‘Rancho Muuieta Association

Apnl 4, 2008

Dear RiiA Momber.,
RE: Parks Committes issues

l.ately there heve many conversations and opirions in 1he conxmunily ahout the Parks
Commitiea. Some of the reporting and informetion is factuzl und somc Is opinien. The
RMA Boerd of Direetors wants 1o provids soms Siomuation including 1he RMA's
interprstation regarding these 1ssuss.

Hisionv
The Parks Commitive was fprmed by thres SUpTLe Parks Davelonmant AQraements.
icse agm=ements require land owners o provide Iimding 1o the Parks fc....'r Nezasa

W

vondition of development. The zgracments also reguire RVIA 10  provide funding Thare
are five memhers of the Parks Comminse: two RMA appointees, nne CSD appointee, end
two land owner appoinizes. Thess entitics huvs ib2 anility lo impact BMA's budget, today
and inn the fiturz.

RMA has, for many years, provided steffing serviees, insurance and many other operating
costs o the Parks Commitlee.

Meost of the differances of opinion hava been abon the bridge prujeet. [n 1943, :"' County
of Sacwemento adoped 2n ardinanse stating “Refore the consmruction of the 601 dwelling
unit in |l1~ Rancho Murictz development south of the Cosmunes River, construet
pedestiznbicyvele faclities pursuzns to the alignment shawn on Exhidit 1 to connest wit
,..mﬂd: oif-sireat facilitics locaizd on the norik side of the Cosumnes River as idemifiad bw
Scotion 178 of this oxlinance™

In 2003, an agreement between the South developer, r'*l,-'.' County of Sgergrnento and RMA
was reached thsl reouired e South developer to fund a bridge across the river, Randy
Jeneo of Vikin s Constreciion 25 ereend 10 255151 S noinamy ‘m\ with the copstruction o tha
bridee. The amoun af the cantract was S1534.200,

L"];:xr--*le*‘ prapiems and diflicuTties weare cucountered in chlaining the easamens
necassary for construction causing the project to e delayed fora vear.  RMA incur
avtensive legsl fess, n 2xcess ~.f:u*.t.lh!‘--” o behalf ol the Parks Commitice in m ur
amain ke ersements. Eascments wers raguived from three pronany owners (PTF. R &

.. _.._I

papee)
Homes, and the Gavers) end two 2asament holders (C8D and the O ountzy Club) - v
dilferent aniitics reguinng extansive negotiaticns
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A5 negotiations continted causing delavs in the construction scheculs, it became apprarent
that the original amount of' the coriract would not he suffisian: to complere the projec
In Sepizmber 2005, 2 oresentation was made 10 the Cou nty af Szcrzmento oztlining *Jh
addizional expenses (fneluding consiruction delay Ma, adgitional permits, l=ad agzncy
fess 1o CSD which includad an sddivans] eonsultant te review the env IT[‘.-I’::"I.IJ.I-;I. studias
already prepared by olhers 2s pant of the hridee th:t:'m and lega) {223 to oblain
casements) which had heen incumred for the rojzct. The O sunty al.ou cd udditiana]
Murling from the developers (North and South) to cover the costs that were known at the
ime. Please see Exhibit | {arached).

Fae O8N Buard of Directors hes requested that 511 of the money raimbursed to RMA for
legal fezs be repaid the Parks Fund. They coniend that RMA acted improperly. RMA
aulisves tha: CSD)'s comention is techinically correct, but hes a difference of opinien zhout
the arrount of the reimbursement. The L“al facs incurrad fos this project wers in excess of
S103,000. RMA. who has heen managing the aceaunt sincs 1990, reimhursed itself for
enly 588,350,860 for J=gal foos for the brid dge pr *:a’. RMA hesrepzid 8233766010 the

Parks Fund, making the amount that VA was reimbursed for logal foes 342,974,

Future

The Paries Comminies is 2 stand alone entity, Currenmily, cantributions to the Parks
Commiliee sre as follows: Developers §2 i"‘ 83 per Jot and RMaA §734.53 per lot, CSD,
the Villzs and the Village don’: cantribute anyhing te tha parks, even though all sesidents
in the PUD Lave park access fahts. Also. anly RMA nsvs for the on Eoing mairnenancs,
insurance, and vtilities for the parks.

RMA Tas recsntly revizwed the exprnses that have been paid in behalf of the Parks
Committee. Thesc ex pe;n:es include ::znmg. insurance, :axes on investment incoms, e,
RMA glao provided manapsmant seovices for the Bodge Project and other pr::ni":. s aver the
wvears 500 oost to the Perks Comminze, RMA has not sought relmbursement for thase
services. The amount of these exaenses and services RM A has provided over the years is
sstimatad {0 be in excoss of 260 000, No ant iy, except RMA, provides or has provided
such resources to the Parke Commitlee or 1o 1he maintenance of parks.

We hope this letter has provided some answers. I vou have 2oy guestions, plesse cgl)
Diave Stifiler, General Manzeer, at 234-3500.

Sincersly, (s
| ]
[ § ~KS
i YRy _s;. i/

ab

fzack Coopar
Prosidemt



Exhibit T
Bridge Project
Costs in Excess of Initial Funding

Eslimated Costs
8l Sepramber 2003
26 submitied 1o County Actyal

Losts

Counly Building Permit Fees 5 47.581 S 47351

Lead Agency Fees (to CSDI 5 32,133 5 4£I,133

nereused Costs for Constroction Dalay 3 100,000 S 97330

Legal Fees for Obtaining Easemenls 5. 44 506 § (24574
T

Towal Estimated Costs at September 2003 . 234,202
T'atal additional costs grant=d by Courty § 250,000

Note: The legs] fzes for ohtaining the sascments for the bridge project that RMA paid in
nrhall of the Parks Committee weore in excess of $100,000, At the time the County
authorized the sdiiitional funding, the costs were cstimated o be 3234.202. The County
mereled it o 8250.000 and said they didn't want wo hoar any mors ssues abow e bridue
oroject fwhich was a County-mpoesad developer onligation).
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@ ‘Rancho Murieta Association

Apnl 14, 2008

Dear BALA DMember,
RE: Parks Committee i5sues

l.ately there have many conversations and opinions in the community about the Parks
Commities, Some of the reporting and information is factuzl, and some is opinion. The
RMA Bozrd of Directors wants to provids some information including the RMA's
interpretation regarding these 1zsucs.

History

The Parks Commitize was formed by three separate Parks Development Agreements.
These agreements require land owners to provide funding to the Parks Commitiez as a
condition of development. The agreements also require RMA to provide funding, There
are five members of the Parks Commitize: two EMA appointses, one CSD appointee, and
two land owner appoiniees, Thase entities have the ability lo impact RM A's budget, today
and in the future.

RMA has, for many years, provided staffing services, insurance and many other operating
costs (o the Parks Commutics.

Mosl of the differences of opinion have been about the bridge project. In 1933, the County
of Sacremento adopled an ordirance stating “Bafore the construction of the 601" dwelling
unit in the Rancho Murista development south of the Cosumnes River, construct
pedesmian‘bicvele facilities pursuant to the alignment shown on Exhibit T to connect with
similar ofi-strest facilitics located on the north side of the Cosumnes River as identified hy
Section 178 of thes ordinance™,

Tn 2003, an agreement betwsen the South developer, the County of Sacramento and RMA
was resched thal reguired the South developer to fund & bridge across the river. Randy
Teneo of Viking Construction agresd to 2ssist the community with the construction of the
bridee. The amount af the contract was §1,534,200.

Unexpected problems and difficuities were encountered in obtaining the easements
necessary for consiruetion causing the project to e delayed for a year, RMA incurred
axtensive legal fess, in excess of $100,000, on behalf of the Parks Commnitiee in order 1o
ohtain the essements. Easements wers required from three property owneors (PTE;R& B
Homes, and the Gevers) and two easement holders (CSD and the Country Club) - five
different entitics requiring extensive negotiations.
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A5 negotiations continued causing delays in the construction schedule, i became apparent
that the original amount of the contrzet would not he sufficient to complete the project.

In Sepiember 2005, a presentation was made 1o the County of Szeramento owilining the
additional expenses (including construction delay costs, additional permits, lead azency
fees to CSD which included an additional consultant to review the environmental studies
already preparad by others as part of the bridge contract, and lega] fzes to obtain
easements) which had been incurred for the project. The County allowed edditiona]
funding from the developers (Worth and South) to cover the costs that were known at the
time. Pleass see Exhibit I (attached).

The CSD Board of Directors has requested that all of the money reimbursed 1o EMA for
legal fees be repaid the Parks Fund. They contend that RMA acted improperly. RMA
belizves that CSD's contention is technically correct, but has a difference of opinion about
the amount of the reimbursement. The lezal foos incurred for this project were in excess of
S100,000, EMA, who has been managing the account since 1990, reimbursed itself for
only 588,350.60 for legal fees for the bridge project. RMA has repaid $23,376.60 to the
Parks Fund, meking the amount that RMA was reimbursed for legal fees 562,974,

Future

The Parks Commities is a stand alons enfity, Currently, contributions to the Parks
Committee gre as follows: Developers $2,373.93 per lot and RMA 573433 per lot. C3D,
the Villas and the Village don’t caniribute znything to the parks, even though all residents
int the PUD have park access rights. Also, anly RMA pays for the on geing maintenance,

insurance, and utilities for, the parks.

RIMA has recently reviewed the expenses that have been paid in behalf of the Parks
Cornmittee, These expenses include staffing, insurance, taxes on invesiment income, ete,
RMA also provided managsment services for the Bridge Project and ather projecis over the
years at no cost 1o the Parks Committse. EMA has not sought reimbursement for these
services. The amount of these expenses and services RMA has provided over the years 13
estimaled to be in excess of $260,000. No entity, except RMA, provides or has provided
such resources to the Parks Commitles or to (he maintznance of parks.

We hope this letter has provided some answers. If you have any guestions, please call
Dave Stiffler, General Manager, at 254-3300.

.Sinc::rzll'y_.

Jack Cooper
Fresident



Exhibit T
Bridge Project
Costs in Excess of Initial Funding

Estimated Costs
at Septembear 20035
as submitted to County

Costs

County Building Permit Fees 5 47,561
Lead Agency Fees (to CSD) 5 T ]
Increased Costs for Construction Delay 5 100,000
Legal Fees for Obtaining Easements 5 44506

Total Estimated Costs at September 2005 5 234,202

Tatal additional costs granted by County -

Actual
5 47.5
& 47 133
3 7.33
H2.874

5 250,000

Note: The legal fees for abtaining the sasements for the bridge project that RMA paid in
hehalf of the Parks Committes were in excess of $100,000, At the time the County
authorized the additional funding, the costs were estimated to be 5234,202. The County
rounded it to 250,000 and said they didn’t want to hear any mors issues aboul the bridgs

roject (which was a County-imposed developer obligation).
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@ ‘Rancho Murieta Association

Apnl 14, 2008

Dear BALA DMember,
RE: Parks Committee i5sues

l.ately there have many conversations and opinions in the community about the Parks
Commities, Some of the reporting and information is factuzl, and some is opinion. The
RMA Bozrd of Directors wants to provids some information including the RMA's
interpretation regarding these 1zsucs.

History

The Parks Commitize was formed by three separate Parks Development Agreements.
These agreements require land owners to provide funding to the Parks Commitiez as a
condition of development. The agreements also require RMA to provide funding, There
are five members of the Parks Commitize: two EMA appointses, one CSD appointee, and
two land owner appoiniees, Thase entities have the ability lo impact RM A's budget, today
and in the future.

RMA has, for many years, provided staffing services, insurance and many other operating
costs (o the Parks Commutics.

Mosl of the differences of opinion have been about the bridge project. In 1933, the County
of Sacremento adopled an ordirance stating “Bafore the construction of the 601" dwelling
unit in the Rancho Murista development south of the Cosumnes River, construct
pedesmian‘bicvele facilities pursuant to the alignment shown on Exhibit T to connect with
similar ofi-strest facilitics located on the north side of the Cosumnes River as identified hy
Section 178 of thes ordinance™,

Tn 2003, an agreement betwsen the South developer, the County of Sacramento and RMA
was resched thal reguired the South developer to fund & bridge across the river. Randy
Teneo of Viking Construction agresd to 2ssist the community with the construction of the
bridee. The amount af the contract was §1,534,200.

Unexpected problems and difficuities were encountered in obtaining the easements
necessary for consiruetion causing the project to e delayed for a year, RMA incurred
axtensive legal fess, in excess of $100,000, on behalf of the Parks Commnitiee in order 1o
ohtain the essements. Easements wers required from three property owneors (PTE;R& B
Homes, and the Gevers) and two easement holders (CSD and the Country Club) - five
different entitics requiring extensive negotiations.
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A5 negotiations continued causing delays in the construction schedule, i became apparent
that the original amount of the contrzet would not he sufficient to complete the project.

In Sepiember 2005, a presentation was made 1o the County of Szeramento owilining the
additional expenses (including construction delay costs, additional permits, lead azency
fees to CSD which included an additional consultant to review the environmental studies
already preparad by others as part of the bridge contract, and lega] fzes to obtain
easements) which had been incurred for the project. The County allowed edditiona]
funding from the developers (Worth and South) to cover the costs that were known at the
time. Pleass see Exhibit I (attached).

The CSD Board of Directors has requested that all of the money reimbursed 1o EMA for
legal fees be repaid the Parks Fund. They contend that RMA acted improperly. RMA
belizves that CSD's contention is technically correct, but has a difference of opinion about
the amount of the reimbursement. The lezal foos incurred for this project were in excess of
S100,000, EMA, who has been managing the account since 1990, reimbursed itself for
only 588,350.60 for legal fees for the bridge project. RMA has repaid $23,376.60 to the
Parks Fund, meking the amount that RMA was reimbursed for legal fees 562,974,

Future

The Parks Commities is a stand alons enfity, Currently, contributions to the Parks
Committee gre as follows: Developers $2,373.93 per lot and RMA 573433 per lot. C3D,
the Villas and the Village don’t caniribute znything to the parks, even though all residents
int the PUD have park access rights. Also, anly RMA pays for the on geing maintenance,

insurance, and utilities for, the parks.

RIMA has recently reviewed the expenses that have been paid in behalf of the Parks
Cornmittee, These expenses include staffing, insurance, taxes on invesiment income, ete,
RMA also provided managsment services for the Bridge Project and ather projecis over the
years at no cost 1o the Parks Committse. EMA has not sought reimbursement for these
services. The amount of these expenses and services RMA has provided over the years 13
estimaled to be in excess of $260,000. No entity, except RMA, provides or has provided
such resources to the Parks Commitles or to (he maintznance of parks.

We hope this letter has provided some answers. If you have any guestions, please call
Dave Stiffler, General Manager, at 254-3300.
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Fresident



Exhibit T
Bridge Project
Costs in Excess of Initial Funding

Estimated Costs
at Septembear 20035
as submitted to County

Costs

County Building Permit Fees 5 47,561
Lead Agency Fees (to CSD) 5 T ]
Increased Costs for Construction Delay 5 100,000
Legal Fees for Obtaining Easements 5 44506

Total Estimated Costs at September 2005 5 234,202

Tatal additional costs granted by County -

Actual
5 47.5
& 47 133
3 7.33
H2.874

5 250,000

Note: The legal fees for abtaining the sasements for the bridge project that RMA paid in
hehalf of the Parks Committes were in excess of $100,000, At the time the County
authorized the additional funding, the costs were estimated to be 5234,202. The County
rounded it to 250,000 and said they didn’t want to hear any mors issues aboul the bridgs

roject (which was a County-imposed developer obligation).















RANCHO MURIETA BRIDGE CROSSING

03-ZOB-0210
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TABLE 1
PROPOSED/FUTURE DWELLING UNITS AT RANCHO MURIETA
SUBJECT TO URGENCY ORDINANCE

PROJECT NAME LOCATION STATUS UNITS
Riverview South Map Extension 154
Residences at Murieta Hills North Pending new application 256
Retreat North Pending new application 95
RM Lot A (school site) North Pending new application 60
Murieta Gardens West Pending new application 216
RM Parcel 1 (apartment site) North Inactive 25
Subtotal 806
Estates at Lake Calero North Conceptual 70
Estates at Chesbro/Clementia North Concepiual 118
Highlands North Conceptual 112
Terrace North Conceptual 267
River Canyon Estates Morth Conceptual 118
Exchanged park site Naorth Negotiation 25
Subtotal 710
Total Units 1516

RCB:rch:jre
sr030210

Assuming a total of 1516 units subject to the 3850 fee, full development will
generate $1,288,600 to pay for the cost of constructing the bridge. Together with the
$450,000 payment made by Reynen and Bardis for its fare share, the combined
revenues of $1,735,600 is $204,600 more than the total cost of $1,534,000 to design,
permit and build the structure,

The Planning Department has received an email indicating that the developer of
Muricta Gardens is redesigning the project to a 99-unit standard subdivision. If this
project is approved it would reduce the yield by 117 units and the anticipated total
fees by $99.450. More importantly there are likely to be substantive nexus issues
with respect to the bridge fee since residents of Murieta Gardens would not have any
access to the bridge. Accordingly, the RMA is recommending that the commercial
area comprising Murieta Gardens west of Highway 16 be deleted from the
ordinance. Staff has prepared a revised Exhibit 1-E which does not include Murieta
Gardens in the ordinance.

Eliminating the 216 units of Murieta Gardens reduces the combined revenues by
183,600 To $1,552,000. This is only $18,000 above the estimated cost of
$1,534,000 to build the bridge.



RANCHO MURIETA BRIDGE CROSSING
03-ZOB-0210

Various
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It is also not certain whether the projected yields for the balance of Rancho Murieta
Morth can be achieved, given the significant slope and tree cover challenges of the
remaining undeveloped areas and community opposition to the planned level of
buildout,

Status and Cost of Bridge: The RMA is managing the contract with Viking
Construction to design and build the bridge. As of August, 2005, the bridge
engineering is complete, the CSD has accepted a final mitigated negative
declaration, federal and state agencies have issued all required permits, and
Sacramento County has issued a building permit.

According to Danise Hetland, Assistant General Manager, the RMA has been unable
to obtain easements from one of the landowners at or near the construction site on
reasonable terms authorizing access to the river site during construction and over the
long term. RMA has asked the landowners to reconsider their position that the
construction posed risks that Viking Construction’s experience, insurance, indemnity
and bonds did not more than adequately cover or that the County-supervised funding
for the bridge was not adequately guaranteed. The landowners have not replied. At
this point the project is on hold. However, the RMA is hopeful that the access
problem will be resolved in the very near future and that the organization will be
able to secure the required easements. If, by the time the ordinance amendments
reach the Board, there is substantial uncertainty regarding the likelihood of obtaining
access, the Board may wish to postpone adoption of the ordinance,

To date, there are cost overruns for the permitting and inspection process of $47,561
in Sacramento County fees incurred when it decided to require a permit and $42,135
for the environmental documentation by the lead agency CSD.

In addition, Sections 8.2 and 9.4 of the General Conditions of Contract between the
Park Committee and Viking Construction provide that the contract can be extended
for delays, by change order, including payment of negotiated delay costs. The
contractor has informed the Park Committee that it is too late in the season to build
the bridge this year and to anticipate a 15% increase in costs for the balance of the
work to be done, due to delay into 2006. This would at a minimum increase the
construction cost by approximately $100,000,

Other unanticipated costs are the prospect of continuing legal fees to obtain
permission to access the river site. RMA’s legal fees were originally expected to be
minimal when easements were first presented in early 2005 to the landowners.
Through August, they have reached $44,506.
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URIETA BRIDGE CROSSING

Table 2 summarizes the cost overruns to date. The total, currently at $234,200, is
likely to reach $250,000.

TABLE 2
RMA BRIDGE PROJECT COST OVERRUNS TO DATE

TYPE OF EXPENSE . AMOUNT
Lead Agency Fees for Environmental $42,135
Document

County Building Permit Fees 547,561
Increased Costs for Construction Delay $100,000
Legal Fees for Obtaining Easements 44,506
Total Cost Overruns to Date $234,202

According to Ms, Hetland, the Park Committee will need to delay or terminate the
agreement, so that delay or termination costs become certain. Section 8.1 of the
bridge construction contract provides that the Park Committee can, “for convenience
and without cause,” terminate the agreement. If it does, the contract further provides
that the Park Committee will pay for work completed, the contractor’s proven loss,
cost or expense, the contractor’s reasonable costs to close down the work in progress
and to cover its costs to terminate subcontracts, and a 15% premium on all of the
above. The five percent retention to date would presumably be part of payment for
the work completed.

Section 11.3 of the contract, on the other hand, provides that the Park Committee has
no liability to the contractor if access easements can’t be obtained,

If the contract is terminated, future construction costs would depend on what the
Park Committee could negotiate once access becomes available. Permit renewals or
new permits if the current permits expire would add further cost, to be determined at
that time. Legal fees could be minimized if RMA’s proposed access and easement
agreements would be accepted. The negotiated agreements are substantially
complete.

Adequacy of Fee: In short, it is reasonable to expect that the total yield of revenue
under the current $850 fee will come up about $200,000 short, eliminating the
projected surplus. Given the expected $250,000 cost overrun, the current fee is
insufficient to cover the costs of the new bridge. Four options present themselves:
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URIETA BRIDGE CROSSING

1.  The south developer, Reynen and Bardis, provides an additional $250,000 to
cover the cost overruns.

2. The south developer provides no additional revenue and the fee is increased by
$190 to $1040/unit. This is based on a total unit yield of 1300 (excluding
Murieta Gardens), which would generate $247,000 in additional funds.

3. The south developer provides an additional $71,550 dollars and the fee is
increased by $135 to $985/unit, which would generate $175,500 in additional
funds, This is based on a total yield of 1830, again excluding Murieta
Gardens. The Reynen and Bardis component is derived by dividing their
initial $450,000 non-refundable deposit by $850 to yield 530 units. The
combined total funds would amount to $201,300.

4. There are no fee increases and the Parks Committee must either dip into funds
set aside for other park facilities or increase monthly dues for RMA members.
This option reflects the argument that existing residents will also benefit by the
bridge and should contribute a portion of the total costs.

The third option is consistent with the formula in the Urgency Ordinance and is
recommended by staff,

Ordinance Administration: The ordinance includes an administrative fee not to
exceed $10 per building permit. This fee covers the County Department of Finance
administrative costs in distributing the bridge fund. However, the Planning
Department has incurred expenses in administering the disposition of funds and
setting up the fee collection process. The Department recommends that the
administrative fee be increased an additional $15 per building permit to cover
Planning Department costs for the fee program’s oversight. The Department also
recommends that Reynen and Bardis pay to the County $5000 additional to
reimburse the Department for funds expended in the oversight of the bridge fee
program.

Planning staff conferred with the Municipal Services Agency to ensure that there
were no other departments, such as technical resources, requiring administrative cost
reimbursement. None were identified.

Access Paths to the Bridge: The RMA'’s Pedestrian-Bicycle Concept Plan for the
new bridge (Attachment “C™) shows access to the new bridge via an existing levee
road approaching from the east along the north side of fairway 3 and adjacent to the
Cosumnes River. This would be reached by a new path through the open space
adjacent Fairway 4 in the Riverview project. The Concept Plan also shows a new
trail extending east from the levee road within Open Space Lot “C” of Riverview.
This path would extend further east into the Cosumnes River Resource Protection

12
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Area, then onto Rancho Murieta Country Club property north of Lake 10 and then
connecting up to the northernmost cul-de-sac of the Lakeview project.

The portion of this route through the Resource Protection Area raises environmental
concerns since the paved path would intrude into a sensitive oak woodland and rock
outcropping. The rocks and steep slopes also raise significant physical constraints.

If this route proves unfeasible, the alternative will be to rely on surface streets for
access to the new bridge.

The question of access will be addressed more thoroughly in the Plan Approval for
the Transportation Management and Trails Plans (01-TMP-0519), which is currently
in environmental review, for Rancho Murieta South. The project is on hold pending
receipt of requested information from Reynen and Bardis. These plans will
eventually be heard by the Project Planning Commission.

Proposed access is not the most ideal. It requires that the bridge be reached primarily
over surface streets, not all of which have sidewalks. The residents of Phase 1 to the
west have a fairly circuitous route to the bridge. The bridge is well west of the major
recreation features on the north area.

Alternative if the Bridge is Not Built: Section 178 of the RM PD Ord, makes
reference to Condition # 5 of the Phase 1 subdivision map, which has been recorded
and is now built out. Part “d” of this condition reads that in the event that an internal
pathway cannot be developed, the developer shall construct an 8-foot paved path
from Murieta South Parkway to Murieta Parkway on the north side of the river,
separate from the roadway. Staff recommends that this language be incorporated
directly into Section 178. There is also reference in Section 178 to a low-flow
bridge over the Cosumnes River. It is our understanding that this option has long
ago been discarded as too costly and problematic. Staff recommends that this
language be deleted.

V. COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS RECEIVED:

A,

RCB:rch:jrc
sr030210

Community Council: On May 28, 2003, the Cosumnes Community Planning
Advisory Council recommended DENIAL of the amendment to amend the zoning
ordinance conditions by a vote of 8-0. However, subsequent to the meeting, the
Council heard the item again on August 13, 2003 in context of the urgency
ordinance, See the attached minutes for a detailed description of the meeting,
Generally, the Council was concerned with potential cost overruns and still being left
without a crossing while the proponents were able to continue building residential
units. The Council made an unofficial recommendation since they did not have a
quorum to approve the ordinance changes with several conditions. See the attached
referral for a summary of their conditions. One condition to note is their request to

13
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immediately release the funds upon determination that the bridge is unattainable.
The proposed ordinance specifies that the funds shall be expended on alternative
projects if the RMA is not able to secure permits and approvals of a bridge by
August 1, 2008.

VI ATTACHMENTS:

A

m W o 0w

Amendment Ordinances

1.  Ordinance - Clean Copy
2. Ordinance - With Strike Outs
3. Area Covered by Urgency Ordinance - Exhibit “1-E”

Project Description by Reynen and Bardis

Pedestrian-Bicycle Concept Plan

Readoption of Urgency Ordinance for Rancho Murieta Bridge
Rancho Murieta South Ordinance Amendment Justification Statement

Community Council Referral and Minutes

This report was prepared by Rob Burness and Sheryl Lenzie.

9/7/05
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@ Rancho Murieta Association

May 8, 2008

Board of Directors

Rancho Murieta Community Services District

15160 Jackson Road, 0.0, Box 1050 HECE!VED
Rancho Murieta, CA 95683 MAY 28 2008

Re: Request for Return of Legal Fees L L UL L

Dear Directors:

The Rancho Murieta Association is in receipt of your letter dated April 28, 2008,
concerning the return of Legal Fees. This issue will be discussed at the next regularly
scheduled Rancho Murieta Association Board of Directors meeting on May 20, 2008.
Sincerely,

ﬂ/m‘/ﬁ @m/

Jack Cooper, President
Rancho Murieta Association

Cec: RMA Directors

7191 Murieta Parkway ® Rancho Murieta, CA 95683 ® Phone: (916) 354-3500 ® FAX: (916) 354-3515



MEMORANDUM

To: Board of Directors

From: Edward R. Crouse, General Manager

Date: June 13, 2008

Subject: Appoint Regional Water Authority Board Member Replacement
RECOMMENDATION:

Appoint a Regional Water Authority (RWA) Board member replacement.

DISCUSSION:

At the May 21, 2008 Board meeting, President Kuntz resigned as the Rancho Murieta
Community Services District representative for the Regional Water Authority Board. The District
has been on the RWA Board and pre-successors since 1994.

The mission of the Regional Water Authority is to serve and represent the regional water supply
interests, and to assist the Members of the Regional Authority in protecting and enhancing the
reliability, availability, affordability and quality of water resources.

The activities of the Regional Authority are to:

a. Assist, where appropriate, in the voluntary consolidation of the services
provided by existing industry/trade associations and water utility support
groups within the Regional Authority.

b. Develop and provide subscription-based (i.e., that are paid for by
participating Members) support services, projects and programs of
mutual interest for Members, or groups of Members, and certain other
subscribers.

c. Facilitate discussion of and action on matters of regional priority and
interest.

d. Coordinate and implement regional water master planning, grant-
funding acquisition, and related planning efforts.

e. Provide a unified voice to advocate and respond to legislative, regulatory
and policy matters of importance to the region’s water supply.

The District shall appoint two representatives, who shall be a representative from the board,
from the executive staff or a combination thereof, either of whom may cast a single vote on
behalf of the District. The Authority prefers that one representative be from the Member’s
governing body, and that one representative be from the Member’s executive staff.

Z:\suzanne\Board\Board Packets\2008\06-18-08\agenda 21.doc



CONFERENCE / EDUCATION SCHEDULE

Date: June 13, 2008

To: Board of Directors

From: Suzanne Lindenfeld, District Secretary
Subject: Upcoming Conference/Education Opportunities
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

Discuss any requests from Board members desiring to attend upcoming conferences and approve
those requests as deemed appropriate.

Board members must provide brief reports on meetings that they have attended at the District’s
expense. (AB 1234).

BACKGROUND:

Staff prepares this report in order to notify Directors of upcoming educational opportunities. Those
Directors interested in attending specific events or conferences should contact me to confirm
attendance for reservation purposes.

The upcoming conferences/educational opportunities include the following:

CALIFORNIA SPECIAL DISTRICT ASSOCIATION (CSDA)

Board’s Role in Human Resources August 22, 2008 Sacramento
Module 4*

2008 Annual Conference September 22 — 25, 2008 Irvine

Team Building for Special Districts October 16, 2008 Sacramento

Electronic Document Management October 17, 2008 Elk Grove

Coaching Skills for Effective Leaders October 17, 2008 Sacramento

And Managers

*Special District Leadership Academy

SPECIAL DISTRICT RISK MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION (SDRMA)

Safety/Claims Education Day September 23, 2008 Irvine

Annual meeting breakout sessions earn discount points.
Conferences and seminars earn discount points towards our general liability premium.

Z:\suzanne\Board\Board Packets\2008\06-18-08\agenda 22.doc



Page 2 of 2
Conference / Education Schedule

SPECIAL DISTRICT AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT INSTITUTE (SDBMI)

Special District Administration June 26-27, 2008 San Diego
Special District Finance September 4-5, 2008 Laguna Cliffs/
Dana Point

ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCIES (ACWA)

2008 Fall Conference & Exhibition December 2-5, 2008 Long Beach

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY (RWA)

No Information Currently Available on Upcoming Conferences.

SACRAMENTO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION (LAFCo0)

CALAFCO Annual Conference September 2 — 5, 2008 Universal City
WATEREUSE ASSOCIATION
Potable Reuse for Water Supply November 16-18, 2008 Long Beach

Sustainability

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

No Information Currently Available on Upcoming Conferences.
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