised (approx. 85%)

MDR at min. 4,500 sf
lot sizes through PD
request
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Vs. EVSP General Plan Amendment

Eastview overall:
Approx. 290 acres 
(57.5% of 504 acres) left 
as-is
214 acres amended

Liberty Ranch:
Approx. 136 acres (40% 
of 338.6 acres) left as-is
202.6 acres amended
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Pre-Zoning

Proposed project will generally be consistent with Galt 
Development Code, but will differ as follows:
 Proposed R2-SP will have minimum 5,000 sf lot size, 50 ft lot width, 

12.5 front setback for living area, 32’ max. building height (vs. 
Code requirements of 5,500 sf min. lot size, 55’ min. lot width, 20’ 
min. front setback, 30’ max. building height)

 Proposed R4 will be same as existing R3 zone, except that 
minimum lot size is proposed at 6,500 sf (vs. Code required 5,000 
sf) and min. side setback will be 5’ (vs. 5’ for 1-story and 10’ for 2+ 
stories)
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Specific Plan
Govt. Code Section 65450: “After the legislative body has adopted a general plan, the 
planning agency may, or if so directed by the legislative body, shall, prepare specific 
plans for the systematic implementation of the general plan for all or part of the area 
covered by the general plan.”
Govt. Code Section 65451 sets forth minimum requirements and review procedures for 
specific plans.
Per OPR: “A Specific Plan is a tool for the systematic implementation of the general plan.  
It effectively establishes a link between implementing policies of the general plan and 
the individual development proposals in a defined area.” “The specific plan represents a 
good tool for developing a community “sense of place”.  A creative and innovative 
specific plan may bridge the gap between monotonous urban development and a 
livable neighborhood.”
Galt General Plan Land Use Element LU-1.1 requires preparation of a specific plan prior to 
annexation.  
The City’s base fee to process a Specific Plan is an agreed upon deposit, while base fee 
to process a Specific Plan Amendment is $5,716.
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Res. Lot Size Comparisons –
Eastview vs. City Regs.
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# Lots under 6,500 sq. ft.

(Note:  Villages 3, 4, 23, 28, 29, 30, 31 and non-participating properties designated LDR contain no lots under 6,500 sf)
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NEASP –
Approved Lot 

Types

37



Specific Plan
Chapter 3 –Land Use & Zoning
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Specific Plan

Chapter 4 - Circulation
Roadway Master Plan
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Minimum Street R-O-W Comparison
(Curb-to-Curb)
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Specific Plan

Chapter 4 - Circulation
Roadway Master Plan

41



Specific Plan

Chapter 4 - Circulation
Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan

Deadman Gulch and Cherokee 
Lane provide off-street bike 
trails.
Central Residential Spine Street 
provides a safe route for 
children to walk or bike to the 
School/Park site.
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Specific Plan

Chapter 4 - Circulation

Roundabout design 
to accommodate 
school buses.
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5

Schools - The 
estimated student 
generation by the 
project:
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5

Elementary School
An elementary school is proposed within Liberty Ranch.  Galt General Plan depicts a 10-acre 
elementary school in project area.  Applicant is proposing 8.9-acre site to northeast of location shown in 
General Plan, to move it farther away from UPRR line and to be more centrally located (within ½ mile 
walk of 85% of Eastview residential units).  Project proposes to share park facilities/ballfields in park 
proposed to the immediate south of the campus.

If school is not constructed, 48 single-family units could be constructed on the site instead.
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5

Elementary School

46



Specific Plan
Chapter 5

Domestic Water
Series of 8” and 12” mains will
be looped to serve development, 
and will be constructed within 
roadways,
starting at Marengo and heading 
east.
A 14” raw water main will be 
constructed
and will tie to Carillion Water 
Treatment
plant  in River Oaks to the west.
A municipal well site (.6 acres) is 
proposed at EVSP’s southwest 
corner.
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Water Supply

 Capacity exists for early Phases of 
Eastview Development

 Connection Fees will provide 
flexibility in siting next new well

 Dedicated well site and raw water 
line will facilitate meeting buildout 
demand
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5

Drainage
Stormwater will be collected
from development areas and
discharged into Deadman’s
Gulch, which will function as
multi-purpose open space 
area 
and focus of the project 
area.
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5

Sanitary Sewer
Discharge will flow via gravity from 
upper portion of project along 
Cherokee to 15” main in River 
Oaks subdivision, with extension of 
main north along Marengo to 
Walnut, where it will transition to 
12”.

Will need to increase capacity of 
Vintage Oak lift Station and install 
15” main extension with first phase 
of development.
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Sewer Capacity

 Lift Station Upgrades will 
address new flows

 Treatment Plant Capacity is 
sufficient for early Phases 
(~75%)

 Capacity is 1st come, 1st served 
with payment of connection 
fees
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Specific Plan

Chapter 6 – Parks 
and Open Space
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Parks Master Plan vs. 
General Plan
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Parks Master Plan vs. 
EVSP
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Specific Plan

Chapter 7 –
Community Design

Dead Man Gulch
Open Space Corridor
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Specific Plan

Chapter 7 –
Community Entries
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Specific Plan
Chapter 7 –
Community Entries

57



Specific Plan

Chapter 7 –
Community Entries
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Specific Plan

Chapter 7 –
Parks – sets forth guidelines for
development of three parks located
within Liberty Ranch
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Specific Plan

Chapter 7 –
Street Corridors/
Pedestrian Parkways
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Specific Plan
Chapter 7 –
Architecture – set forth design
standards for 13 styles for future
residential development in project
 Farmhouse
 Monterey
 Craftsman
 Santa Barbara
 Traditional
 French Country
 Spanish Bungalow
 Cottage Home
 Spanish/Mediterranean
 Prairie
 California Ranch
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NEASP vs. EVSP 65



NEASP – Approved vs. Actual (Zoning) 66



NEASP – Approved vs. Actual 67



Potential # of lots that 
could be 
administratively 
adjusted, per 
Village/Lot
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Specific Plan

Chapter 8 
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Specific Plan

Chapter 8 
Financing – A separately prepared Public Facilities Financing Plan 
identifies all public facilities and backbone infrastructure 
improvements needed to serve the project.  This chapter provides an 
overview of the financing methods likely to be used for the project.
 City impact fees
 School District impact fees
 Community Facilities Districts (CFD 2005-1 or another formed for the 

project)
 Revenue Bonds/Certificates of Participation
 Developer financing
 State and federal grants and loans
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Specific Plan

Chapter 5 –
Public Services
and Facilities

Elementary School
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Project Financials/
Development Agreement
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Financing – A separately prepared Public Facilities Financing 
Plan identifies all public facilities and backbone infrastructure 
improvements needed to serve the project. Chapter 8 of 
Specific Plan provides overview of financing methods likely to be 
used for the project.

City impact fees
School District impact fees
Community Facilities Districts (CFD 2005-1 and/or another formed for the 
project)
Revenue Bonds/Certificates of Participation
Developer financing
State and federal grants and loans
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Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA)

FIA Objective:
To estimate Projects annual fiscal impacts to the City

 FIA Prepared by DPFG in conjunction with Goodwin Consulting and 
City Staff

 City’s FY 2015-16 Budget used as baseline for revenues and costs
 Assumed property taxes split 50/50 with the County
 Assumes annexation into CFD 2005-1
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Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA), continued

 Evaluates revenues and costs associated with public services required to serve the 
Project
 General Fund

 Culture & Recreation Fund

 Gas Tax (Road Maintenance)

 Project Specific Maintenance
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Fiscal 
Impact 
Results

Eastview Specific Plan Liberty Ranch

Fiscal Impact Analysis Fiscal Impact Analysis

Eastview
Liberty 
Ranch

Revenues Revenues

General Fund Revenues 2,785,123$ General Fund Revenues 2,202,314$ 

CFD 2005-1 Special Tax Revenues 646,221      CFD 2005-1 Special Tax Revenues 524,950      

Other Fund Revenues 325,084      Other Fund Revenues 263,579      

Total Revenues 3,756,428$ Total Revenues 2,990,843$ 

Expenditures Expenditures

General Fund Expenditures 2,489,746$ General Fund Expenditures 2,027,803$ 

Other Fund Expenditures 418,294      Other Fund Expenditures 322,403      

Project Maintenance 293,715      Project Maintenance 241,384      

Baseline Budgetary Expenditures 3,201,755   Baseline Budgetary Expenditures 2,591,590   

Enhanced Service Level Expenditures (Rd. & Def. Maintenance) 414,612      Enhanced Service Level Expenditures (Rd. & Def. Maintenance) 339,706      

Total Expenditures 3,616,368$ Total Expenditures 2,931,296$ 

Net Annual Surplus 140,060      Net Annual Surplus 59,547        

Baseline Budget Surplus Per Unit 327$           Baseline Budget Surplus Per Unit 287$           

Enhanced Service Level Expenditure Per Unit (245)$          Enhanced Service Level Expenditure Per Unit (244)$          

Net Annual Surplus Per Unit 83$             Net Annual Surplus Per Unit 43$             
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Fiscal Impact Highlights

 Enhanced level of funding for road and deferred maintenance
 Road maintenance over 4x existing funding ($28,600 per lane mile)
 Enhanced level of funding for general fund and culture & recreation fund deferred 

maintenance
 $245 Eastview/$244 Liberty Ranch per unit in enhanced service level funding

 Funds project specific maintenance costs
 Net positive fiscal impact

 Eastview - $140K/$83 per unit ($327/unit before enhanced service level expenditures)
 Liberty Ranch - $60K/$43 per unit ($287/unit before enhanced service level 

expenditures)
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Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP)

 PFFP Objective
 To illustrate how backbone infrastructure, public facilities, development 

impact fees, and school fees will be financed

 To show that the Liberty Ranch project and Eastview Specific Plan are 
considered feasible

 To strategize how one-time backbone costs will be funded
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Net One-Time Project Costs

 One-Time Project Costs
 Backbone Infrastructure & Public Facilities
 City & CCSD Development Impact Fees
 School Fees

 Offsetting Revenues
 Net bond proceeds collected from a Community Facilities District for backbone 

infrastructure & public facilities
 Owner equity contribution
 Credit/reimbursement for backbone improvements from City fee programs 

(amounts still to be decided, no credit/reimbursement has been assumed in the 
PFFP to be conservative)
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Project Feasibility

Methods of measuring feasibility
One-Time Cost Burden

Measures the residential units cost burden as a percent of sales price
The one-time cost burden for the residential units is within 

acceptable ranges considered to be between 15% and 20%

Tax Burden
Measures the burden placed on residential units from ad-valorem 

taxes and special taxes/assessments
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PFFP Conclusions

One-time costs for the Liberty Ranch project and the 
Eastview Specific Plan are fully offset through:
Owner equity contribution
 Infrastructure CFD net bond proceeds

 The one-time cost burden for all residential units are 
within ranges considered to be feasible
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Peer Review Process

 Initial drafts of reports submitted to the City in March 2015
 Four iterations of reports and/or tables submitted to the City
 Formal peer review comments prepared multiple times
 Multiple meetings to discuss comments and changes with 

the development team
 Final reports submitted to the City in December 2015
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Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA)

 Comparison of costs and revenues associated with public 
services required to serve future development

 Estimates annual recurring impacts to the City
 City’s FY 2015-16 Budget used as basis for many revenues 

and expenses
 Presumes a 50/50 split of property taxes between the City 

and the County
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Peer Review – FIA Changes

 Include impacts to Culture & Recreation fund
 Add deferred maintenance costs not currently reflected in 

the City’s budget
 Incorporate higher road maintenance costs than currently 

budgeted ($28,600 per mile)
 Require annexation into CFD No. 2005-1, or form similar CFD
 Limit efficiency factors to general government departments
 Reduce taxable sales capture to reflect existing City 

conditions
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Fiscal Impact Results
 Liberty Ranch

 Total Revenues = $3.0M
 Total Expenses = $2.9M
 Net Annual Surplus = $56K

Approx surplus of $43 per unit
 Eastview Specific Plan

 Total Revenues = $3.8M
 Total Expenses = $3.6M
 Net Annual Surplus = $140K

Approx surplus of $83 per unit
 Expenses approx $380K above 

baseline ($245/unit)
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Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP)
 Strategy to fund 

infrastructure costs 
needed to serve the 
Eastview Specific Plan
 Backbone Infrastructure & 

Public Facilities
 City & CCSD Development     

Impact Fees
 School Fees
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Peer Review – PFFP Changes

 Evaluate feasibility for Phase 1 and buildout separately
 Include a financing matrix to clearly show all funding sources
 Conservatively exclude all potential reimbursement to 

determine project feasibility 
 Prioritize annual burden for services over infrastructure 

financing
 City’s share of CFD No. 2005-1 and potential CCSD CFD
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Proposed PFFP Funding Strategy 88



FIA/PFFP

QUESTIONS?
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CFD No. 2005-1
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CFD No. 2005-1

 Formed in March 2005.

 Public Safety Services: 75% Police, 25% Fire.

 Estimated revenue this fiscal year: $228,000.

 Revenue from:
 237 single family residences ($535 per unit).
 170 approved lots ($268 per lot).
 Undeveloped property.
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CFD No. 2005-1, continued

 Eastview / Liberty Ranch will be required to annex to CFD or 
alternate CFD with no greater tax liability.

 However, City Council may wish to explore further:
 CFD is now over 10 years old, analytical work dates back to 2004.
 Rate of development less than 25% of that anticipated.
 Cosumnes CSD formed a separate CFD in 2011, which will replace 25% 

of CFD No. 2005-1.
 Measure R adopted by voters in 2008, to supplement police funding.
 New, broader purpose CFD would provide greater funding flexibility.
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CFD No. 2005-1, continued

Single Family residence - $535
Minus CCSD 25% - $401

_________

Project Annual Maint - $173
Net Available - $228 (road maintenance, public 

safety, etc)
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Development Agreement
between  City and Liberty Ranch 
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The “Avco” Rule

 If a city changes its land use regulations, a property owner 
cannot claim a vested right to build out a project under the 
prior land use regulations unless:
 The owner obtained a building permit;
 Performed substantial work;
 And incurred substantial liabilities;
 In good faith reliance on the permit.
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Hypothetical Situation…..

 City approves Annexation, GPA, SP, Zoning and Subdivision 
Maps in 2016.

 Developer obtains financing for Phase 1 infrastructure and 
constructs backbone infrastructure, including utilities and 
streets, spending $20 million.

 Developer records Final Map, sells lots to builder.
 City adopts regulations requiring that prior to issuance of 

building permit, purple pipe be installed in subdivision and 
front yards of new lots.  
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Hypothetical continued…

 Prior to purple pipe regulations, builder had obtained three 
building permits within a 50 lot subdivision, and commenced 
foundation work.

 Under “Avco”, builder would be able to proceed to construct 
three homes.
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Concept of a “Vested Right”
 Vested – “fully and unconditionally guaranteed as a legal 

right.”
 Approval of Eastview / Liberty Ranch project, without a 

Development Agreement, does not create a “vested right” to 
develop the project. (Subject to Vesting TSM protections)

 City would retain the right to change the General Plan, 
Specific Plan, Zoning, and adopt new land use rules.

 Developer would only obtain a vested right upon issuance of 
a building permit, and incurring substantial expense in reliance 
on permit.

 Vested right would be acquired on a parcel by parcel basis.
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Purpose of Development 
Agreement 
 Infrastructure cost for Liberty Ranch is approximately $130 million.  
 Provide certainty to developer that it can proceed to develop the 

project as approved.  
 Developer obtains a “vested right” to develop the project, as approved, 

and subject to existing land use rules.
 Induce developer to make a long-term and substantial investment.
 Many development agreements also provide the developer with 

financial certainty by freezing fees.  This Development Agreement does 
NOT freeze fees.
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Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps

 Developer has applied for vesting tentative subdivision maps
 Approval of VTSM confers a vested right to proceed with 

development in compliance with the rules in effect at the time 
the application was deemed complete.

 This right expires if a final map is not approved prior to the 
expiration of the VTSM. If final map is approved, right lasts for 
an initial term of one year. 

 Developer may apply for a one year extension.
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Outline of Key Sections

 Sections 1 to 3 – Recitals, Relationship, Effective Date / Term 

 Section 4 - Use of Property 
 Sections 4.4.1 through 4.4.11 – Project Specific Terms

 Section 5 - Rules and Regulations  
 Section 6 - Fees and Charges 

 Sections 7 to 28 – Standardized Terms
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Recitals, Relationship and Term

 Incorporation of recitals: all elements of the project including 
conditions of approval and mitigation measures.

 Relationship: voluntary agreement, no agency or partnership 
relationship.

 Term (Section 3.2):
 Operative if property annexed within 5 years.
 Term of 15 years from annexation.
 5 year extension after installation of $20 M in public infrastructure.
 Subdivision maps automatically extended.
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Use of Property

 Vested right to develop in accordance with Project Approvals 
and Agreement. (Section 4.1).

 Permitted uses, density, design, on and off-site improvements, 
terms and conditions of development shall be as per Project 
Approvals. (Section 4.2).

 Project not subject to any future rules limiting rate or timing of 
development, or changing permitted uses. (Section 4.3).

103



Additional Obligations

 Fee credits and reimbursements (Section 4.4.1, 4.4.2):  
 Developer will construct improvements needed to serve project.
 Credit against fees for construction of city facilities, limited by City fee 

program.
 Actual amount and timing of credit/reimbursement in subsequent 

agreements.

 Open space and trail credits (Section 4.4.3) :
 In excess of City requirements.
 If City adopts impact fee, developer will be reimbursed for cost of 

excess open space and trails.
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Infrastructure Capacity
 City has capacity, or approved plans and funding to serve the Project. 
 As long as developer constructs infrastructure per conditions and/or pays 

fees, City will make good faith efforts to provide wet utilities. (Section 
4.4.4.1).

 Wastewater (Section 4.4.4.2):
 City has capacity; will proceed with expansion at 85%.
 Will serve letter upon payment of fees.
 Final map, payment of fees, 30% units, 2 year reservation for up to 50 units.

 Water (Section 4.4.4.3): pay water connection fees, dedicate well site 
per Map.
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Parkland Dedication and 
Maintenance
 Parkland requirements per Attachment J. (Section 4.4.5).
 Dedication with recording of small lot map, improve per 

Specific Plan.
 Parcels 8 and 32 (Section 4.4.6):

 Developer to retain and maintain as private property during marketing 
phase of project.

 Public will be able to use property, subject to restrictions.

 Wetlands (Section 4.4.7).
 Developer to retain and maintain until all 404 conditions met.
 City acceptance subject to maintenance funding.
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Applicable Rules and Regulations

 Project subject to rules in effect on Effective Date. (Section 5.1, 
5.2).

 Project subject to new rules required by State or Federal law. 
(Section 5.3). 

 Reservation of City Authority (Section 5.4).:
 Existing and new processing fees.
 Existing or new construction standards and building codes.
 New or increases in existing utility charges.
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Fees and Charges

 Developer subject to all processing, inspection and plan 
check fees. (Section 6.1).

 Developer subject to all impact and connection fees, if:
 Required on a City-wide basis, or
 Applied uniformly to all properties zoned consistent with Project 

Approvals, or 
 Applied uniformly to all properties similarly situated.
 (Section 6.2).
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Community Facilities District

 Infrastructure: 
Developer may initiate and City shall form CFD. (Section 

6.3.1).
Maximum tax rate of 1.9%, with 2% maximum annual 

escalation.
Services:

Property will be annexed to CFD 2005-1 or alternate CFD 
with no greater tax rate, if formed by City. (Section 6.3.2).

CFD 2005 to be reduced if Cosumnes CSD forms fire CFD.
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Amendment, Cancellation and 
Periodic Reviews

 Modification because of conflict with State or Federal laws. 
(Section 7.1).

 Modification or termination by mutual consent. (Section 7.2).

 Annual review to confirm good faith compliance with Agreement. 
(Section 8).

 Termination for noncompliance. (Section 8.5).
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Miscellaneous Provisions

 No right to seek monetary damages. (Section 9.2.4).

 City will be reimbursed for third party legal actions. (Section 15).

 Agreement runs with the land. (Section 17).

 Indemnification and insurance protection for City. (Sections 19, 
20).
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Development Agreement

QUESTIONS?
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City of Galt

April 19, 2016

Draft Financial Impact Analysis:
Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade

and Effluent Arsenic Reduction Project

City Council Presentation



City Council Presentation 1 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

• Recommendation
• Regulatory Requirements
• Major Project Tasks
• Options Analyzed 
• Funding Scenarios – Loans and Reserves
• Rate, Bill, and Economic Impacts
• Ranking of options
• Next steps

Outline



City Council Presentation 2 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Recommendation

Receive a presentation regarding the draft financial impact analysis 
for the Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade and Effluent Arsenic 
Reduction Project and provide direction to Staff on the preferred 
alternative.



City Council Presentation 3 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

• 2010 Discharge Permit Requirements
- Set new limits for nitrogen and arsenic
- Deadline for future improvements
- Meet limits by September 2015

• 2015 Discharge Requirements
- Mandatory Limits for Nitrogen Extended to September 

2016
- Mandatory Limits for Arsenic Extended to September 

2018

Regulatory Requirements



City Council Presentation 4 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

• Project Identification (12/2011)
• WWTP Facility Master Plan (8/2013)
• Environmental Impact Report (8/2013) 
• Final Plans and Specifications (2/2014)
• Preliminary Financial Plan (5/2014)
• SRF Agreement for Loan (6/2014)
• Construction Bid Award (6/2014)
• Construction Completion (August 2016)
• SRF Final Loan Documents (February 2017)
• Cost-of-Service and Rate Studies (March 2017)
• SRF Loan Installments Start (July 2017) 

Major Project Tasks



City Council Presentation 5 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

• Three options
– Different combinations of SRF loans and reserves to fund 

WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction

• SRF Loan 
– Maximize existing loan and/or seek an additional loan 

• Reserves
– $1.2M to $1.6M set aside as a SRF loan requirement
– $2.8M minimum for Operation recommended by staff
– $6.0M in remaining reserves used to either:

-- Reduce amount borrowed on loan;
-- Pay for the Arsenic Reduction Project; and /or
-- Reduce initial rate increases

Options Analyzed



City Council Presentation 6 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

• Other funding considerations
– Funding includes revenue from connection fees for growth’s 

share of plant capacity (30%)
– Includes proposed reimbursement from Water Fund for 

Arsenic Reduction
• Treated as 20-year loan

– Projected rates are not increased to replenish reserves
– Projected rates are not inclusive of other future CIP costs or 

unrelated O&M expenses

Options Analyzed, Continued



City Council Presentation 7 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Funding Scenarios

• Option 1 – largest loan, lowest use of reserves, and rate 
stabilization

• Option 2 – smallest loan, highest use of reserves, and no rate 
stabilization

• Option 3 – medium loan, high use of reserves, and rate stabilization



City Council Presentation 8 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Use of Available Capital and Connection Fee Reserves

Reserves rebound due to connection fee revenue, not 
because of rate increases



City Council Presentation 9 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Monthly Residential Bills

Current sewer rate for a single-family residence is $45.75 per month
Future rate increases are approximate and only reflect funding 
scenarios with no other increase in future expenses



City Council Presentation 10 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Economic Impact

• Nominal value is the sum 
of monthly bills over the 
20-year term of the loan

• Present value reflects the 
affects of inflation on the 
nominal value

• There is a 3% difference 
between the highest and 
lowest values

• Option 1 has a higher value because it uses $3.4M in 
reserves compared to Options 2 and 3, which use $6.4M in 
reserves 



City Council Presentation 11 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Ranking of Options

• Rankings are not weighted for relative importance

Figures refer to tables in the April 8, 2016 report



City Council Presentation 12 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

• Council Selection of a Preferred Funding Option  

• Award a Cost-of-Service, Rate, and Impact Fee 
Study (July 2016)

• Present Cost-of-Service, Rate, and Impact Fee 
Study Findings to the City Council (December 
2016)

Next Proposed Steps



City Council Presentation 13 April 19, 2016

City of Galt Draft Financial Impact Analysis: WWTP Upgrade and Arsenic Reduction Project

Recommendation

Provide direction to Staff on the preferred alternative for funding the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade and Effluent Arsenic Reduction 
Projects.

Questions ? 


