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L PURPOSE AND SCOPE

Communities are increasingly concerned about wildfire safety. Drought years coupled with
flammable vegetation and annual periods of severe fire weather insure the potential for periodic
wildfires.

The purpose of this plan is to assess the wildfire hazards and risks of the Dixon Ranch subdivision, to
identify measures to reduce these hazards and risks and protect the native vegetation. There are
light to moderate fuel hazards and gentle topography associated with this proposed project both on
and adjacent to the project.

The possibility of large fires occurring when the subdivision is complete will be greatly reduced.
However, small wildfires in the open space areas and on the larger lots may occur due to the
increase in public uses.

Incorporation of the fire hazard reduction measures into the design and maintenance of the future
parcels will reduce the size and intensity of wildfires and help prevent catastrophic fire losses. State
and County regulations provide the basic guidelines and requirements for fire safe mitigation
measures and defensible space around dwellings. This plan builds on these basic rules and provides
additional fire hazard reduction measures customized to the topography and vegetation of the
development with special emphases on the interface of homes and wildland fuels.

The scope of the Dixon Ranch Wildland Fire Safe Plan recognizes the extraordinary natural features
of the area and designs wildfire safety measures which are meant to compliment and become part of
the community design. The Plan contains measures for providing and maintaining defensible space
around future homes and open space. Plan implementation measures must be maintained in order to
assure adequate wildfire protection.

Homeowners who live in and adjacent to the wildfire environment must take primary responsibility
along with the fire services for ensuring their homes have sufficient low ignitability and surrounding
fuel reduction treatment. The fire services should become a community partner providing
homeowners with technical assistance as well as fire response. For this to succeed it must be shared
and implemented equally by homeowners and the fire services.

II. FIRE PLAN LIMITATIONS

The Wildland Fire Safe Plan for Dixon Ranch development does not guarantee that wildfire will not
threaten, damage or destroy natural resources, homes or endanger residents. However, the full
implementation of the mitigation measures will greatly reduce the exposure of homes to potential loss
from wildfire and provide defensible space for firefighters and residents as well as protect the native
vegetation. Specific items are listed for homeowner'’s attention to aid in home wildfire safety.
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III. DIXON RANCH WILDLAND FIRE SAFE PLAN

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Dixon Ranch subdivision is located in between Green Valley Road, on the north, Aberdeen Lane,
to the southwest and Green Springs Estates, to the south and east, in the El Dorado Hills area. The
project will access Green Valley Road in two locations. Drive “A” enters Green Valley Road
southeast of Lexi Way and Drive “C” intersects Green Valley Road just northwest of Lexi Way. Due
to the close proximity of these two new intersections, additional emergency access is being provided.
The project, as designed, meets the intent of Fire Safe and Division of Transportation standards. As
designed, there are 3 emergency vehicle access (eva) roads being proposed. One would connect to
Marden Drive while the second eva may connect in the future with East Green Springs Road and the
third eva connects to Lima Way. The East Green Springs Road eva is only being constructed to the
Dixon Ranch property line. The adjacent development will need to make the eva connection if
desired. The eva’s would have electric gates that would open by a telephone remote. That
telephone number would be provided to the fire agencies and law enforcement. Law enforcement is
responsible for evacuations. The gates shall also have Knox key switches that operate electronically.
The gates shall lock open if there is a power failure. Road signs shall be posted stating emergency
access routes. All roads will be constructed to El Dorado County Transportation Division (TD) and
Fire Safe (LDMS) standards. Drive “A” and “C” will be 36’ of travel surface and all the interior roads
will be 30" wide. Drive “C” will have a 24’ wide section as it crosses between the two ponds. The
eva’s would be a minimum of 20’ and posted “No Parking”. The project shall be served by El Dorado
Irrigation District (EID). All fire hydrant locations and spacing shall be determined by El Dorado Hills
Fire and the Residential Fire Code. There is not any road work anticipated to any existing roads
beyond the normal encroachment and clearing of a fuel hazard reduction zone. Any private gate
shall meet the requirements of El Dorado Hills Fire. A fuel hazard reduction zone along the entire
length of the roads in and adjacent to the project and around the perimeter of the project will be
needed. The project is proposing to split parcels APN: 126-020-01, 02, 03, 04, and 126-150-23
totaling 280 acres into 605 lots. Lot 1 is the existing Dixon Ranch. This lot will be exempt from the
provisions of this plan but subject to all current Fire Safe Regulations, Fire District and County
regulations/ordinances. There are 10 lots 1 acre or larger which are subject to clearance
requirements (See Appendix A) that the small lots may not have to meet. Residential fire sprinklers
shall be required by the Residential Building Code as it currently exists or amended at the time of
construction.

A series of open space lots are incorporated into this subdivision. There are open space lots around
the perimeter of the project and interspersed between the roads. They may finger up into the
neighborhoods. Also, there are open space lots, Lot “A” and “B” that will serve as parks. There are
two standards for treatment of the open space areas depending on the intended use. See the
mitigating measures for these treatments. Trails within the open space shall be maintained, be
posted “No Smoking” and have fire access. Access would be limited by the trail width, grade and fuel
hazard reduction zone. All fencing adjacent to any open space shall be constructed from
nonflammable material.

There are wet areas within the open space lots. Blackberries and gray pines are often associated
with these areas. Special consideration needs to be given to the wet areas so that fuels do not
accumulate. Grazing has kept the fuels in these areas to a minimum. Once grazing stops, the
vegetation will expand their area of coverage and become more of a fire hazard.

14-1617 3F 10 of 130




A Community Service District (CSD), Lighting and Landscape District (LLD) or a Zone of Benefit
(ZOB) shall be formed for the purpose of maintaining the fuel hazard reduction zones along the roads
and open space areas and all eva gates. Annual maintenance is essential and required for keeping
fire safe conditions viable.

The EI Dorado Hills Fire Protection District provides all fire and emergency medical services to this

project. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) has wildland fire
responsibility in this state responsibility area (SRA).

2. PROJECT VEGETATION (FUELS)

For wildfire planning purposes the vegetation is classified as follows:
(a) ground fuels- annual grasses, blackberries and buckeye and downed limbs (Brush)
(b) overstory- scattered live oaks, blue oaks and gray pine.

The property has varied terrain ranging from flat to mostly gentle slopes. Slopes are generally north
to east facing and up to 20%. There are steeper slopes in the open space stream zones up to 60%.
Fire hazard reduction of the fuels will be extremely important to the house sites and surrounding
areas. Much of the tree canopy is open grown oaks and gray pines. These trees typically have limbs
and canopy reaching the ground creating ladder fuels. Ladder fuels will need to be eliminated.
Limbing of trees is important to reduce their susceptibility from a ground fire. Tree spacing on the
slopes is a critical component to attaining the required fire safe clearances. A separation of the
brush fuels and trees are essential for creating the defensible space around the residence and along
the perimeter. CALFIRE guidelines for the 100 foot clearance requirements are attached.

3. PROBLEM STATEMENTS

A. The brush fuels on the slopes will ignite and have a rapid rate of
spread.
Fire in the grass and brush fuels on the slopes is the most serious wildfire problem for this
project.

B. Risk of fire starts will increase with development.
The greatest risk from fire ignition will be along roads and on large lots as human activity
increases in these areas.

C. Provisions must be made to maintain all fuel treatments.
The wildfire protection values of fuel reduction are rapidly lost if not maintained. Continued
review of potential ladder fuels to maintain a fire safe environment is very important. Annual
maintenance by June 1 of each year is necessary.

D. Typical home design and siting often does not recognize adequate wildfire mitigation
measures.
A review of many wildfires has conclusively shown that most home losses occur when: (1)
there is inadequate clearing of flammable vegetation around a house, (2) roofs are not fire
resistant, (3) homes are sited in hazardous locations, (4) firebrand ignition points and heat
traps are not adequately protected and (5) there is a lack of water for suppression.

4. GOALS

A. Modify the continuity of high hazard vegetation fuels.
B. Reduce the size and intensity of wildfires.
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. Ensure defensible space is provided around all structures.
. Design fuel treatments to minimize tree removal.

Ensure fuel treatment measures are maintained.

Identify fire safe structural features.

Help homeowners protect their homes from wildfire.

Ommoo

5. WILDFIRE MITIGATION MEASURES

Wildfire mitigation measures are designed to accomplish the Goals by providing and maintaining
defensible space and treating high hazard fuel areas. Fire hazard severity is reduced through these
mitigation measures. The Wildland Fire Safe Plan places emphasis on defensible space around
structures and project perimeter.

The residential construction materials, fire hydrant location and fuel treatment will be extremely
important in the development of these new lots. Lot setback will vary depending on lot size and
location.

Fuel hazard reduction zones (FHRZ) of at least 30 feet in width shall be installed around the
perimeter of the project and a 10 foot fuel hazard reduction zone along both sides of all roads except
for the eva routes. The FHRZ adjacent to the eva’s shall also be 30 feet. All interior open space
perimeters shall have a 20’ FHRZ adjacent to backyards. Sidewalks and planted landscaping may be
a part of the FHRZ. Any tree canopy over the roads and driveways will have 15’ of vertical clearance
over the roadways. Nonflammable fencing shall be used adjacent to all open space areas and the
eva’s.

All residences shall be required to have NFPA 13D fire sprinkler systems. The project is located in a
Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Implementation of Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Areas
Building Standards will be required for the construction of new residences. These standards address
roofing, venting, eave enclosure, windows, exterior doors, siding, and decking.

Clearance along the road and around structures is very important and necessary. Fire Safe
specifications state that all trees in the fuel hazard reduction zones shall be thinned so the crowns are
not touching. Branches on remaining trees shall be pruned up 10 feet as measured on the uphill side
of the tree. Brush shall be removed. Grasses shall be kept mowed to a 2 inch stubble annually by
June 1. Any tree crown canopy over the driveways shall be pruned at least 15 feet up from the
driveway surface.

This zone is in addition to the clearances required by state law. The State required Fire Safe
clearances (PRC 4291) shall be implemented around all structures (See CALFIRE Guideline).
Clearances may be required at the time of construction by the County.

More restrictive standards may be applied by approving El Dorado County Authorities.
Approval of this plan does not by itself guarantee approval of this project. All mitigating
measures in this plan while integrated must also stand alone. If one measure is determined to
be invalid, all other measures shall remain in effect. The Wildland Fire Safe Plan shall be
amended to correct any changes if necessary.

Mitigation Measures:

¢ Driveways shall be 12 feet wide. Driveways shall comply with the DOT weight
standards.
a. Responsibility- homeowner
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All private driveway gates shall be inset on the driveway at least 30 feet from the
road. Gate opening shall be 2 feet wider than the driveway. Knox lock access
shall be provided to the fire department.

a. Responsibility- homeowner

All homes shall have Class A listed roof covering.
a. Responsibility- homeowner

Decks that are cantilevered over the natural slope shall be enclosed.
a. Responsibility- homeowner (See Appendix C for guidelines)

¢ The houses shall be constructed with exterior wall sheathing that shall be rated
noncombustible.
a. Responsibility-builder

Windows and glass doors on the sides of the structure shall have tempered glass
and fire resistant frames.
a. Responsibility-builder

¢ Rafter tails shall be enclosed with noncombustible material on the sides of the
structure.
a. Responsibility-builder

¢  Gutters and downspouts shall be noncombustible.
a. Responsibility-builder

¢ Attic and floor vents shall be covered with Vs inch, or less, noncombustible mesh
and horizontal to the ground.
a. Responsibility-builder

* Lots 1 acre and larger shall be landscaped using the guidelines in Firescaping
Standards Zones | and Il. (See Appendix A)
a. Responsibility- homeowner

6. OTHER FIRE SAFE REQUIREMENTS

A. New roadways, turnouts and driveway shall be constructed only after consulting
with El Dorado Hills Fire and TD. A design waiver may be requested.

B. Each new property owner prior to construction shall be required to contact El
Dorado County Community Services Agency/Building Division to have the
residential fire sprinklers plans approved. All fire sprinkler systems shall be
designed and installed by a licensed contractor.

C. Any new road and turnout shall be built to TD standards.

D. 30’ fuel hazard reduction zone along the perimeter of the project and eva’s, 20’
adjacent to backyard fences, 10’ on both sides of the roads shall be installed and
annually maintained by June 1 to the Fire Safe specifications. Sidewalks and
landscaping is acceptable in the zone along the roadways. Tree canopy over the
road and driveways shall be cleared up 15'.
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. The developer shall file with TD to get the roads named and have the names
posted at the intersections.

. A Community Facilities District (CFD), LLD or ZOB shall be formed for the specific
purpose of maintaining the fuel hazard reduction zones along the road and in the
open spaces and the eva gates, annually by June 1 in addition to other specific
fire safety needs of the Fire District.

. Roads 30’ wide shall be posted “No Parking” on one side of the road unless a
design waiver is approved. Posting on one side as determined by fire hydrant
placement and consulting with the Fire Department. Rolled curbs should be used.

. If a parking design waiver is granted, turnouts at each fire hydrant location shall be
installed and meet fire department specifications.

A Notice of Restriction shall be filed with the final parcel map which stipulates that
a Wildland Fire Safe Plan has been prepared and wildfire mitigation measures
must be implemented.

. The project shall meet all the Public Resource Codes 4290 as amended (the 1991
SRA Fire Safe Regulations- Article 2 Access, Article 3 Signing, Article 4 Water,
Article 5 Fuels), County and Fire Department ordinances unless amended,
revised or waived.

. The home/property owners are responsible for any future fire safe or building code
changes adopted by the State or local authority.

. Only fire rated composite deck material, wood or non-combustibles shall be
allowed for decks.

. All fencing adjacent to open space and along the eva routes shall be
noncombustible.

. All active and passive parks shall be landscaped, comply with the Weed
Abatement Resolution of the El Dorado Hills Fire Protection District or both.

. All vacant lots shall be treated to the standard established by the Weed Abatement
Resolution of the Fire District.

. Any trail within the open space shall have Fire Department access (rolled curb).
All trails shall be posted at access points “No Smoking”. Access is limited by trail
width and grade.

. All emergency vehicle access (eva) roads shall be posted “Emergency Access
Route” and “No Parking”.

. Gates at each eva shall have a telephone activated automatic opener and a Knox
key switch. The gate shall lock open if there is a power failure. The telephone
number shall be provided to the fire agencies and law enforcement.

. Eva gates shall be 2 feet wider than the roadway.

. The El Dorado Hills Fire Protection District shall review the Wildland Fire Safe Plan

every 5 years to determine if additional Fire Safe measures need to be
implemented.
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7. OPEN SPACE GUIDELINES

o0 W »

m

Remove all gray pines within 100’ of all property lines (outer and inner lines).

. Remove all dead trees within 100’ of all property lines (outer and inner lines).

. Remove all dead limbs from live trees that are within 10’ of the ground.
. Limb all trees within 30’ of the inner property lines at least 10’ above the ground as

measured on the uphill side of the tree.

Remove all dead limbs and trees laying on the ground within 100’ of all property
lines (outer and inner lines).

Annually by June 1 cut or remove all grass and brush to a 4” stubble within 30’
along the inner property lines adjacent to the residential lots and along streets.

. All trails shall have a 10’ fuel hazard reduction zone along each side of the trail.

The zone shall be annually maintained by June 1.

. Open space areas being used as a park shall be landscaped and irrigated or

comply with the Weed Abatement Resolution of the Fire District.

I. All access points to open space shall have rolled curbs and be posted “No Parking”
to allow fire vehicle access. A lockable barrier (knock down bullard) may be installed
after consultation with the Fire District.

J. Mature or multi stemmed oaks can present a serious wildfire problem if untreated.

Treat the oaks as to the following specifications: (a) remove all dead limbs and
stems and (b) cut off green stems at 10’ above the ground that arch over and are
growing down towards the ground. Measure from the uphill side of the tree to
determine the appropriate height.

. Permanent wet areas within the open space lots may be allowed to have a variety of

vegetation provided the wet areas are isolated with a fuel hazard reduction zone.

The high tension power lines in open space Lot “F” needs a fuel hazard reduction
zone along any access road that may be in the area for line maintenance. A
permanent agricultural crop may provide a sufficient fuel hazard reduction zone.

V. Appendix

10
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APPENDIX A

DIXON RANCH
FIRESCAPING STANDARDS

Firescaping is an approach to landscaping to help protect homes from wildland fires. The goal is to
create a landscape that will slow the advance of a wildfire and create a Defensible Space that provides
the key point for firefighting agencies to defend the home. This approach has a landscape zone
surrounding the home containing a balance of native and exotic plants that are fire and drought resistant,
help control erosion, and are visually pleasing. Firescaping is designed not only to protect the home but
to reduce damage to oaks and other plants.

Zone |

The zone extends to not less than 30 feet from the house or to the property line whichever is less in all
directions and has a traditional look of irrigated shrubs, flowers gardens, trees and lawns. All dead trees,
brush, concentrations of dead ground fuels (tree limbs, logs etc. exceeding 1inch in diameter) shall be
removed. All native oak trees, conifers and brush species are pruned up to 10 feet above the ground as
measured on the uphill side but no more than 1/3 of the live crown. The plants in this zone are generally
less than 18 inches in height, must be slow to ignite from windblown sparks and flames. Such plants
should produce only small amounts of litter and retain high levels of moisture in their foliage year around.
Native and exotic trees are permitted inside the Zone, but foliage may not be within 10 feet of the roof or
chimney. Grass and other herbaceous growth within this zone must be irrigated or if left to cure must be
mowed to a 2 inch stubble, chemically treated or removed. Such treatment must be accomplished by
June 1, annually. This zone has built in firebreaks created by driveways, sidewalks etc.

Zone ||

This Zone adds 70 feet to Zone | and extends a minimum of 100 feet from the house in all directions, or
to the property line whichever is less, and is a transition area to the outlying vegetation. The zone is a
band of low growing succulent ground covers designed to reduce the intensity, flame length and rate of
spread of an approaching wildfire. Irrigation may be necessary to maintain a quality appearance and
retain the retardant ability of the plants. All dead trees, brush, concentration of dead ground fuels (tree
limbs, logs etc.) exceeding 2 inches in diameter shall be removed. Annual grasses shall be mowed after
they have cured to a 2 inch stubble by June 1, annually. Native trees and brush species may be
preserved and pruned of limbs up to 8 feet above the ground as measured on the uphill side.

For All Zones With Oaks
Mature, multi stemmed Oaks can present a serious wildfire problem if untreated. Treat the Oaks as to the

following specifications: (a) remove all dead limbs and stems and (b) cut off green stems at 10 feet above
the ground as measured on the uphill side that arch over and are growing down towards the ground.
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APPENDIX A-1
FIRESCAPING ZONES
EXHIBIT

‘Access Road

AT

— -i ._.Z_one! — —— ) Pusisinns

&—————— Firescape Zone ———

Zone

A 4

Property Line

Typical Lot in Oak Woodland

(Schematic, not to scale)
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APPENDIX B
DIXON RANCH

FUEL TREATMENT SPECIFICATIONS
For
OAK WOODLAND

Within The Designated Fuel Treatment Areas
1. Leave all live trees where possible.
2. Remove all dead trees.
3. Remove all brush.
4. Prune all live trees of dead branches and green branches 10 feet from the ground as measured on the
uphill side of the tree, except no more than 1/3 of the live crown is removed. All slash created by pruning

must be disposed of by chipping or hauling off site.

5. Annually by June 1, reduce the grass or weeds to a 2 inch stubble by mowing, chemical treatment,
disking or a combination of treatments.

6. Conifers within 30 feet of a house shall be removed. Those pines in the open space shall be isolated
with no brush understory within the dripline of the tree.

APPENDIX C
DIXON RANCH

ENCLOSED DECK GUIDELINES

The purpose of enclosing the underside of decks that are cantilevered out over the natural slope is to help
prevent heat traps and fire brands from a wildfire igniting the deck or fuels under the deck.

1. Does not apply to decks that are constructed using fire resistant materials such as concrete, steel,
stucco etc.

2. Any deck shall not include non fire rated composite deck material.
3. This applies to decks one story or less above natural slopes.

4. Combustible material must not be stored under the deck.
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PRELIMINARY GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN [EGEND

Exhibit Q-1
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CONNECT TO EXISTING GAS MAIN IN LIMA WAY
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4380 AUBURN BOULEVARD
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95841
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Executive Summary

The Development Planning and Financing Group, Inc. (“DPFG”) was retained to prepare this
Public Facilities Financing Plan (“PFFP”) on behalf of The True Life Companies (“Developer™)
as a strategy to fund the required backbone infrastructure, public facilities, development impact
fees, and maintenance costs required to serve the land uses in the Dixon Ranch Project (the
“Project™).

Based on peer review comments provided by Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. (“GCG”) on the
initial first draft of the PFFP dated January 13, 2015, DPFG has prepared two different scenarios
to evaluate Project impacts under restrictions inherent to Oak Woodland Policy 7.4.4.4. Scenario
1 will include only those land uses permitted pursuant to Option A of the Oak Woodland Policy,
which coincides with Phase 1 of the Project and Scenario 2 will include land uses assuming a full
project buildout. This document has also been updated to address comments provided by GCG
on a second draft dated July 15, 2015, and a meeting with the County and Goodwin Consulting
Group on August 24, 2015.

This version of the PFFP examines Project impacts under Scenario 2 assuming a full project
buildout.

This PFFP utilizes two measures to determine if the Project is feasible and competitive compared
to other developments. The two feasibility measures include a one-time cost burden analysis as
well as an annual tax burden analysis.

The total gross development costs for the Project is approximately $79.6 million, comprised of
$31.0 million in gross backbone infrastructure, $48.4 million in gross development impact fees,
and $163 thousand in other Project costs (i.e. Oak Tree Mitigation Fee).

This gross cost burden is offset by approximately $7.0 million in existing fee programs that will
result in a reimbursement and/or fee credit to developers who build those improvements and
approximately $18.2 million in Community Facilities District (“CFD”") bond proceeds.

After these credit and reimbursement adjustments, the net one-time Project costs are
approximately $54.3 million.

The Project has an overall anticipated tax burden of 1.59% of the assessed home value that
includes school district general obligation bonds, an assessment to fund library services, and
several County Service Areas that provide solid waste, hazardous waste, road maintenance, and
ambulance services. The Project is also proposing the formation of a Landscape and Lighting
District (“LLAD”), and a CFD to fund backbone infrastructure improvements and development
impact fees, and a CFD to fund County services.
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L. Introduction

Purpose of Report

This PFFP report was prepared for the Developer by DPFG as a strategy to fund costs required to
develop and serve the land uses in the approved Project. The findings will provide a clear
understanding of the Project feasibility, financing opportunities, and overall costs associated with
the Project.

Organization of Report

The report will look at all costs associated with the development of the properties located in the
Project. Cost items include; (i) backbone infrastructure, (ii) public facilities, and (iii)
development impact fees. Once all cost items are broken down, the report will analyze the
feasibility of the Project and ability to develop through build out.

II. Project Description

Location, Land Uses, and Population Assumptions

The Project consists of approximately 280 acres located within El Dorado County (“County”),
within the El Dorado Hills Community Region Boundary area. The Project site is generally
bordered by Green Valley Road, near its intersection with Malcom Dixon Road, to the north, and
adjacent to subdivisions including Green Springs Ranch to the east and southeast, Serrano to the
southwest, and Highland View to the west.

The Project is proposing to add a total of 604 residential units to the County. Table 1 shows the
breakdown of land uses within the Project for both residential and non-residential land uses
which includes parks, open space, landscape roadways, a lift station, and a club house.

The residential uses consist of Age Restricted and Single Family Residential (“SFR”) units. Age
Restricted units make up approximately 26% of the residential units while the remaining being
SFR units of varying lot sizes. The Age Restricted units are located within the center of the plan
area surrounded by SFR units, with the larger custom sized lots bordering the plan area.

There is an additional 5+ acre lot included in the project application that will be retained as an
existing residence. For purposes of this report, this lot will be excluded since the residence
already exists.

Non-residential land uses include a club house that will provide various amenities to the Age
Restricted community within the Project, a neighborhood park, a village park, and open space
that will be accessible by the community.

Phasing of the Project

The Project is expected to build out over an extended period of time and, generally built out in
two phases. Although only the final buildout is illustrated in this PFFP, the Developer
acknowledges that:

1. The Developer will be fully funding all public improvements pursuant to phasing
requirements set forth in the Development Agreement or other such agreement that sets
forth such requirements.
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2. The Developer will be subject to reimbursement if and when other sources of funding
become available to apply to infrastructure costs.

3. The Developer recognizes that a delayed Project absorption and, therefore, delayed
funding from Mello-Roos or impact fee reimbursements are a risk of development and
the County has no obligation to fund or reimburse improvement costs until funding
becomes available.

III. Development Improvement Costs

Backbone Infrastructure Costs

Backbone infrastructure costs include the entire major infrastructure that is required to serve the
Project. These items are constructed by the landowner and include mass grading, roadways,
sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage and landscape/walls/trails. Table 3 breaks down the
estimated total cost of the estimates by infrastructure category for the Project. The total gross
backbone infrastructure cost at build out is approximately $31.0 million. Detailed cost estimates
were provided by CTA Surveying & Engineering and include estimates for contingencies and
soft costs, and are summarized in Appendix A. The Developer acknowledges that if actual
infrastructure costs turn out to be higher than the cost estimates provided by CTA Surveying &
Engineering, the Developer recognizes that the infrastructure required to serve the Project will
not change, and the higher cost will be borne by the Developer, as applicable.

Mass Grading

The Project area will require grading which includes clearing and grubbing, excavation, dust
control, retaining walls, and erosion control measures. Total grading work cost is approximately
$1.6 million as referenced in Table 3.

Roadways

The Project contains portions of arterial and collector roads extending from El Dorado County,
including portions of Green Valley Road. Street work costs include clearing and grubbing,
pavement removal, roadway excavation, medians, signage and striping, traffic signals, etc. The
PFFP does not include in-tract subdivision improvements such as internal residential streets as
these internal residential street improvements will be privately funded by the developer and/or
builder. Total street work cost is approximately $3.4 million as referenced in Table 3.

Sanitary Sewer

The Project will be served by the El Dorado Irrigation District (“EID”) for sewer services. The
Project will be required to construct the sewer collection system as part of the overall backbone
infrastructure for the Project. The system is comprised of lift stations, force mains and gravity
sewers. Total sanitary sewer cost is approximately $3.9 million as referenced in Table 3.

Water

EID will serve the Project with water. The proposed water system is comprised of both on-site
and off-site water transmission lines which will connect to EID’s facilities for the delivery of
water. Total water cost is approximately $1.7 million as referenced in Table 3.
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Storm Drainage

Storm drainage improvements have been designed to serve the Project. The improvements will
be constructed with the construction of the roadways and will include improvements such as
drainage pipelines, manholes, and inlets. Total storm drainage cost is approximately $2.8
million as referenced in Table 3.

Other Improvements
The Project will also include other miscellaneous on-site and off-site improvements.

Other on-site improvements include detention pond improvements, dry utilities, and emergency
vehicle accesses and gates. Total cost of these on-site improvements is approximately $1.0
million as referenced in Table 3.

Other off-site improvements include signalization and lighting at the intersections of Green
Valley Road at Deer Valley Road, and at the intersection of Silva Valley Parkway at Appian
Way. Total cost of these off-site improvements is approximately $0.6 million as referenced in
Table 3.

Park and Corridor Improvements

The Project will also include various parks, landscaping, and trail improvement costs. These
improvements include landscaping corridors and lots, parks, a project entrance, paseos, and bike
trails. Total of park and corridor improvement costs including soft costs and contlngency are
approximately $9.2 million as referenced in Table 3.

Public Facilities Fees

County Building Permit Fees

The County building permit fees include general building permit fees, green fee, and a Strong
Motion Instrumentation Program fee. Total County building permit fees are approximately $2.3
million as referenced in Table 4.

County Impact Fees

The County impact fees include transportation mitigation impact fees and rare plant mitigation
fees. Total County impact fees are approximately $14.4 million as referenced in Table 4.

School Fees

The Project is served by the Rescue Union School District for elementary/middle schools and El
Dorado Union School District for high schools. According to the Developer, the school districts
have indicated that there is sufficient existing capacity to serve the Project. The total school fees
calculated is approximately $4.0 million as referenced in Table 4.

Neighborhood/Community Park Fees

The total El Dorado Hills CSD Park Impact Fees for the Project is estimated at approximately
$5.9 million as referenced in Table 4. The Developer is currently in the process of negotiating a
pre-annexation agreement with El Dorado Hills CSD. According to the Developer, discussions
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with El Dorado Hills CSD have indicated that the Developer will receive fee credits for the
construction of park and corridor improvements as seen in Table 6.

Other Agency Fees

There are other agency fees that include El Dorado Hills Fire Department Impact Fees, Safety
Zone Fees, and El Dorado Irrigation District hook up, inspection, and hardware fees. The El
Dorado Hills Fire Department has reviewed the Project and determined it has met its standards
for new development as referenced in the Dixon Ranch Public Review Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Fire department impact fees cover the costs involved with all new development.
Total other agency fees are approximately $21.4 million as referenced in Table 4.

Oak Canopy Mitigation Fee

On May 6, 2008 the Board of Supervisors adopted the Oak Woodland Management Plan and its
implementing ordinance. Its purpose is to establish an Oak Conservation In-Lieu Fee for the
purchase of conservation easements for oak woodland areas. Currently, the status of this in-lieu
fee is in limbo with pending lawsuits.

The Projects Oak Conservation in-Lieu Fee has been estimated at $163,184 as shown in Table 5.
The requirement of this fee is still to be decided and the place holder estimate has been included
for informational purposes only.

IV.  Funding Strategy

All development projects must be able to fund the construction of required infrastructure and
facilities. There are two common ways to fund the large improvement projects that this PFFP
will analyze. These funding sources include payment of fees at building permit and financing of
improvements through a CFD. The building permit fee approach requires upfront funding of
improvements and the developer must wait for a reimbursement or use up fee credits. The CFD
financing method allows for all the properties in the district to pay an annual tax, and raise the
funds upfront for required infrastructure Projects. This method is better served for larger
projects, but with a downside of having to get enough owners willing to be taxed and move
forward to make the payments.

Credits and Reimbursements for Backbone Infrastructure Improvements

Reimbursements for Off-Site Public Improvements

The Developer will build public roadway improvements that are expected to be reimbursed
under the County’s Transportation Impact Mitigation Fee Program (“TIM Fee Program”). The
Developer will be funding the signalization, widening, and re-striping of off-site roadway
improvements that are estimated to provide credit toward the County’s TIM Fee Program of $2.8
million as shown in Table 6. The County and other affected agencies will have to review the
credit and reimbursement estimates provided by the Developer and project engineer. The
Developer acknowledges that material changes in these amounts may affect the Project’s
feasibility.
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Credits for Park Improvements

The Developer is expected to build “Turn Key Parks” within the Project meaning fully
developed and improved land without needing any further improvements to meet the
requirements of the El Dorado Hills Community Services District (“El Dorado Hills CSD”). The
construction of park improvements is estimated to provide $4.2 million in credit toward the total
El Dorado Hills CSD Park Impact fee per CTA Engineering & Surveying as shown in Table 6.

Community Facilities District for Backbone Infrastructure

The CFD will take the form of a multiple-issuance phased CFD. The net bond proceeds can be
used to reimburse developers for infrastructure and/or development impact fees, as determined
by the special taxes specified in the Rate and Method of Apportionment (“RMA”). The CFD
will likely include the creation of five tax zones for each of the five product types and will be
used to fund a portion of the costs and reimbursements for the overall Project. This debt
financing tool can also be used to reimburse property owners for advance funded public
infrastructure.

The total tax rate for Age Restricted units will not exceed 1.55% to stay competitive with rates
for other Age Restricted communities. The total tax rate for SFR units will not exceed 1.60%.

An initial bond proceeds estimate was completed using assumptions based on the following: 30
year term, 5.5% interest rate, a 2% special tax escalator, and two bond issuances. Two series of
bond issuances were assumed with the second series of bonds being issued two years after the
initial bond issuance. Under this scenario, the total CFD revenue estimated would be split
equally between each series of bonds. Total net bond proceeds are estimated at $18.2 million as
shown in Table 7.

V. Development Impact Fees

There is a number of different development impact fees associated with a development Project.
In the Project there are public facilities fees, services fees, reimbursement fees, school fees, and
backbone infrastructure costs (if not funded with a CFD). Services fees are collected by the
County to directly reimburse for expenses related to the Project (i.e. plan check fees, building
permit fees, etc.). In some instances, landowners/developers may be eligible for fee credits if
infrastructure has been built by that developer.

VI. Landscape and Lighting Assessment District

The Developer will form a Landscape and Lighting Assessment District (“LLAD”) to finance the
cost of operating and maintaining street lighting in public areas of the Project. The El Dorado
Hills Community Services District will maintain Lot A (Village Park) and a portion of Lot E
(Open Space), while an HOA will maintain the remaining parks and open space within the
Project. An annual assessment established by County Service Area #9 will fund road
maintenance within the Project. An Engineer’s Report will need to be approved at the time of
formation of the LLAD, establishing a method of assessment, a maximum assessment amount,
and any escalation factors that will be used to allow the annual assessments to keep pace with
inflation. A placeholder annual assessment estimate of $100 per unit will be used until an
Engineer’s Report indicates the proper amount. The Developer acknowledges that if additional
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costs are required to be funded through a LLAD or CSA, the additional assessment may affect
the Mello-Roos bonding capacity reflected in this PFFP.

VII. Community Facilities District for County Services

The Project will form a Community Facilities District to fund any shortfalls in revenues for
services that the County will provide to the Project. As per the Fiscal Impact Analysis, the
Dixon Ranch Project will form a Community Facilities District that will generate approximately
$140,044 in revenue corresponding to $231.86 per residential unit toward the County’s General
Fund for the cost of additional services.

VIII. Tax Burden

The property tax bill in California includes two types of taxes/assessments. The first is an “ad
valorem” tax which is a tax amount, or percentage, based on the value of the property. Real
property is assessed, or appraised for ad valorem tax purposes by local government, at the
municipal or county level. This assessment is made up of two components (i) the improvement
and/or building value, and (ii) the land value. The general ad valorem base tax is 1.0% of the
property’s assessed value. Other public agencies may issue bonds, upon voter approval, for the
funding of public improvements such as school sites, road improvements, or parks, thus
increasing the ad valorem rate in order to repay the outstanding bonds.

The other type of tax is called a special tax and/or assessment. These special taxes/assessments
are levied by the local government to provide funding for local improvements or public services
resulting in a general or “special” benefit to the property being levied. These amounts are not
“ad valorem” taxes and are not based on the value of the property. The methodology by which
the taxes/assessments are levied against a property are determined in an engineer’s report, rate
and method of assessment, or other document, which has been adopted or filed with the local
agency providing the local improvement or service to the property. The following are a few
special assessments which are commonly levied against recently developed communities;
Reclamation District, Special Assessment Districts and a CFD.

The combination of ad valorem taxes and special taxes/assessments should be below a 2.0%
burden, when compared to home valuation. Appendix E.4 breaks down the ad valorem and
special/tax assessments for all the residential land uses for the Project.

IX. Implementation

This Public Facilities Financing Plan is an outline of the potential costs and funding mechanisms
that the Project can anticipate.

This document considers the formation of a CFD to fund the Project’s backbone infrastructure
costs and/or development impact fees. The CFD may fund all or a portion of the cost and/or fee
amounts, and will be further discussed in the formation documents. The formation of a CFD
would authorize the County to levy a special tax on all the taxable property within the CFD as
described in the formation documents. Mello-Roos special taxes would be collected in the same
time and manner as property taxes and could be used to pay debt service on bonds sold or may
be used to pay directly for public infrastructure improvements or services.

A Development Agreement is still under negotiation and details are not available at this time.
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X. Conclusion

This PFFP shows that given the discussed assumptions, the Dixon Ranch Project is generally
considered to be within the range of what is considered “feasible”.

One-Time Cost Burden

The first measure of feasibility that this PFFP examines is the total one-time cost burden of the
project. The total cost burden includes all backbone infrastructure costs, development impact
fees, and other mitigation fees less credits/reimbursements and CFD bond proceeds.

A cost burden as a percent of the unit’s sales price within the range of 15% to 20% is generally
considered feasible based on industry guidelines and DPFG experience. Table 8 shows overall
cost burden of the Project for each unit type. A summary of the one-time cost burden as a
percent of each unit type’s estimated sale price is seen below in Figure 1.

Figure 1

Cost Burden as % of Unit Sales Price
Residential Land Use
Age Restricted Small Lot 15.8%
Age Restricted Large Lot 14.4%
Village Small Lot 18.5%
Village Large Lot 16.1%
Hillside 12.9%
Hillside Custom 11.6%
Estate 10.3%
Estate Large Lot 9.6%

All the residential land uses fall within the range of feasibility (15% to 20%) as seen in Figure 1
and Table 8.

Total Effective Tax Rate

The second measure of feasibility that this PFFP examines is the annual tax burden of the
residential land uses within the project. These rates are calculated by analyzing the estimated
total taxes, which include Mello-Roos special taxes and assessment, as a percentage of the
estimated home price of each unit type. The Developer has structured the proposed CFD so that
total effective tax rates do not exceed a certain percentage so the Project can remain competitive
with other developments in El Dorado Hills. Total tax rates for age restricted units will not
exceed 1.55% while total tax rates for all other residential land uses will not exceed 1.60%.
Appendix E.1 analyzes the proposed CFD and total effective tax rates for each land use.

Next Steps

The assumptions used in this report need to be discussed with the County and are based on
additional reports/analysis to finalize the estimates. Table 2 illustrates a summary of all the
costs and funding sources for the Project.
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The steps moving forward to finalize the assumptions in this report include a fiscal impact
analysis, approval/update of proposed capital facilities, and the approval/update of
parks/recreation facilities. Other items that are anticipated in this report are reimbursement
agreements from other fee programs, an infrastructure CFD, and services CFD. The ground
work described in this proposed PFFP illustrates how the Project can develop and remain
competitive with other El Dorado Hills projects.
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Table 1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Land Use Summary - Total Project

Land Use Summary Acres Total Units
Developable Land Uses
Residential
Age Restricted Small Lot - 80
Age Restricted Large Lot - 80
Village Small Lot - 149
Village Large Lot - 173
Hillside - 54
Hillside Custom - 58
Estate - 5
Estate Large Lot - 5
152.98 604
Subtotal Developable Land Uses ' 152.98 604
Other Land Uses
Parks 11.14 -
Clubhouse 0.87 -
Open Space 67.59 -
Landscape Lots 6.28 -
Roadways 36.13 -
Lift Station 0.27 -
122.28 -
Subtotal Other Land Uses 122.28 -
TOTAL LAND USES ' 275.26 604
Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Table 2
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Summary of Project Costs

Gross Project Cost Summary Reference Table Total
Gross Backbone Infrastructure Costs Table 3 $31,009,568
Gross Development Impact Fees Table 4 48,447,222
Gross Other Fees/Costs Table 5 163,184
Total Gross Project Costs (a) $79,619,974
Net Project Cost Burden Reference Table Amount
Fee Credits and Reimbursements
Less Est. Fee Credits/Reimbursements Table 6 (57,067,526)
Less Est. Net CFD Bond Proceeds Table 7 (18,273,228)
Total Fee Credits and Reimbursements (b) ($25,340,755)
Total Net One-Time Project Costs (c)=(a) - (b) $ 54,279,219

Prepared by DPFG

9/4/2015
14-1617 3F 85 of 130



Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Table 3
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Estimated Gross Backbone Infrastructure Costs

Prepared by DPFG

Gross Backbone Improvements Total Cost

Mass Grading

On-Site Mass Grading $1,132,740

Off-Site Mass Grading $461,575
Subtotal Mass Grading $1,594,315
Streets & Miscellaneous

On-Site Street & Miscellaneous $1,827,844

Off-Site Streets & Miscellaneous $1,576,600
Subtotal Streets & Miscellaneous $3,404,444
Drainage

On-Site Drainage $2,619,333

Off-Site Drainage $192,789
Subtotal Drainage $2,812,122
Sanitary Sewer

On-Site Sanitary Sewer $2,007,876

Off-Site Sanitary Sewer $1,919,483
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer $3,927,359
Water

On-Site Water $542,360

Off-Site Water $1,233,071
Subtotal Water $1,775,431
Soft Costs & Contingency

On-Site Soft Costs & Contingency $3,587,241

Off-Site Soft Costs & Contingency $3,063,265
Subtotal Soft Costs & Contingency $6,650,505
Other On-Site Improvements

On-Site Detention Pond Improvements $180,000

On-Site Dry Utilities - Mainline $675,000

On-Site Emergency Vehicle Accesses & Gates $212,900
Subtotal Other On-Site Improvements $1,067,900
Other Off-Site Improvements

Traffic Signals $600,000
Subtotal Other Off-Site Improvements $600,000
Subtotal Backbone Costs $21,832,076
Park & Corridor Improvements

Project Entrance Gates & Landscape $2,895,964

Village Park & Par Course $2,343,701

Neighborhood Park $485,310

Clubhouse S0

Trails & Recreational Facilities $877,537

Soft Costs & Contingency $2,574,980
Subtotal Park & Corridor Improvements $9,177,492

Total Backbone Improvements $31,009,568

Source: Appendix A
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Table 4

Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan

Gross Building Permit and Development Impact Fee Summary

Age R i Age R i vill I vill illsi

FEE CATEGORY ge Restricted ge Restricted illage Sma illage Large Hillside Hillside Estate Estate Total
Small Lot Large Lot Lot Lot Custom Large Lot

Subtotal Building Permit Fees $2,863 $2,863 $3,604 $4,309 $5,156 $5,156 $5,579 $5,579 $2,373,713

Subtotal County Development Impact Fees $11,086 $11,086 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526  $14,439,304

Subtotal School Fees $881 $881 $7,128 $8,613 $10,395 $10,395 $11,286 $11,286 $3,970,221

Subtotal Park Fees $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $5,922,824

Subtotal Other Agency Fees $35,118 $35,118 $35,727 $36,307 $37,003 $37,003 $37,351 $37,351  $21,741,160

Total Gross Development Impact Fees Per Unit $59,754 $59,754 $84,791 $87,561 $90,886 $90,886 $92,548 $92,548 -

Units 80 80 149 173 54 58 5 5 604

Total Gross Development Impact Fees $4,780,333 $4,780,333 $12,633,807 $15,148,073  $4,907,827  $5,271,369 $462,740 $462,740  $48,447,222

Source: Appendix B

Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015

14-1617 3F 87 of 130



Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Table 5
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Other Project Costs Summary

Other Costs Summary Reference Table Total Cost
1. Oak Tree Mitigation Fee Appendix C.1 $163,184
Other Costs Total $163,184
Notes:

Ability to utilize mitigation fee is TBD. Placeholder value provided for
informational purposes only.

Source:
Mann Made Resources
Arborist Report for Dixon Ranch Oak Tree Canopy Mitigation Plan
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Table 6
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Backbone Infrastructure Credit and Reimbursement Summary

Total Credit and
Backbone Improvements Reimbursement

Off-Site Public Improvements

Mass Grading (5461,575)
Streets & Miscellaneous (51,273,707)
Drainage ($128,500)
Sanitary Sewer : (57,200)
Water TBD
Subtotal Off-Site Public Improvements (51,870,982)
Contingency (25%) (5467,746)
Soft Costs (28%) ($523,875)
Total Off-Site Improvements ($2,862,602)

Park & Corridor Improvements

Project Entrance Gates & Landscape TBD
Village Park & Par Course (100% Credit) (62,343,701)
Neighborhood Park (50% Credit) (5242,655)
Clubhouse TBD
Trails & Recreational Facilities (50% Credit) (5438,769)
Subtotal Park & Corridor Improvements ($3,025,125)
Contingency (15%) (5453,769)
Soft Costs (24%) ($726,030)
Total Parks & Corridors Improvements ($4,204,924)
Total Credits and Reimbursements ($7,067,526)

Source: Appendix D
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Table 7
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
CFD Bond Sizing Analysis Summary

TaxZone 1 TaxZone 2 TaxZone 3 TaxZone 4 Tax Zone 5
CFD Assumpti s
ptions PROJECT Age Restricted Village Small Lot Village Large Lot Hillside Estate
Total Lots Included in CFD 604 160 149 173 112 10
Avg. Unit Size 2,631 1,875 2,400 2900 3,500 3,800
Avg. Home Price $586,513 $510,500 $528,000 $596,000 $734,000 $843,000
Avg. Ad-Valorem Tax $6,293 $5,477 $5,665 $6,394 $7,875 $9,045
Avg. Total Special Taxes $666 $666 $666 $666 $666 $666
Avg. Proposed CFD Special Tax $2,358 $1,770 $2,117 $2,476 $3,203 $3,778
Avg. Total Taxes $9,317 $7,913 $8,448 $9,536 $11,744 $13,488
Avg. Total Tax Rate 1.59% 1.55% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60%
Gross Bond Amount (estimate) $21,975,000 - - - - -
Total Net Bond Proceeds (a) $18,273,228 $3,632,945 $4,047,462 $5,494,954 $4,613,204 $484,664
Total Net Bond Proceeds Per Unit (a) $30,254 $22,706 $27,164 $31,763 $41,189 $48,466

Source: Appendix E

Note:
(a) Total net bond proceeds for each tax zone is proportional to the CFD revenue generated by each tax zone.
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Table 8
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Overall Project Cost Burden

. . Age Restricted Age Restricted Village Village L Hillside Estate Large
R | Hillsid E
esidential Summary Small Lot Large Lot Small Lot Large Lot fiside Custom state Lot

Average Per Unit Sales Price $488,000 $533,000 $528,000 $596,000 $695,000 $773,000 $813,000 $873,000
Gross Backbone Infrastructure [1] $51,340 $51,340 $51,340 $51,340 $51,340 $51,340 $51,340 $51,340
Gross Development Impact Fees [2] $59,754 $59,754 $84,791 $87,561 $90,886 $90,886 $92,548 $92,548
Gross "Other Costs" [3] $270 $270 $270 $270 $270 $270 $270 $270
Estimated Fee Credits/Reimbursements [4] ($11,701) ($11,701) ($11,701) ($11,701) ($11,701) ($11,701) ($11,701) ($11,701)
Dixon Ranch Developer/CFD [5] ($22,706) ($22,706) ($27,164) ($31,763) ($41,189) ($41,189) ($48,466) ($48,466)
TOTAL COST BURDEN $76,958 $76,958 $97,536 $95,708 $89,606 $89,606 $83,991 $83,991
Cost Burden as % of Unit Sales Price 15.8% 14.4% 18.5% 16.1% 12.9% 11.6% 10.3% 9.6%
Footnotes:

[1] Table 2

[2] Table 4

[3] Table 5

[4] Table 6

[5] Table 7
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Appendix A.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Onsite Infrastructure Summary

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total
Item . . A
Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost
Onsite Public Improvements
Mass Grading $811,522 SO $811,522
Street & Miscellaneous $580,982 S0 $580,982
Drainage $1,427,667 S0 $1,427,667
Sanitary Sewer $2,007,876 SO $2,007,876
Domestic Water $542,360 i) $542,360
Dry Utility Mainline $675,000 S0 $675,000
Subtotal $6,045,407 SO $6,045,407
Contingency (15%) $906,811 $0 $906,811
Soft Costs (24%) $1,450,898 SO $1,450,898
Total $8,403,116 $o $8,403,116
Onsite Private Improvements
Mass Grading $321,218 SO $321,218
Street & Miscellaneous $1,246,862 SO $1,246,862
Drainage $1,191,666 S0 $1,191,666
EVA's $212,900 SO $212,900
Detention Ponds $180,000 S0 $180,000
Subtotal $3,152,646 S0 $7,411,457
Contingency (15%) $472,897 S0 $472,897
Soft Costs (24%) $756,635 S0 $756,635
Total $4,382,178 $0 $4,382,178
Park and Corridor Improvements’
Landscape & Project Entrance/Gates $2,595,952 $300,012 $2,895,964
Village Park and Par Course $2,343,701 SO $2,343,701
Neighborhood Park SO $485,310 $485,310
Trails and Recreation Facilities $738,296 $139,241 $877,537
Clubhouse $0 S0 $0
Subtotal $5,677,949 $924,563 $6,602,512
Contingency (15%) $851,692 $138,684 $990,377
Soft Costs (24%) $1,362,708 $221,895 $1,584,603
Total $7,892,349 $1,285,143 $9,177,492
Total Onsite Infrastructure Costs $20,677,643 $1,285,143 $21,962,785

Source:

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Costs and Reimbursement Summary
Dixon Ranch - Backbone Infrastructure (June 8, 2015)

CTA Engineering & Surveying
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Appendix A.2
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Offsite Infrastructure Summary

Improvement Cost

Green Valley Road at A Drive (Widening & Signalization)

Grading $59,700
Streets & Miscellaneous $465,440
Drainage $37,428
Subtotal Green Valley Road at A Drive (Widening & Signalization) $562,568

Green Valley Road at C Drive (Widening)

Grading $13,125
Streets & Miscellaneous $89,167
Drainage $22,161
Subtotal Green Valley Road at C Drive (Widening) $124,453

Green Valley Road at El Dorado Hills Blvd (Lane Additions & Signal Modification]

Grading $328,000
Streets & Miscellaneous $838,097
Drainage $120,000
Subtotal Green Valley Road at El Dorado Hills Blvd (Lane Additions & Signal Modification) $1,286,097

Green Valley Road at Loch Way (Two-way left Turn Lane)

Grading $60,750
Streets & Miscellaneous $183,896
Drainage $13,200
Subtotal Green Valley Road at Loch Way (Two-way left Turn Lane) $257,846
Offsite Sewer (Includes $7,200 for sewer improvements at Green Valley Road and El Dorado Hills Blvd) $1,919,483
Offsite Water $1,233,071
Sub-Total Offsite Public Improvements $5,383,518
Contingency (25%) $1,345,880
Soft Costs (28%) $1,507,385
Total $8,236,783

Traffic Signals

Green Valley Road at Deer Valley Road (Signalization & Lighting) $300,000
Silva Valley Parkway at Appian Way (Signalization & Lighting) $300,000
Sub-Total Traffic Signals $600,000
Contingency (20%) $120,000
Soft Costs (15%) $90,000
Total Traffic Signals $810,000
Total Offsite Infrastructure $9,046,783
Source:

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Costs and Reimbursement Summary
Dixon Ranch - Backbone Infrastructure (June 8, 2015)
CTA Engineering & Surveying
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Appendix B.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
D Impact Fee Sur y Detail
Plan Name Age Restricted Small Lot Age Restricted Large Lot Village Small Lot Viliage Large Lot Hillside Hillside Custom Estate Estate Large Lot
Average Unit Square Footage 1,875 1,875 2,400 2,900 3,500 3,500 3,800 3,800
Average Unit Price 1 $ 488,000 $ 533,000 $ 528,000 $ 596,000 $ 695,000 $ 773,000 $ 813,000 $ 873,000
Total Units 80 80 149 173 54 58 5 5 604
Garage Square Footage 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
El Dorado County Notes Per Unit Total
Valuation [2] $ 225,960 $ 225,960 $ 284,424 $ 340,104 $ 406,920 $ 406,920 $ 440,328 S 440,328
Building Permit Fees
Building Permit Fee 3] 2,825 2,825 3,555 4,251 5,087 5,087 5,504 5,504 2,341,864
Strong Motion Instrumentation Program Fee (4] 29 29 37 44 53 53 57 57 24,355
Green Fee [5] 9 9 11 14 16 16 18 18 7,494
Subtotal S 2,863 S 2,863 $ 3,604 $ 4,309 $ 5,156 $ 5,156 $ 5579 $ 5579 $ 2,373,713
County Development impact Fees
Transportation Mitigation Impact Fee - Local Component [6] 8,870 8,870 23,340 23,340 23,340 23,340 23,340 23,340 11,782,160
Transportation Mitigation Impact Fee - Highway 50 6] 1,830 1,830 4,800 4,800 4,800 4,800 4,800 4,800 2,424,000
Rare Plant Mitigation Fee 7] 386 386 386 386 386 386 386 386 233,144
Subtotal $ 11,086 $ 11,086 $ 28526 $ 28,526 $ 28,526 $ 28,526 $ 28,526 $ 28,526 $ 14,439,304
School Fees
Elementary School - Rescue Union School District Fee 8] 537.56 537.56 4,344 5,249 6,335 6,335 6,878 6,878 2,419,643
High School - El Dorado Union School District Fee (9] 343.69 343.69 2,784 3,364 4,060 4,060 4,408 4,408 1,550,578
Subtotal $ 881 § 881 $ 7128 § 8613 § 10395 $ 10,395 $ 11,286 $ 11,286 $ 3,970,221
Park Fees
El Dorado Hills CSD Park Impact Fee [10] 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 5,922,824
Subtotal $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 5,922,824
Other Agency Fees
El Dorado Hills Fire Department Impact Fee [11] 2,175 2,175 2,784 3,364 4,060 4,060 4,408 4,408 1,843,588
Ei Dorado Hills Safety Zone [12] 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 129,860
El Dorado Irrigation District Water Hook-up Fee [13] 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 11,305,672
Ei Dorado Irrigation District Wastewater Hook-up Fee [14} 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 7,923,876
El Dorado Irrigation District Wastewater Inspection Fee [14] 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 87,580
El Dorado Irrigation District Water Meter Hardware Fee [15]} 746 746 746 746 746 746 746 746 450,584
Subtotal $ 35,118 $ 35,118 $ 35727 % 36,307 S 37,003 $ 37,003 $ 37,351 § 37,351 § 21,741,160
Total Fees $ 59,754 $ 59,754 $ 84,791 $ 87,561 $ 90,886 $ 90,886 $ 92,548 $ 92,548 $ 48,447,222
Impact Fee Burden as % of Unit Sales Price 12.24% 11.21% 16.06% 14.69% 13.08% 11.76% 11.38% 10.60%
Footnotes:
{1]  Estimated home values based on a market study performed by the Gregory Group and Developer estimates.
[2] AsperVal Table published by | Code Council using a VB level. (08/01/2014)
[3] $0.0125 per $1.00 of valuation as per Resolution 180-2007: Building Fee Schedule. (07/10/2007)
[4]  $0.0001 per $1.00 of valuation as per El Dorado County Development Services Department. (10/01/2014)
[S]  $1.00 per $25,000 of valuation as per El Dorado County Development Services Department. (10/01/2014)
[6] As per Traffic Impact Fee Comparison (Zone 8). Lower fees for age restricted homes. (04/13/2012)
[7] Mitigation Area 2 Rate (EID Service Area) as per E| Dorado County Planning Services pursuant to Resolution 205-98. (07/28/1998)
[8] Elementary school fee is $1.81 per square foot. Age restricted housing pays commercial rate of $0.287 per square foot. Fees will be adjusted again by the SAB in January 2016 Per El Dorado County Office of D Fee Handbook (9/16/2014)
[9] High school fee is $1.16 per square foot. Age restricted housing pays commercial rate of $0.183 per square foot. Fees will be adjusted again by the SAB in January 2016 Per El Dorado County Office of ton D Fee (9/16/2014)

[10] Assumes Developer to build "turnkey" parks per TBD agreement with EI Dorado Hills CSD. For infor

Possible "residual" fee obligation of $3,060,222 or $5,066 per unit calculated by taking the difference between park impact fees and the estimated reimbursement.
[11] $1.16 per Sq. Ft. as per El Dorado Hills Fire Department Fee Schedule. (02/17/2010)

[12] As per El Dorado County Development Services Department, Residential Permit Fee Worksheet. (10/01/2014)
[13] The fee for potable only plumbing with a 1" meter. El Dorado Irrigation District Facility Capacity Charges and Fees. (1/27/2015)

[14] As per El Dorado Irrigation District Facility Capacity Charges and Fees. (1/27/2015)

the total

[15] Cost of 3/4-inch potable water meter including installation as per Kim Nethercott of El Dorado Irrigation District. (01/17/2014)

Prepared by DPFG
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Appendix C.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Oak Canopy Mitigation Fee

Meeting Oak Canopy Cover Retention Standards

Acres of Oak Cost per
Canopy Removed Acre Multiplier Total Fee
448 S 4,700 1 S 21,056

In Excess of Oak Canopy Cover Retention Standards

Acres of Oak Cost per
Canopy Removed Acre Multiplier Total Fee
15.12 S 4,700 2 $142,128
Total Fee S 163,184
Notes:

Ability to utilize mitigation fee is TBD. Placeholder value provided
for informational purposes only.
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Appendix D.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Reimbursement Summary Detail

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total
Item Estimated Estimated Estimated
Reimbursement Reimbursement Reimbursement
Onsite Public Improvements
Mass Grading TBD TBD TBD
Street & Miscellaneous TBD TBD TBD
Drainage TBD TBD TBD
Sanitary Sewer TBD TBD TBD
Domestic Water TBD TBD TBD
Village Park and Par Course (2,343,701) TBD (2,343,701)
Dry Utility Mainline TBD TBD TBD
Subtotal , _ (2,343,701) TBD (2,343,701)
Contingency (15%) (351,555) TBD (351,555)
Soft Costs (24%) (562,488) TBD (562,488)
Total (3,257,744) TBD (3,257,744)
Onsite Private Improvements
Mass Grading TBD TBD TBD
Street & Miscellaneous TBD TBD TBD
Drainage TBD TBD TBD
EVA's TBD TBD TBD
Detention Ponds TBD TBD TBD
Trails and Recreation Facilities (369,148) (69,621) (438,769)
Landscape & Project Entrance/Gates TBD TBD TBD
Neighborhood Park TBD (242,655) (242,655)
Subtotal (369,148) (312,276) (681,424)
Contingency (15%) (55,372) (46,841) (102,214)
Soft Costs (24%) (88,596) (74,946) (163,542)
Total (513,116) (434,064) {947,179)
Offsite Public Improvements
Mass Grading (461,575) TBD (461,575)
Street & Miscellaneous (1,273,707) TBD (1,273,707)
Drainage (128,500) TBD (128,500)
Sanitary Sewer (7,200) TBD (7,200)
Water TBD TBD TBD
Traffic Signals TBD TBD TBD
Subtotal (1,870,982) TBD (1,870,982)
Contingency {25%) (467,746) TBD (467,746)
Soft Costs (28%) (523,875) TBD (523,875)
Total (2,862,602) TBD (2,862,602)
Total Reimbursements (6,633,463) (434,064) (7,067,526)

Source:

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Costs and Reimbursement Summary
Dixon Ranch - Backbone Infrastructure {June 8, 2015)

CTA Engineering & Surveying
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Appendix E.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
CFD Bond Sizing and Estimated Annual Bond Debt Service

Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Preferred Scenario

LAND USE INFORMATION TOTAL TAX RATE ANALYSIS BOND SIZING ANALYSIS
Ad Other Charges, Proposed Total
Estimated Valorem Assessment CFD Total Total Proposed
Home Tax Rate and Special Tax per Tax per Tax CFD
Plan Units Unit Size Price 1.0729% Taxes Unit Unit Rate Revenues
(a) (b} (e} (d)
Series 1 Bond Escalating
Special Tax (2%}
Total Proposed Annual CFD Revenue $712,139]
TaxZone 1 Priority Admin ($30,000);
Age Restricted Smali Lot 80 1,875 488,000 5,236 666 $ 1,662 7,564 1.55% 132,934 Net annual revenue $682,139
Age Restricted Large Lot 80 1,875 $33,000 5,719 666 1,877 8,262 1.55% 150,170
Total 160 1,875 B 510,500 5477 $ 666 § 1,720 § 7,913 1.55% 283,164 Bond Amount 5.5% Interest,
30 Year Term, 29 Year Amortization $10,740,000
Reserve Fund (Maximum Annual Debt Service) (5833,042)|
Tax Zone 2 Capitalized Interest {12 months} ($590,719))
Village Small Lot 149 2,400 528,000 5,665 666 2,117 8,448 1.60% 315,473 Underwriter Discount (2.00%) ($214,800)
Total 149 2,400 $ 528,000 5665 $ 666 $ 2,117 $ 8,448 1.60% 315,473 Cost of Issuance ($250,000)
Net Construction Proceeds $ 8,851,439
Tax Zone 3 Net Construction Proceeds Per Unit $ 14,655
Village Large Lot 173 2,800 596,000 6,394 666 2,476 9,536 1.60% 428,295
Total 173 2300 596,000 6394 § 666 $ 2,476 $ 9,536 1.60% 428,295 Series 2 Bond Escalating
Special Tax (2%}
Totat Proposed Annual CFD Revenue $712,139
Tax Zone 4 Priority Admin $0
Hillside 54 3,500 695,000 7,457 666 2,998 11,120 1.60% 161,866 Net annual revenue $712,139
Hillside Custom 58 3,500 773,000 8,294 666 3,409 12,368 1.60% 197,702
Total 112 3,500 $ 734,000 7875 § 666 $ 3,203 $ 11,744 1.60% 359,569 Bond Amount 5.5% Interest,
30 Year Term, 29 Year Amortization $11,235,000
Reserve Fund {10% of Bond Amount) (5870,941)
TaxZone S Capitalized Interest (12 months) {$617,570)
Estate s 3,800 813,000 8,723 666 3,620 13,008 1.60% 18,098 Underwriter Discount (2.00%) ($224,700)|
Estate Large Lot 5 3,800 873,000 9,366 666 3,936 13,968 1.60% 19,679 Cost of Issuance ($100,000)
Total 10 3,800 $ 843,000 9,045 $ 666 $ 3,778 $ 13,488 1.60% 37,776
Net Construction Proceeds $ 9,421,790
Net Construction Proceeds Per Unit $ 15,599
TOTAL 604 2631 586,513 5293__S 666 S 2358 § 9,317 1.59% 1,424,278 Net Construction Proceeds 318,273,228
Series 1 Bond CFD Revenue 712,139 Net Construction Proceeds Per Unit 30,254
Series 2 Bond CFD Revenue 712,139
Footnotes:
(a) Based on pricing from Developer
{b) Ad Valorem taxes are based on information from County Assessor Office
(c) Other charges and assessments based on information from County Assessor Office
552 CSA#10 Solid Waste $17
585 CSA#9 Road Zone 98137 $275
622 CSA10 HSE Hazard Waste $3
623 Library Fee Zone D $25
685 CSA7 Ambulance W Slope $25
LLAD Estimate $100
Services CFD $221
Total $666
(d) Age restricted rate based on comparable age restricted communities. SFR rate was solved for a total tax rate of 1.6%.
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Scenario 2: Full Buildout

Appendix E.4

Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan

Current Tax Bill Information

General Tax

Agency Rate
Prop 13 1.0000%
Rescue Elem Bond - Elect 98 0.0334%
EDHUS Bond - Election 1997 0.0055%
EDHUS Bond - Election 2008 0.0159%
Los Rios College Bond - 2002 0.0108%
Los Rios College Bond - 2008 0.0073%
Total Ad-Valorem Tax 1.0729%
Direct Charges

Agency Rate
552 CSA#10 Solid Waste $17
585 CSA#9 Road Zone 98137 $275
622 CSA10 HSE Hazard Waste $3
623 Library Fee Zone D $25
685 CSA7 Ambulance W Slope $25
Total Special Taxes $345
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Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

4380 AUBURN BOULEVARD
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95841
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Executive Summary

The Development Planning and Financing Group, Inc. (“DPFG”) was retained to prepare this
Public Facilities Financing Plan (“PFFP”) on behalf of The True Life Companies (“Developer”)
as a strategy to fund the required backbone infrastructure, public facilities, development impact
fees, and maintenance costs required to serve the land uses in the Dixon Ranch Project (the
“Project”).

Based on peer review comments provided by Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. (“GCG”) on the
initial first draft of the PFFP dated January 13, 2015, DPFG has prepared two different scenarios
to evaluate Project impacts under restrictions inherent to Oak Woodland Policy 7.4.4.4. Scenario
1 will include only those land uses permitted pursuant to Option A of the Oak Woodland Policy,
which coincides with Phase 1 of the Project and Scenario 2 will include land uses assuming a full
project buildout. This document has also been updated to address comments provided by GCG
on a second draft dated July 15, 2015, and a meeting with the County and Goodwin Consulting
Group on August 24, 2015.

This version of the PFFP examines Project impacts under Scenario 1 assuming that only Phase 1
will be built satisfying option A of the Oak Woodland Policy.

This PFFP utilizes two measures to determine if the Project is feasible and competitive compared
to other developments. The two feasibility measures include a one-time cost burden analysis as
well as an annual tax burden analysis.

The total gross development costs for the Project is approximately $61.8 million, comprised of
$29.7 million in gross backbone infrastructure, $32.0 million in gross development impact fees,
and $20,633 in other fees.

This gross cost burden is offset by approximately $6.6 million in existing fee programs that will
result in a reimbursement and/or fee credit to developers who build those improvements and
approximately $11.3 million in Community Facilities District (“CFD”’) bond proceeds.

After these credit and reimbursement adjustments, the net one-time Project costs are
approximately $43.8 million.

The Project has an overall anticipated tax burden of 1.58% of the assessed home value that
includes school district general obligation bonds, an assessment to fund library services, and
several County Service Areas that provide solid waste, hazardous waste, road maintenance, and
ambulance services. The Project is also proposing the formation of a Landscape and Lighting
District (“LLAD”), a CFD to fund backbone infrastructure improvements and development
impact fees, and a CFD to fund County services.
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I. Introduction

Purpose of Report

This PFFP report was prepared for the Developer by DPFG as a strategy to fund costs required to
develop and serve the land uses in the approved Project. The findings will provide a clear
understanding of the Project feasibility, financing opportunities, and overall costs associated with
the Project.

Organization of Report

The report will look at all costs associated with the development of the properties located in the
Project. Cost items include; (i) backbone infrastructure, (ii) public facilities, and (iii)
development impact fees. Once all cost items are broken down, the report will analyze the
feasibility of the Project and ability to develop through build out.

II. Project Description

Location, Land Uses, and Population Assumptions

The Project consists of approximately 193 acres located within El Dorado County (“County”),
within the El Dorado Hills Community Region Boundary area. The Project site is generally
bordered by Green Valley Road, near its intersection with Malcom Dixon Road, to the north, and
adjacent to subdivisions including Green Springs Ranch to the east and southeast, Serrano to the
southwest, and Highland View to the west.

The Project is proposing to add a total of 410 residential units to the County. Table 1 shows the
breakdown of land uses within the Project for both residential and non-residential land uses
which includes parks, open space, landscape roadways, a lift station, and a club house.

The residential uses consist of Age Restricted and Single Family Residential (“SFR”) units. Age
Restricted units make up approximately 32% of the residential units while the remaining being
SFR units of varying lot sizes. The Age Restricted units are located within the center of the plan
area surrounded by SFR units, with the larger custom sized lots bordering the plan area.

There is an additional 5+ acre lot included in the project application that will be retained as an
existing residence. For purposes of this report, this lot will be excluded since the residence
already exists.

Non-residential land uses include a club house that will provide various amenities to the Age
Restricted community within the Project, a village park, and open space that will be accessible
by the community.

Phasing of the Project

Under Scenario 1, the Project is expected to build out over an extended period of time in one
phase. Although only the final buildout of Phase 1 is illustrated in this PFFP, the Developer
acknowledges that:

1. The Developer will be fully funding all public improvements pursuant to phasing
requirements set forth in the Development Agreement or other such agreement that sets
forth such requirements.
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2. The Developer will be subject to reimbursement if and when other sources of funding
become available to apply to infrastructure costs.

3. The Developer recognizes that a delayed Project absorption and, therefore, delayed
funding from Mello-Roos or impact fee reimbursements are a risk of development and
the County has no obligation to fund or reimburse improvement costs until funding
becomes available.

III. Development Improvement Costs

Backbone Infrastructure Costs

Backbone infrastructure costs include the entire major infrastructure that is required to serve the
Project. These items are constructed by the landowner and include mass grading, roadways,
sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage and landscape/walls/trails. Table 3 breaks down the
estimated total cost of the estimates by infrastructure category for the Project. The total gross
backbone infrastructure cost at build out is approximately $29.7 million. Detailed cost estimates
were provided by CTA Surveying & Engineering and include estimates for contingencies and
soft costs, and are summarized in Appendix A. The Developer acknowledges that if actual
infrastructure costs turn out to be higher than the cost estimates provided by CTA Surveying &
Engineering, the Developer recognizes that the infrastructure required to serve the Project will
not change, and the higher cost will be borne by the Developer, as applicable.

Mass Grading

The Project area will require grading which includes clearing and grubbing, excavation, dust
control, retaining walls, and erosion control measures. Total grading work cost is approximately
$1.6 million as referenced in Table 3.

Roadways

The Project contains portions of arterial and collector roads extending from El Dorado County,
including portions of Green Valley Road. Street work costs include clearing and grubbing,
pavement removal, roadway excavation, medians, signage and striping, traffic signals, etc. The
PFFP does not include in-tract subdivision improvements such as internal residential streets as
these internal residential street improvements will be privately funded by the developer and/or
builder. Total street work cost is approximately $3.4 million as referenced in Table 3.

Sanitary Sewer

The Project will be served by the El Dorado Irrigation District (“EID”) for sewer services. The
Project will be required to construct the sewer collection system as part of the overall backbone
infrastructure for the Project. The system is comprised of a lift station, force mains, and gravity
sewers. Total sanitary sewer cost is approximately $3.9 million as referenced in Table 3.
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Water

EID will serve the Project with water. The proposed water system is comprised of both on-site
and off-site water transmission lines which will connect to EID’s facilities for the delivery of
water. Total water cost is approximately $1.8 million as referenced in Table 3.

Storm Drainage

Storm drainage improvements have been designed to serve the Project. The improvements will
be constructed with the construction of the roadways and will include improvements such as
drainage pipelines, manholes, and inlets. Total storm drainage cost is approximately $2.8
million as referenced in Table 3.

Other Improvements
The Project will also include other miscellaneous on-site and off-site improvements.

Other on-site improvements include detention pond improvements, dry utilities, and emergency
vehicle accesses and gates. Total cost of these on-site improvements is approximately $1.0
million as referenced in Table 3.

Other off-site improvements include signalization and lighting at the intersections of Green
Valley Road at Deer Valley Road, and at the intersection of Silva Valley Parkway at Appian
Way. Total cost of these off-site improvements is approximately $0.6 million as referenced in
Table 3.

Park and Corridor Improvements

The Project will also include various parks, landscaping, and trail improvement costs. These
improvements include landscaping corridors and lots, parks, a project entrance, paseos, and bike
trails. Total of park and corridor improvement costs including soft costs and contingency are
approximately $7.9 million as referenced in Table 3.

Public Facilities Fees

County Building Permit Fees

The County building permit fees include general building permit fees, green fee, and a Strong
Motion Instrumentation Program fee. Total County building permit fees are approximately $1.5
million as referenced in Table 4.

County Impact Fees

The County impact fees include transportation mitigation impact fees and rare plant mitigation
fees. Total County impact fees are approximately $9.3 million as referenced in Table 4.

School Fees

The Project is served by the Rescue Union School District for elementary/middle schools and El
Dorado Union School District for high schools. According to the Developer, the school districts
have indicated that there is sufficient existing capacity to serve the Project. The total school fees
calculated is approximately $2.4 million as referenced in Table 4.
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Neighborhood/Community Park Fees

The total El Dorado Hills CSD Park Impact Fees for the Project is estimated at approximately
$4.0 million as referenced in Table 4. The Developer is currently in the process of negotiating a
pre-annexation agreement with El Dorado Hills CSD. According to the Developer, discussions
with El Dorado Hills CSD have indicated that the Developer will receive fee credits for the
construction of park and corridor improvements as seen in Table 6.

Other Agency Fees

There are other agency fees that include El Dorado Hills Fire Department Impact Fees, Safety
Zone Fees, and El Dorado Irrigation District hook up, inspection, and hardware fees. The El
Dorado Hills Fire Department has reviewed the Project and determined it has met its standards
for new development as referenced in the Dixon Ranch Public Review Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Fire department impact fees cover the costs involved with all new development.
Total other agency fees are approximately $14.7 million as referenced in Table 4.

Oak Canopy Mitigation Fee

On May 6, 2008 the Board of Supervisors adopted the Oak Woodland Management Plan and its
implementing ordinance. Its purpose is to establish an Oak Conservation In-Lieu Fee for the
purchase of conservation easements for oak woodland areas. Currently, the status of this in-lieu
fee is in limbo with pending lawsuits.

The Projects Oak Conservation In-Lieu Fee has been estimated at $20,915 as shown in Table S.
The requirement of this fee is still to be decided and the place holder estimate has been included
for informational purposes only.

IV.  Funding Strategy

All development projects must be able to fund the construction of required infrastructure and
facilities. There are two common ways to fund the large improvement projects that this PFFP
will analyze. These funding sources include payment of fees at building permit and financing of
improvements through a CFD. The building permit fee approach requires upfront funding of
improvements and the developer must wait for a reimbursement or use up fee credits. The CFD
financing method allows for all the properties in the district to pay an annual tax, and raise the
funds upfront for required infrastructure Projects. This method is better served for larger
projects, but with a downside of having to get enough owners willing to be taxed and move
forward to make the payments.

Credits and Reimbursements for Backbone Infrastructure Improvements

Reimbursements for Off-Site Public Improvements

The Developer will build public roadway improvements that are expected to be reimbursed
under the County’s Transportation Impact Mitigation Fee Program (“TIM Fee Program™). The
Developer will be funding the signalization, widening, and re-striping of off-site roadway
improvements that are estimated to provide credit toward the County’s TIM Fee Program of $2.8
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million as shown in Table 6. The County and other affected agencies will have to review the
credit and reimbursement estimates provided by the Developer and project engineer. The
Developer acknowledges that material changes in these amounts may affect the Project’s
feasibility.

Credits for Park Improvements

The Developer is expected to build “Turn Key Parks” within the Project meaning fully
developed and improved land without needing any further improvements to meet the
requirements of the El Dorado Hills Community Services District (“El Dorado Hills CSD”). The
construction of park improvements is estimated to provide $3.8 million in credit toward the total
El Dorado Hills CSD Park Impact fee per CTA Engineering & Surveying as shown in Table 6.

Community Facilities District for Backbone Infrastructure

The CFD will take the form of a multiple-issuance phased CFD. The net bond proceeds can be
used to reimburse developers for infrastructure and/or development impact fees, as determined
by the special taxes specified in the Rate and Method of Apportionment (“RMA”). The CFD
will likely include the creation of five tax zones for each of the five product types and will be
used to fund a portion of the costs and reimbursements for the overall Project. This debt
financing tool can also be used to reimburse property owners for advance funded public
infrastructure.

The total tax rate for Age Restricted units will not exceed 1.55% to stay competitive with rates
for other Age Restricted communities. The total tax rate for SFR units will not exceed 1.60%.

An initial bond proceeds estimate was completed using assumptions based on the following: 30
year term, 5.5% interest rate, a 2% special tax escalator, and two bond issuances. Two series of
bond issuances were assumed with the second series of bonds being issued two years after the
initial bond issuance. Under this scenario, the total CFD revenue estimated would be split
equally between each series of bonds. Total net bond proceeds are estimated at $11.8 million as
shown in Table 7.

V. Development Impact Fees

There is a number of different development impact fees associated with a development Project.
In the Project there are public facilities fees, services fees, reimbursement fees, school fees, and
backbone infrastructure costs (if not funded with a CFD). Services fees are collected by the
County to directly reimburse for expenses related to the Project (i.e. plan check fees, building
permit fees, etc.). In some instances, landowners/developers may be eligible for fee credits if
infrastructure has been built by that developer.

V1. Landscape and Lighting Assessment District

The Developer will form a Landscape and Lighting Assessment District (‘LLAD”) to finance the
cost of operating and maintaining street lighting in public areas of the Project. The El Dorado
Hills Community Services District will maintain Lot A (Village Park) and a portion of Lot E
(Open Space), while an HOA will maintain the remaining parks and open space within the
Project. An annual assessment established by County Service Area #9 will fund road
maintenance within the Project. An Engineer’s Report will need to be approved at the time of
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formation of the LLAD, establishing a method of assessment, a maximum assessment amount,
and any escalation factors that will be used to allow the annual assessments to keep pace with
inflation. A placeholder annual assessment estimate of $100 per unit will be used until an
Engineer’s Report indicates the proper amount. The Developer acknowledges that if additional
costs are required to be funded through a LLAD or CSA, the additional assessment may affect
the Mello-Roos bonding capacity reflected in this PFFP.

VII. Community Facilities District for County Services

The Project will form a Community Facilities District to fund any shortfalls in revenues for
services that the County will provide to the Project. As per the Fiscal Impact Analysis, the
Dixon Ranch Project will form a Community Facilities District that will generate approximately
$102,000 in revenue corresponding to $250.35 per residential unit toward the County’s General
Fund for the cost of additional services.

VIII. Tax Burden

The property tax bill in California includes two types of taxes/assessments. The first is an “ad
valorem” tax which is a tax amount, or percentage, based on the value of the property. Real
property is assessed, or appraised for ad valorem tax purposes by local government, at the
municipal or county level. This assessment is made up of two components (i) the improvement
and/or building value, and (ii) the land value. The general ad valorem base tax is 1.0% of the
property’s assessed value. Other public agencies may issue bonds, upon voter approval, for the
funding of public improvements such as school sites, road improvements, or parks, thus
increasing the ad valorem rate in order to repay the outstanding bonds.

The other type of tax is called a special tax and/or assessment. These special taxes/assessments
are levied by the local government to provide funding for local improvements or public services
resulting in a general or “special” benefit to the property being levied. These amounts are not
“ad valorem” taxes and are not based on the value of the property. The methodology by which
the taxes/assessments are levied against a property are determined in an engineer’s report, rate
and method of assessment, or other document, which has been adopted or filed with the local
agency providing the local improvement or service to the property. The following are a few
special assessments which are commonly levied against recently developed communities;
Reclamation District, Special Assessment Districts and a CFD.

The combination of ad valorem taxes and special taxes/assessments should be below a 2.0%
burden, when compared to home valuation. Appendix E.4 breaks down the ad valorem and
special/tax assessments for all the residential land uses for the Project.

IX. Implementation

This Public Facilities Financing Plan is an outline of the potential costs and funding mechanisms
that the Project can anticipate.

This document considers the formation of a CFD to fund the Project’s backbone infrastructure
costs and/or development impact fees. The CFD may fund all or a portion of the cost and/or fee
amounts, and will be further discussed in the formation documents. The formation of a CFD
would authorize the County to levy a special tax on all the taxable property within the CFD as
described in the formation documents. Mello-Roos special taxes would be collected in the same
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time and manner as property taxes and could be used to pay debt service on bonds sold or may
be used to pay directly for public infrastructure improvements or services.

A Development Agreement is still under negotiation and details are not available at this time.

X. Conclusion

This PFFP shows that given the discussed assumptions, the Dixon Ranch Project is generally
considered to be within the range of what is considered “feasible”.

One-Time Cost Burden

The first measure of feasibility that this PFFP examines is the total one-time cost burden of the
project. The total cost burden includes all backbone infrastructure costs, development impact
fees, and other mitigation fees less credits/reimbursements and CFD bond proceeds.

A cost burden as a percent of the unit’s sales price within the range of 15% to 20% is generally
considered feasible based on industry guidelines and DPFG experience. Table 8 shows the
overall cost burden of the Project for each unit type. A summary of the one-time cost burden as
a percent of each unit type’s estimated sale price is seen below in Figure 1.

Figure 1

Cost Burden as % of Unit Sales Price
Residential Land Use
Age Restricted Small Lot 19.3%
Age Restricted Large Lot 17.7%
Village Small Lot 21.8%
Village Large Lot 19.0%
Hillside 15.7%
Hillside Custom 14.1%
Estate 12.4%
Estate Large Lot 11.6%

All the residential land uses with the exception of the Village Small Lot land use fall within the
range of feasibility (15% to 20%) as seen in Figure 1 and Table 8.

Total Effective Tax Rate

The second measure of feasibility that this PFFP examines is the annual tax burden of the
residential land uses within the project. These rates are calculated by analyzing the estimated
total taxes, which include Mello-Roos special taxes and assessment, as a percentage of the
estimated home price of each unit type. The Developer has structured the proposed CFD so that
total effective tax rates do not exceed a certain percentage so the Project can remain competitive
with other developments in El Dorado Hills. Total tax rates for age restricted units will not
exceed 1.55% while total tax rates for all other residential land uses will not exceed 1.60%.
Appendix E.1 analyzes the proposed CFD and total effective tax rates for each land use.
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Next Steps

The assumptions used in this report need to be discussed with the County and are based on
additional reports/analysis to finalize the estimates. Table 2 illustrates a summary of all the
costs and funding sources for the Project.

The steps moving forward to finalize the assumptions in this report include a fiscal impact
analysis, approval/update of proposed capital facilities, and the approval/update of
parks/recreation facilities. Other items that are anticipated in this report are reimbursement
agreements from other fee programs, an infrastructure CFD, and services CFD. The ground
work described in this proposed PFFP illustrates how the Project can develop and remain
competitive with other El Dorado Hills projects.
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Table 1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Land Use Summary - Total Project

Land Use Summary Acres Total Units

Developable Land Uses

Residential
Age Restricted Small Lot - 67
Age Restricted Large Lot - 67
Village Small Lot - 85
Village Large Lot - 154
Hillside - 24
Hillside Custom - 8
Estate - 1
Estate Large Lot - 4
95.37 410
Subtotal Developable Land Uses 95.37 410
Other Land Uses
Parks 9.22 -
Clubhouse 0.87 -
Open Space 47.91 -
Landscape Lots 6.36 -
Roadways 28.14 -
Lift Station 0.27 -
92.77 -
Subtotal Other Land Uses 92.77 -
TOTAL LAND USES 188.14 410
Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Table 2
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Summary of Project Costs

Gross Project Cost Summary Reference Table Total
Gross Backbone Infrastructure Costs Table 3 $29,724,425
Gross Development Impact Fees Table 4 $32,069,757
Gross Other Fees/Costs Table 5 $20,915
Total Gross Project Costs (a) $61,815,097
Net Project Cost Burden Reference Table Amount
Fee Credits and Reimbursements
Less Est. Fee Credits/Reimbursements Table 6 (56,633,463)
Less Est. Net CFD Bond Proceeds Table 7 (511,300,124)
Total Fee Credits and Reimbursements (b) ($17,933,587)
Total Net One-Time Project Costs (c)=(a) - (b) $ 43,881,510

Prepared by DPFG

9/4/2015
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Estimated Gross Backbone Infrastructure Costs
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Gross Backbone Improvements Total Cost

Mass Grading

On-Site Mass Grading $1,132,740

Off-Site Mass Grading $461,575
Subtotal Mass Grading $1,594,315
Streets & Miscellaneous

On-Site Street & Miscellaneous $1,827,844

Off-Site Streets & Miscellaneous $1,576,600
Subtotal Streets & Miscellaneous $3,404,444
Drainage

On-Site Drainage $2,619,333

Off-Site Drainage $192,789
Subtotal Drainage $2,812,122
Sanitary Sewer

On-Site Sanitary Sewer $2,007,876

Off-Site Sanitary Sewer $1,919,483
Subtotal Sanitary Sewer $3,927,359
Water

On-Site Water $542,360

Off-Site Water $1,233,071
Subtotal Water $1,775,431
Soft Costs & Contingency

On-Site Soft Costs & Contingency $3,587,241

Off-Site Soft Costs & Contingency $3,063,265
Subtotal Soft Costs & Contingency $6,650,505
Other On-Site Improvements

On-Site Detention Pond Improvements $180,000

On-Site Dry Utilities - Mainline $675,000

On-Site Emergency Accesses & Gates $212,900
Subtotal Other On-Site Improvements $1,067,900
Other Off-Site Improvements

Traffic Signals $600,000
Subtotal Other Off-Site Improvements $600,000
Subtotal Backbone Costs $21,832,076
Park & Corridor Improvements

Project Entrance Gates & Landscape $2,595,952

Village Park & Par Course $2,343,701

Clubhouse S0

Trails & Recreational Facilities $738,296

Soft Costs & Contingency $2,214,400
Subtotal Park & Corridor Improvements $7,892,349

Total Backbone Improvements $29,724,425

Source: Appendix A
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Table 4

Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan

Gross Building Permit and Development Impact Fee Summary

Restri Restri vill I vill Hillsi Estat

FEE CATEGORY Age Restricted Age Restricted illage Sma illage Large Hillside illside Estate state Total
Small Lot Large Lot Lot Lot Custom Large Lot

Subtotal Building Permit Fees $2,863 $2,863 $3,604 $4,309 $5,156 $5,156 $5,579 $5,579 $1,546,421

Subtotal County Development Impact Fees $11,086 $11,086 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $28,526 $9,358,700

Subtotal School Fees $881 $881 $7,128 $8,613 $10,395 $10,395 $11,286 $11,286 $2,439,440

Subtotal Park Fees $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $9,806 $4,020,460

Subtotal Other Agency Fees $35,118 $35,118 $35,727 $36,307 $37,003 $37,003 $37,351 $37,351  $14,704,736

Total Gross Development Impact Fees Per Unit $59,754 $59,754 $84,791 $87,561 $90,886 $90,886 $92,548 $92,548 -

Units 67 67 85 154 24 8 1 4 410

Total Gross Development Impact Fees $4,003,529 $4,003,529 $7,207,205  $13,484,412 $2,181,256 $727,085 $92,548 $370,192  $32,069,757

Source: Appendix B

Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Table 5
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Other Project Costs Summary

Other Costs Summary Reference Table Total Cost
1. Oak Tree Mitigation Fee Appendix C.1 $20,915
Other Costs Total $20,915
Notes:

Ability to utilize mitigation fee is TBD. Placeholder value provided for
informational purposes only.

Source:
Mann Made Resources
Arborist Report for Dixon Ranch Oak Tree Canopy Mitigation Plan

Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Table 6
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Backbone Infrastructure Credit and Reimbursement Summary

Total Credit and
Backbone Improvements Reimbursement

Off-Site Public Improvements

Mass Grading {5461,575)
Streets & Miscellaneous (51,273,707)
Drainage (5128,500)
Sanitary Sewer (§7,200)
Water TBD
Subtotal Off-Site Public Improvements (51,870,982)
Contingency (25%) (5467,746)
Soft Costs (28%) ($523,875)
Total Off-Site Improvements (52,862,602)

Park & Corridor Improvements

Project Entrance Gates & Landscape TBD
Village Park & Par Course (100% Credit) (52,343,701)
Neighborhood Park TBD
Clubhouse TBD
Trails & Recreational Facilities (50% Credit) (5369,148)
Subtotal Park & Corridor Improvements (52,712,849)
Contingency (15%) ($406,927)
Soft Costs (24%) (5651,084)
Total Parks & Corridors improvements ($3,770,860)
Total Credits and Reimbursements ($6,633,463)

Source: Appendix D

Prepared by DPFG 4/2015

9
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Table 7
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan

CFD Bond Sizing Analysis Summary

CFD Assumptions PROJECT Tax Zon'e 1 . Tax Zone 2 . Tax Zone 3 Tax. Zc:ne 4 Tax Zone 5
Age Restricted Village Small Lot Village Large Lot Hillside Estate
Total Lots Included in CFD 410 134 85 154 32 5
Avg. Unit Size 2,519 1,875 2,400 2900 3,500 3,800
Avg. Home Price $566,439 $510,500 $528,000 $596,000 $734,000 $843,000
Avg. Ad-Valorem Tax $6,077 $5,477 $5,665 $6,394 $7,875 $9,045
Avg. Total Special Taxes $695 $695 $695 $695 $695 $695
Avg. Proposed CFD Special Tax $2,207 $1,740 $2,088 $2,446 $3,174 $3,748
Avg. Total Taxes 58,980 $7,913 $8,448 $9,536 $11,744 $13,488
Avg. Total Tax Rate 1.58% 1.55% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60%
Gross Bond Amount (estimate) $13,750,000 - - - - -
Total Net Bond Proceeds {a) $11,300,124 $2,912,237 $2,216,187 $4,704,550 $1,227,185 $239,966
Total Net Bond Proceeds Per Unit (a) $27,561 $21,733 $26,073 $30,549 $38,350 $47,993
Source: Appendix E
Note:
(a) Total net bond proceeds for each tax zone is proportional to the CFD revenue generated by each tax zone
Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Table 8
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Overall Project Cost Burden

. . Age Restricted Age Restricted Village Village - Hillside Estate Large

Residential Summary Small Lot Large Lot Small Lot Large Lot Hillside Custom Estate Lot
Average Per Unit Sales Price $488,000 $533,000 $528,000 $596,000 $695,000 $773,000 $813,000 $873,000
Gross Backbone Infrastructure [1] $72,499 $72,499 $72,499 $72,499 $72,499 $72,499 $72,499 $72,499
Gross Development Impact Fees [2] $59,754 $59,754 $84,791 487,561 $90,886 $90,886 $92,548 $92,548
Gross "Other Costs" [3] $51 $51 $51 $51 $51 $51 $51 $51
Estimated Fee Credits/Reimbursements [4] ($16,179) ($16,179) ($16,179) ($16,179) ($16,179) ($16,179) ($16,179) ($16,179)
Dixon Ranch Developer/CFD [5] ($21,733) ($21,733) ($26,073) ($30,549) ($38,350) ($38,350) ($47,993) ($47,993)
TOTAL COST BURDEN $94,391 $94,391 $115,088 $113,383 $108,907 $108,907 $100,925 $100,925
Cost Burden as % of Unit Sales Price 19.3% 17.7% 21.8% 19.0% 15.7% 14.1% 12.4% 11.6%
Footnotes:
[1] Table 2
[2] Table 4
[3] Table 5
[4] Table 6
[5] Table 7

9/4/2015

Prepared by DPFG
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Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Appendix A.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Onsite Infrastructure Summary

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total
Estimated Cost Estimated Cost [1] Estimated Cost

Item

Onsite Public Improvements

Mass Grading $811,522 NA $811,522
Street & Miscellaneous $580,982 NA $580,982
Drainage $1,427,667 NA $1,427,667
Sanitary Sewer $2,007,876 NA $2,007,876
Domestic Water $542,360 NA $542,360
Dry Utility Mainline $675,000 NA $675,000
Subtotal $6,045,407 NA $6,045,407
Contingency (15%) $906,811 NA $906,811
Soft Costs (24%) $1,450,898 NA $1,450,898
Total $8,403,116 NA $8,403,116

Onsite Private Improvements

Mass Grading $321,218 NA $321,218
Street & Miscellaneous $1,246,862 NA $1,246,862
Drainage $1,191,666 NA $1,191,666
EVA's $212,900 NA $212,900
Detention Ponds $180,000 NA $180,000
Subtotal $3,152,646 NA $3,152,646
Contingency {15%) $472,897 NA $472,897
Soft Costs (24%) $756,635 NA $756,635
Total $4,382,178 NA $4,382,178

Park and Corridor Improvements

Landscape & Project Entrance/Gates $2,595,952 NA $2,595,952

Village Park and Par Course $2,343,701 NA $2,343,701

Trails and Recreation Facilities $738,296 NA $738,296

Clubhouse o) NA $0
Subtotal $5,677,949 NA $5,677,949

Contingency (15%) $851,692 NA $851,692

Soft Costs (24%) $1,362,708 NA $1,362,708
Total $7,892,349 NA $7,892,349
Total Onsite Infrastructure Costs $20,677,643 NA $20,677,643
Notes:

[1] Phase 2 will not be built in this scenario therefore their costs are not applicable in this analysis.

Source:

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Costs and Reimbursement Summary
Dixon Ranch - Backbone Infrastructure (June 8, 2015)

CTA Engineering & Surveying

Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Appendix A.2
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Offsite Infrastructure Summary

Improvement Cost

Green Valley Road at A Drive (Widening & Signalization)

Grading $59,700
Streets & Miscellaneous $465,440
Drainage $37,428
Subtotal Green Valley Road at A Drive (Widening & Signalization) $562,568

Green Valley Road at C Drive (Widening)

Grading $13,125
Streets & Miscellaneous $89,167
Drainage $22,161
Subtotal Green Valley Road at C Drive {(Widening) $124,453

Green Valley Road at El Dorado Hills Blvd {Lane Additions & Signal Modification)

Grading $328,000
Streets & Miscellaneous $838,097
Drainage $120,000
Subtotal Green Valley Road at El Dorado Hills Bivd (Lane Additions & Signal Modification] $1,286,097

Green Valley Road at Loch Way (Two-way left Turn Lane)

Grading $60,750
Streets & Miscellaneous $183,896
Drainage $13,200
Subtotal Green Valley Road at Loch Way (Two-way left Turn Lane) $257,846
Offsite Sewer (Includes $7,200 for sewer improvements at Green Valley Road and El Dorado Hills Blvd) $1,919,483
Offsite Water $1,233,071
Sub-Total Offsite Public Improvements $5,383,518
Contingency (25%) $1,345,880
Soft Costs (28%) $1,507,385
Total $8,236,783
Traffic Signals
Green Valley Road at Deer Valley Road (Signalization & Lighting) $300,000
Silva Valley Parkway at Appian Way (Signalization & Lighting) $300,000
Sub-Total Traffic Signals $600,000
Contingency (20%) $120,000
Soft Costs (15%) $90,000
Total Traffic Signals $810,000
Total Offsite Infrastructure $9,046,783
Source:

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Costs and Reimbursement Summary
Dixon Ranch - Backbone Infrastructure (June 8, 2015)
CTA Engineering & Surveying

Prepared by DPFG 9/4/2015
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Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Appendix B.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Impact Fee y Detail
Plan Name Age Restricted Small Lot Age Restricted Large Lot Village Small Lot Village Large Lot Hillside Hillside Custom Estate Estate Large Lot
Average Unit Square Footage 1,875 1,875 2,400 2,900 3,500 3,500 3,800 3,800
Average Unit Price [§3] $ 488,000 $ 533,000 $ 528,000 $ 596,000 $ 695,000 $ 773,000 $ 813,000 $ 873,000
Total Units 67 67 85 154 24 8 1 4 410
Garage Square Footage 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
El Dorado County Notes Per Unit Total
Valuation [2] $ 225,960 $ 225,960 $ 284,424 $ 340,104 $ 406,920 $ 406,920 $ 440,328 $ 440,328
Building Permit Fees
Building Permit Fee 13) 2,825 2,825 3,555 4,251 5,087 5,087 5,504 5,504 1,525,672
Strong Motion Instrumentation Program Fee (8} 29 29 37 44 53 53 57 57 15,867
Green Fee {5] 9 9 11 14 16 16 18 18 4,882
Subtotal $ 2,863 $ 2,863 $ 3,604 $ 4,309 $ 5156 $ 5,156 $ 5579 $ 5579 $ 1,546,421
County Development Impact Fees
Transportation Mitigation Impact Fee - Local Component el 8,870 8,870 23,340 23,340 23,340 23,340 23,340 23,340 7,630,420
Transportation Mitigation Impact Fee - Highway 50 (6] 1,830 1,830 4,800 4,800 4,800 4,800 4,800 4,800 1,570,020
Rare Plant Mitigation Fee 71 386 386 386 386 386 386 386 386 158,260
Subtotal $ 11,086 $ 11,086 S 28526 S 28,526 $ 28526 S 28526 S 28,526 $ 28526 S 9,358,700
School Fees
Elementary School - Rescue Union School District Fee [8] 538 538 4,344 5,249 6,335 6,335 6,878 6,878 1,486,729
High School - El Dorado Union School District Fee [9] 344 344 2,784 3,364 4,060 4,060 4,408 4,408 952,710
Subtotal $ 881 $ 881 $ 7,128 $ 8,613 $ 10,395 $ 10,395 $ 11,286 S 11,286 S 2,439,440
Park Fees
El Dorado Hills CSD Park Impact Fee [10] 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 9,806 4,020,460
Subtotal $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 9,806 $ 4,020,460
Other Agency Fees
El Dorado Hills Fire Department Impact Fee [11] 2,175 2,175 2,784 3,364 4,060 4,060 4,408 4,408 1,198,106
El Dorado Hills Safety Zone [12] 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 88,150
El Dorado Irrigation District Water Hook-up Fee [13] 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 7,674,380
El Dorado Irrigation District Wastewater Hook-up Fee [14] 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 13,119 5,378,790
El Dorado Iirigation District Wastewater Inspection Fee [(14] 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 59,450
£ Dorado Irrigation District Water Meter Hardware Fee [15] 746 746 746 746 746 746 746 746 305,860
Subtotal S 35118 $ 35,118 § 35,727 $ 36,307 _$ 37,003 $ 37,003 S 37,351 $ 37,351 $ 14,704,736
Total Fees $ 59,754 $ 59,754 $ 84,791 $ 87,561 $ 90,886 $ 90,886 $ 92,548 $ 92,548 $ 32,069,757
mpact Fee Burden as % of Unit Sales Price 12.24% 11.21% 16.06% 14.69% 13.08% 11.76% 11.38% 10.60%
Footnotes:
[1]  Estimated home values based on a market study performed by the Gregory Group and Developer estimates.
[2]  As per Valuation Table published by international Code Council using a VB level. (08/01/2014)
[3] $0.0125 per $1.00 of valuation as per Resolution 180-2007: Building Fee Schedule. (07/10/2007)
[4] $0.0001 per $1.00 of valuation as per El Dorado County Development Services Department. (10/01/2014)
[5] $1.00 per $25,000 of valuation as per El Dorado County Development Services Department. {10/01/2014)
[6] As per Traffic Impact Fee Comparison {Zone 8). Lower fees for age restricted homes. (04/13/2012)
[7]  Mitigation Area 2 Rate (EID Service Area) as per El Dorado County Planning Services pursuant to Resolution 205-98. (07/28/1998)
[8] Elementary school fee is $1.81 per square foot. Age restricted housing pays commercial rate of 50.287 per square foot. Fees will be adjusted again by the SAB in January 2016 Per E! Dorado County Office of Education Developer Fee Handbook (9/16/2014)
(9] High school fee is $1.16 per square foot. Age restricted housing pays commercial rate of $0.183 per square foot. Fees will be adjusted again by the SAB in January 2016 Per El Dorado County Office of Education Developer Fee (9/16/2014)
[10] Assumes Developer to build “turnkey" parks per TBD agreement with E) Dorado Hills CSD. For informational purposes, the total reil for park i is estil at $3,770,860 or $9,197 per unit. The park impact fee is $3,806 per unit or $4,020,460 for Phase 1. Possible

"residual" fee obligation of $249,600 or $609 per unit calculated by taking the difference between park impact fees and the estimated reimbursement.
[11] $1.16 per Sq. Ft. as per El Dorado Hills Fire Department Fee Schedule. (02/17/2010)
{12] As per El Dorado County Development Services Department, Residential Permit Fee Worksheet. (10/01/2014)
[13] The fee for potable only plumbing with a 1" meter. Ei Dorado Irrigation District Facility Capacity Charges and Fees. (1/27/2015)
[14] As per El Dorado Irrigation District Facility Capacity Charges and Fees. (1/27/2015)
[15] Cost of 3/4-inch potable water meter i ing i ion as per Kim t of El Dorado Irrigation District. (01/17/2014)
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Prepared by DPFG

Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Appendix C.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
Oak Canopy Mitigation Fee

Meeting Oak Canopy Cover Retention Standards

Acres of Oak Cost per
Canopy Removed Acre Multiplier Total Fee
4.45 S 4,700 1 $ 20,915
Total Fee $ 20,915
Notes:

Ability to utilize mitigation fee is TBD. Placeholder value provided
for informational purposes only.

9/4/2015
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Appendix D.1

Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan

Reimbursement Summary Detail

Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Item

Phase 1
Estimated
Reimbursement

Phase 2
Estimated
Reimbursement

Total
Estimated
Reimbursement

Onsite Public Improvements

Mass Grading TBD NA TBD
Street & Miscellaneous TBD NA TBD
Drainage TBD NA TBD
Sanitary Sewer TBD NA TBD
Domestic Water TBD NA TBD
Village Park and Par Course (2,343,701) NA (2,343,701)
Dry Utility Mainline TBD NA TBD
Subtotal (2,343,701) NA (2,343,701)
Contingency (15%) (351,555) NA (351,555)
Soft Costs (24%) (562,488) NA (562,488)
Total (3,257,744) NA (3,257,744)
Onsite Private Improvements
Mass Grading T8D NA TBD
Street & Miscellaneous T8D NA TBD
Drainage TBD NA TBD
EVA's TBD NA TBD
Detention Ponds TBD NA TBD
Trails and Recreation Facilities (369,148) NA (369,148)
Landscape & Project Entrance/Gates TBD NA TBD
Neighborhood Park TBD NA TBD
Subtotal (369,148) NA (369,148)
Contingency (15%) (55,372) NA (55,372)
Soft Costs (24%) (88,596) NA (88,596)
Total (513,116) NA (513,116)
Offsite Public Improvements
Mass Grading {461,575) NA (461,575)
Street & Miscellaneous (1,273,707) NA (1,273,707)
Drainage (128,500) NA (128,500)
Sanitary Sewer (7,200) NA (7,200)
Water TBD NA TBD
Traffic Signals TBD NA TBD
Subtotal (1,870,982) NA (1,870,982)
Contingency (25%) (467,746) NA (467,746)
Soft Costs (28%) (523,875) NA (523,875)
Total (2,862,602) NA (2,862,602)
Total Reimbursements (6,633,463) NA (6,633,463)

Note:

[1] Phase 2 will not be built in this scenario therefore the estimated reimbursements associated with Phase 2 are not

applicable in this analysis.

Source:

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Costs and Reimbursement Summary
Dixon Ranch - Backbone Infrastructure (June 8, 2015)

CTA Engineering & Surveying

Prepared by DPFG
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AppendixE.1
Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan
CFD Bond Sizing and Estimated Annual Bond Debt Service

Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Preferred Scenario

LAND USE INFORMATION TOTAL TAX RATE ANALYSIS BOND SIZING ANALYSIS
Ad Other Charges, Proposed Total
Estimated Valorem Assessment CFD Total Total Proposed
Home Tax Rate and Special Tax per Tax per Tax CFD
Plan Units Unit Size Price 1.0729% Taxes Unit Unit Rate Revenues
(a) (b) (c) (d)
Series 1 Bond Escalating
Special Tax (2%)
Total Proposed Annual CFD Revenue $452,420]
TaxZone 1 Priority Admin ($30,000)
Age Restricted Small Lot 67 1,875 488,000 5,236 695 $ 1,633 7,564 1.55% 109,404 Net annual revenue $422,420
Age Restricted Large Lot 67 1,875 533,000 5,719 695 1,848 8,262 1.55% 123,789
Total 134 1,875 $ 510,500 $ 5477 $ 695 $ 1,740 $ 7,913 155% $ 233,193 Bond Amount 5.5% Interest,
30 Year Term, 29 Year Amortization $6,625,000
Reserve Fund (Maximum Annual Debt Service) ($515,708)
Tax Zone 2 Capitalized Interest (12 months}) ($364,357)|
Village Small Lot 85 2,400 528,000 5,665 695 2,088 8,448 1.60% 177,858 Underwriter Discount (2.00%} ($132,500))
Total 85 2,400 $ 528,000 $ 5,665 $ 695 $ 2,088 $ 8,448 1.60% $ 177,458 Cost of Issuance ($250,000)
Net Construction Proceeds $ 5,362,434
Tax Zone 3 Net Construction Proceeds Per Unit 3 13,079
Village Large Lot 154 2,900 596,000 6,394 695 2,446 9,536 1.60% 376,710
Total 154 2900 § 596,000 $ 6394 § 695 $ 2,446 $ 9,536 160% $ 376,710 Series 2 Bond Escalating
Special Tax (2%}
Total Proposed Annual CFD Revenue $452,420)
Tax Zone 4 Priority Admin $0
Hillside 24 3,500 695,000 7,457 695 2,968 11,120 1.60% 71,232 Net annual revenue $452,420
Hillside Custom 8 3,500 773,000 8,294 695 3379 12,368 1.60% 27,033
Total 32 3,500 $ 734,000 $ 7875 $ 695 $ 3174 $ 11,744 1.60% § 98,265 Bond Amount 5.5% Interest,
30 Year Term, 29 Year Amortization $7,125,000
Reserve Fund {10% of Bond Amount) {$553,149)
TaxZone 5 Capitalized Interest (12 months) {$391,662)
Estate 1 3,800 813,000 8,723 695 3,590 13,008 1.60% 3,590 Underwriter Discount (2.00%) (5142,500)
Estate Large Lot 4 3,800 873,000 9,366 695 3,906 13,968 1.60% 15,625 Cost of Issuance ($100,000)
Total 5 3,800 $ 843,000 $ 9,085 $ 695 $ 3,748 $ 13,488 1.60% $ 19,215
Net Construction Proceeds $ 5,937,690
Net Construction Proceeds Per Unit $ 14,482
TOTAL 410 2,519 $ 566,439 $ 6,077 $ 695 $ 2,207 $ 8,980 1.58% § 204,840 Net Construction Proceeds| $11,300,124]
Series 1 Bond CFD Revenue 452,420 Net Construction Proceeds Per Unit 27,561
Serles 2 Bond CFD Revenue 452,420
Footnotes:
(a) Based on pricing from Developer
(b) Ad Valorem taxes are based on information from County Assessor Office
{c) Other charges and assessments based on information from County Assessor Office
552 CSA#10 Solid Waste $17
585 CSA#9 Road Zone 98137 $275
622 CSA10 HSE Hazard Waste $3
623 Library Fee Zone D 525
685 CSA7 Ambulance W Slope $25
LLAD Estimate $100
Services CFD $250
Total $695
(d) Age restricted rate based on comparable age restricted communities. SFR rate was solved for a total tax rate of 1.6%.

Prepared by DPFG
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Prepared by DPFG

Scenario 1: Phase 1 Only

Appendix E.4

Dixon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Plan

Current Tax Bill Information

General Tax

Agency Rate
Prop 13 1.0000%
Rescue Elem Bond - Elect 98 0.0334%
EDHUS Bond - Election 1997 0.0055%
EDHUS Bond - Election 2008 0.0159%
Los Rios College Bond - 2002 0.0108%
Los Rios College Bond - 2008 0.0073%
Total Ad-Valorem Tax 1.0729%
Direct Charges

Agency Rate
552 CSA#10 Solid Waste $17
585 CSA#9 Road Zone 98137 $275
622 CSA10 HSE Hazard Waste $3
623 Library Fee Zone D $25
685 CSA7 Ambulance W Slope $25
Total Special Taxes $345

i
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