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Re: Ordinance Providing For Annual Contributions Towards Missouri 
Flat Roadway Irnpro~ements 

Honorable Supervisors: 

Recommendation: 

County CounseI recommends that the Board of Supervisors introduce the attached 
Ordinance Providing Far Annual Contributions Towards Missouri Flat Roadway 
Improvements. County Counsel also recommends that the Board make a finding that no 
suppEernentaI environmental anaIysis is required. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

In 1998, the Board of Supetvisors adopted the Missouri Flat Master Circulation and 
Financing Plan ("MC&FP") which provided a plan for the financing of certain Missouri 
Flat roadway improvements. Generally, it specified that the County would contribute an 
amount equal to 85% of the incremental tax revenues from commerciaI development 
toward the projects. Incremental tax revenues are tax revenues generated by new 
development. The plan incorporated the possibility of issuing Mello-Roos bonds to be 
funded by these contributions, but ultimately secured by a special tax on properties in the 
district based upon their meeting taxable revenue goals. This plan was incorporated in 
development agreements for three projects. 
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The development a~eements  provide that the County sball make a binding commitment 
to contribute funds to the CFD annually to cover the debt service on tile bonds and other 
costs of the CFD, up to an amount equal to 85% of the tax increment. The commitment 
is to be in such form as is recommended by bond counsel. This ordinance represents the 
binding commitment, It does not represent any greater obligations than are already 
provided in the development agreements. It merely represents a stand alone obligation to 
the bondholders and sets forth the parameters of the County's contribution in greater 
detail. It contains several limitations on the County's contributions. 

The ordinance is being brought forward at this time in anticipation of selling bonds to 
finance a portion of the cost of Phase 1 B of the Missowi Flat interchange. It will be the 
basis of a, validation action to be filed in connection with the bond issuance. 

Atfached as Exhibit "A" is a spread sheet showing the present replacement costs of those 
MC&FP improvements, owned by the County, that have been completed or are intended 
to be financed in part by bond funds. The spread sheet also includes a calculation of 
present rental value for the improvements. This rental value is used as a limitation on the 
annual contributions to the CFD, and represents the annual value of the use and 
possession of such improvements to the County and its inhabitants.. This value will be 
updated at the time bonds ate actually issued. 

Adoption of this ordinance is part of the original MC&FP project. It is unchanged and 
largely mirrors terms of the originally adopted development agreements. It is 
recommended that the Board find that none of tbe circumstances listed in $1 5 162 of the 
CEQA Guideline which wouId require additional environmental review has occurred, and 
utilize the original MC&FP EIR for approval of this ordinance. 

Fiscal Impact: 

The County is already obligated by the developments agreements to set aside an amount 
equal to 85% of incremental tax increment for the Missouri Flat roadway improvements, 
and is doing so. This ordinance does not represent any increase in cost over what the 
County is already obligated to pay. 

Actions to Be Taken After Approval: 

Staff will continue to set aside an amount equal to 85% of the incremental tax revenues 
for Missouri Flat roadway improvements and will make the contributions to the CFD 
called for in the ordinance once bonds are issued. 
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We would be pleased to respond to any questions the Board might have. 

Respectfilly submitted, 

K& v4L.A- 
LOUIS B. GREEN 

LBGlstl 
An. 
cc: Chief Adminismtive Officer 

County Auditor 
Dir, of Transportation 

s:IMissouri FlatKontributions Ordinance trans v5 

County Counsel 
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MC%FP Proled Cost Sum- 

Project B P r o m  Descriptjon 

Wissouti FZat Road Widening Phase A - Mother Lode Drive to Fomi Road 
Missouri Flat Road Widening Phase B - Fomi Road to future Pleasent Valley Connector 

71317n1338 Missouri Flat Road I US 50 Interchange - Phase 1 
Pleasant Valley Connedor Roadway - Missouri Flal Road to Hwy 49Fowler bne Intersection 

GP-165 Mjssouri Flat Road a1 Headington Road - Intersection Improvements and Signalization 
73125 Missouri Flat Road at El Dorado Road - Intersection Improvements and Signalnal~on 

Total 

* Project Complete 
Projed Partially Complete 

"* Estlrnate Cost indudes widening Headington to Fmspectar's Plaza 

Assumplion #l : Mlssouri Rat Road and it's Ramp connectrons to US 50 are County assets, as 
Caltrans owns US W~ghway 50 for through traffic, but does not own the Icel road- (Hence the 
1-1 fvnding requirements for improvements to interchanges). Under this assumption, all of the 
Phase 1A construction mst would be a County assel. If this logic follows through the Phase 1 B 
ramp improvements and ths auxilllary lanes In Phase i B  would also be County aswk as hefr 
purpose is to connect local traffic from M~ssouri Flat Road w~lh Rlacervilk Drive wtthoa impact to 
mainline thru traffic on US SqNexus that mused these elements to be a condilion of these 
projeds). Under this soenarto lt muld be argued all of construction of 1 B is a County asset, or 
50% County and 50% City of Placemiller b s s  the $2.95 mill~on Callram 6 contributing as SHOPP 
funds for correction of existing deffiaencks on Wetwr Creek Bridges. 

Misswri Flat Road I US 50 Interchange - Phasa 1A 
Missouti Flat Road I US 50 lnlerchange - Phase l B  

Assumplion #2: Only those portions of the Improvemenls within h t y  Righldf-way are County 
assets. and all Improvements wdhln Caltrans Rightdf-way am Caltrans assets. 

Missouri Flat Road I US 50 Interchange - Phase 1A (County = 20% of total by area) 
Missouri Flal Road / US 50 Interchange - P b s e  18 (Counly = 10% of total by area) 

Year Pmject Deliver Construction Total 
Cost Cost cost 

1997 5433,000 %2.071,000 $2,504,000 " 
2998 $t03,000 $2,589,000 52,692,000 ' 

see below $20,975,000 $52.662.000 $72,637,000 " 
future 
future $567,000 31,047,000 91,674,000 ""* 

2006 $41 5.000 $710,000 Sf ,125,000 


