








Within a land use code, there is also significant diversity in scale, development and
water demand as indicated in the photos below.

Commonwealth Ave

The assessor’s database contains land use information which was matched with
water use for specific parcels. It was not possible to obtain a 100% match of every
parcel to every account as the assessor’s data and water accounts are constantly
changing. However, it was possible to match enough parcels and water use data to
develop a representative water demand by some of the major land uses.

The water demand for an acre of single family residences for each purveyor was
chosen as “base” for the purpose of developing the relative water demands by major
land use. Note that the base for each purveyor’s residential component is 100%.

From this base, it was possible to develop a relative water use ratio for the other
major land use by purveyor. Table 10 below reflects the results of this ratio.

Table 10 - Water Use Ratio by Land Use by Purveyor

Category [ KID LC LF LW MC RC VW
Residential 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Non Residential 74% 57% 61% 57% 50% 57% 75% 40%

It can be noted that the differences between purveyors and the ratio of use between
residential and non-residential are rather dramatic due to the factors discussed
previously.

As an example, Table 10 was derived by taking Table 9 residential use per acre for
CV at 175 HCF/AC. The same table for CV shows 130 HCF/AC for non-residential.
The non-residential 130 1s 74% if the 175 residential is 100%. Therefore, Table 10
shows non-residential for CV at 74%.
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PART III DISTRIBUTION OF CIP PROGRAM COSTS
A DISTRIBUTION OF COST METHODOLOGY

The first step in developing the charge was the development of the Capital
Improvement Program. The CIP is composed of two components: replacement of
facilities and water enhancement projects.

The next step was the allocation of the CIP. Since the District’s facilities are not
equally available to or used by all the purveyors, it is necessary to allocate the
facilities replacement portion between those that use the facilities and those who do
not.

Appendix A demonstrates this allocation of who uses which facility. The allocation
between the users of the facility was based on a percentage of the past ten years’
water sales. This ten-year sales average is as follows:

Table 11 - 10 Years’ Sales History

CV KI LC LF LW MC RC VW Total
2,151AF | O0AF | 2,607AF | 651AF | 1,363AF | 655AF | 1,157 AF | 3,125 AF | 11,711 AF
18.37% | 0.0% | 22.26% | 5.56% | 11.64% | 5.59% | 9.88% | 26.69% | 100.0%

As an example, the project “Rehab 3 West,” has a budget of $75,000. The purveyors
using this facility are CV, LC, MC and VW. Since all the purveyors do not benefit,
the cost has been distributed among those participating times their respective
percentage of the past ten years’ sales average. Because only four agencies
participate in the use of this facility, only those four agencies’ ten-year sales

averages are used.

For example, CV’s cost for this particular project is $18,897 (25.2% times $75,000).
In this case, not all the purveyors benefitted and the cost had to be spread over
those benefiting, taking into consideration their respective percent of past sales
history.

It can be noted the KI share of rehabbing the current distribution system is 0% in
all cases, since KI is not physically connected to the District’s system.

The water enhancement portion benefits all purveyors but in varying amounts. It
was determined that each purveyor’s percentage of ultimate water demand would
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be an appropriate method to distribute those costs.

This ultimate demand is as

follows:
Table 12 - Ultimate Water Demand
CV KI LC LF LW MC RC VW Total
3,463 AF | 300 AF | 3,453 AF | S813AF | 1,687AF | SO08AF | 1,323 AF | 3,718 AF | 15,565 AF
22.25% 1.93% 22.18% 5.22% 10.84% 5.19% 8.50% 23.89% | 100.00%

It can be seen in the CIP that KI's share of the $350,000 for FY 09-10 is $6,755 or
1.93% times $350,000.

B DISTRIBUTION OF EACH PURVEYOR’S SHARE TO THEIR RESPECTIVE
PARCELS

The
actual water demand generated by a particular land use is a good measure of the

The demand by
For that reason, it was determined that each

It i1s necessary to establish a measure of benefit to make the distribution.

amount of water demanded for a parcel with similar land uses.
land use varies by service area.
purveyor’s service area would be analyzed to determine the water demand for a
single family unit as a basis for the cost allocation. Other land uses were examined
as well. It was determined that two basic land uses would be used as previously
discussed.

C DEVELOPMENT OF WATER DEMAND BY PURVEYOR BY LAND USE

In order to develop this data, it was necessary to obtain water use data from each of
Table 7 reflects the
acreage data obtained by agency. For those that did not provide the data, an

the purveyors. Not all purveyors could provide the data.

average of those that had provided data was used.

The water use by account was then matched with its respective APN. That water
use data was translated into HCF/AC by taking the acreage in Table7 and dividing it
by the use data in Table 8. For example, CV provided water use data for 292 acres.
The water used was 51,171 HCF. Thus, dividing the 51,171 HCF by 292 ac = 175
HCF/AC for residential use.

As shown in the example on page 14, the water demand of a residential unit was
established as a base unit for each of the purveyors. For those purveyor service
areas where no acreage was provided, the average from Table 9 is used and then

converted to a percentage.
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D CALCULATION OF COST PER PARCEL

The costs of the capital replacement program and the water enhancement program
were combined by purveyor as noted in Table 6. Each purveyor’s percentage of the
total was calculated. A tentative charge (shown in Table 13), for residential and
non-residential categories is established for each purveyor. That number is then
multiplied by the acreage of each of the parcels in each service area. The iterative
calculation feature in Excel tests each purveyor’s revenue against the annual
payment and makes adjustments until it reaches each purveyor’s annual obligation
as noted in Table 14 on page 18.

As an example, the iterative calculation looks at an estimated number for the first
row and column in Table 13 on page 18. That number is multiplied times the
acreage of only those parcels coded CV and coded residential. It then takes the
number for non-residential and performs the same calculation on any parcel in CV
coded non-residential. The results are totaled and matched to the target amount,
which 1s $406,620 on the CV line in Table 14. If the numbers do not match, the
program repeats the same cycle and will continue to do so until the target amount is
matched.

The math is as follows: $251 per acre times the acreage (such as .25 acre) which is
equal to $62.75. Every parcel in CV that is coded residential is then added up. The
same 1is done for the non-residential. The total of the two has to equal the target
number.

Example of Calculation:

As shown on Table 14, CV has 1,496 acres of land classified as residential. The
charge per acre of $251 multiplied by 1,496 acres equals $375,496. The non-
residential acreage of 165 acres times $186 per acre equals $30,690 for a total of
$406,186 (the difference from the values shown in Table 14 is due to rounding data).
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The calculation of the charge per acre by use and purveyor ultimately results in
charges as shown in Table 13 below.

Table 13 — Charge Table

Purveyor Residential Non-Residential
CV $251 $186
KI $40 $23
LC $307 $187
LF $253 $144
LW $122 $61
MC $232 $132
RC $111 $45
VW $249 $101

The assessment has been adjusted assuming 6.0% of uncollectable parcels.

E SUMMARY OF CHARGE TABLE DATA

The table below summarizes the data that was processed to develop the charges in
Table 13. The program solved for the residential rate using the residential acres
and the non-residential acres times their respective rates.

Table 14 - Summary of Charge Table Data

Residential Category Non-Residential Category
Sum of Sum of Per Acre Sum of Sum of Per Acre Total Sum Total Sum
Purveyor Acreage Amount Charge Acreage Amount Charge of Acreage of Amount
cv 1,496 ac $375,867 $251 165 ac $30,753 $186 1,662 ac $406,620
Kl 558 ac $22,353 $40 206 ac $4,697 $23 764 ac $27,050
LC 1,250 ac $383,589 $307 225 ac $42,053 $187 1,475 ac $425,642
LF 290 ac $73,166 $253 40 ac $5,715 $144 329 ac $78,881
LW 1,231 ac $150,773 $122 215 ac $13,096 $61 1,447 ac $163,870
MC 308 ac $71,571 $232 148 ac $19,526 $132 456 ac $91,097
RC 1,057 ac $117,063 $111 273 ac $12,252 $45 1,330 ac $129,316
VW 1,481 ac $368,655 $249 536 ac $54,020 $101 2,017 ac $422,675
Grand Total 7,671 ac $1,563,036 1,808 ac $182,113 9,479 ac  $1,745,150

For example: 1,496 acres times $251 = $375,496 (the difference is due to rounding
data).

F NON-BENEFITING PARCELS

It is recognized that certain parcels may have use restrictions that are not noted in
the assessor’s records and thus may not benefit from a water supply. The District
will provide a procedure for property owners to apply for an exemption on the basis
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of lack of benefit, and the Board of Directors will determine if, in fact, there is no
benefit. A finding of no benefit will remove the charge from the parcel. This finding
of no benefit could be of a temporary or permanent nature. If it is temporary, and
at a later date the property does benefit from a water supply, then the property will
be assessed all past charges plus interest.

G COLLECTION OF CHARGE

The parcel charge would be collected on the annual property tax bill as a separate
line item.

District legal counsel has ruled that property owned by public agencies is exempt
from the payment of taxes and assessment except by consent. The District must
spread the assessment against such property in proportion to benefits conferred so
non-exempt property does not subsidize the benefits conferred on exempt property.
District counsel has directed that the District will request voluntary payment of the
assessment by the exempt property. The District will pay for facilities benefiting
public property by use of grants and fees.

Parcel by Parcel Assessment

There 1s a complete list of each District parcel and its proposed assessment
available through the District secretary. The list is based on the most current
information available from the County assessor.
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PART IV FUNDING THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The Capital Improvement Program provides benefits for many generations. It also
represents a sizable expense. In order to equitably spread the cost to all the
generations that will benefit, it i1s necessary to borrow funds. In an effort to
mitigate impact on water rates, it is proposed that the debt service be funded by a
parcel charge. This method of funding has certain advantages. It provides a very
stable revenue stream which provides the bond purchaser a high level of comfort
that the bond payments will be paid. In addition, it does not increase the water
rates. This is an important element since the cost of water is rising rather
dramatically and is expected to increase even more in the near future.

A BOND FINANCING

A major portion of the total CIP will be financed. The annual debt service is
apportioned based on each purveyor’s percentage of the benefits as reflected in the
table below.

It 1s anticipated that a $21,015,000 bond at 5% interest for 30 years will be 1ssued.
The annual revenue needed for the debt payment and coverage of 1.2 results in a
need for $1,640,441 per year. The payment will be collected based on each
purveyor’s share of the annual payment as noted in Table 15 below.

Table 15 — Purveyor’s Share of Annual Payment

Purveyor Non-Collection | Available for

Purveyor Annual Share [Allowance (6%)| Debt Senice
CcVv $ 406,620 | $ (24,397)| $ 382,223
Kl $ 27,050 | $ (1,623)[ $ 25,427
LC $ 425,642 | $ (25,539)| $ 400,103
LF $ 78,881 | $ (4,733)[ $ 74,148
LW $ 163,870 | $ (9,832) $ 154,037
MC $ 91,097 | $ (5,466)( $ 85,631
RC $ 129,316 | $ (7,759) $ 121,557
VW $ 422,675 | $ (25,361)| $ 397,315
Total:| $ 1,745,150 | $ (104,709)| $ 1,640,441

For example, CV’s annual share of collected payment is expected to be $382,223,
based on their share of the percentage of all programs, 23.30% times the annual
payment of $1,640,441.
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B FUNDING OF REMAINING PORTION OF CIP

In an effort to encourage the reclamation of water, MWD and the State of California
are offering grants to promote the development of programs such as those proposed
in the District’s plan. It is anticipated that a major portion of the Water
Enhancement program will be eligible for grant funding.

In light of this, it was determined to fund only the initial work necessary to get the
program going. This avoids burdening the community with large start up costs that
may not be necessary with grant funding.

If the District cannot fund the balance of the CIP through grants, or should the
rehabilitation of existing facilities cost more than anticipated, the remaining
amount would be put on Foothill’s water bill. Starting January 1, 2010, this would
be a fixed charge using the same formula used for the parcel charge.
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PARTV SUMMARY

The proposed parcel assessment will not fund the entire enhancement portion of the
Capital Program as noted in Appendix A. It is anticipated that the District will be
able to obtain grant funding for the remaining costs of the water enhancement
program. The revenue raised by this assessment will replace worn out facilities and
Initiate the planning, engineering and environmental work necessary to develop the

water recycling program.

State policy and the Metropolitan Water District are promoting conservation and

water reclamation with financial incentives.
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APPENDIX A: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN
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Foothill Municipal Water District
Capital Improvement Plan

Past 10 yrs Sales [Past 10 yrs Sales 18.37% 22.26% 5.56% 11.64% 5.59% 9.88% 26.69% |
Ult. Demand Ult. Demand 1.93% 22.25% 22.18% 5.22% 10.84% 5.19% 8.50% 23.89% |
FY 2009-2010 KID CVWD LCID Las Flores Lincoln Mesa Rubio Valley
BUDGET Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit
Pump Stations
1 Gen Sets design & replacement - P-1
Gen Sets design & replacement
3 Rehab 3 West $75,000 $18,897 $22,898 $5,750 $27,455
4 Rehab 4B
5 Rehab 4 East $20,000 $3,674 $4,452 $1,112 $2,328 $1,118 $1,976 $5,338
6 Rehab 2w
7 Rehab 1W $25,000 $6,299 $7,633 $1,917 $9,152
10 Repainting Main Station
11 Motor Control Review/Rehab
12 P-1 Pump Rehab
IInterconnections
13 Linda Vista Intertie $45,000 $11,338 $13,739 $3,450 $16,473
14 Prop 50 Interconnection $65,000 $11,941 $14,469 $3,614 $7,566 $3,634 $6,422 $17,349
15 Sheldon Pressure Zone Interconnection
16 Windsor Reservoir Zone Interconnection $53,820 $9,887 $11,980 $2,992 $6,265 $3,009 $5,317 $14,365
IT
17 SCADA Replacement $95,000 $17,452 $21,147 $5,282 $11,058 $5,311 $9,386 $25,356
Reservoirs
21 Earthquake Valves Design/Construction $15,000 $3,779 $4,580 $1,150 $5,491
22 La Cafada East Reservoir Rehab $350,000 $88,184 $106,858 $26,834 $128,124
23 Reservoir Rehab
24 La Canada West - Design/Construction
25 Additional Storage - Design/Construction
Transmission Mains
26 La Crescenta Force Main Rehabilitation $420,000 $189,894 $230,106
27 Video Cam/Repair Windsor Ave Pipeline
Administration and Ops Support
29 Gen Set at Admin/Ops Center $12,000 $2,204 $2,671 $667 $1,397 $671 $1,186 $3,203
31 Rehab Administrative Building
32 [Sub-Total Foothill Replacement Projects $1,175,820 $363,548 $440,532 $13,668 $28,613 $52,843 $24,287 $252,304
Water Supply Enhancement Projects
33 Engineering and Pre-Design $350,000 $6,755 $77,875 $77,630 $18,270 $37,940 $18,165 $29,750 $83,615
34 CEQA
35 Treatment Plant and Infrastructure
Grand Total $1,525,820, $6,755 $441,423 $518,162 $31,938 $66,553 $71,008 $54,037 $335,919
Running Total (2010 Dollars)
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Foothill Municipal Water District
Capital Improvement Plan

Past 10 yrs Sales 18.37% 22.26% 5.56% 11.64% 5.59% 9.88% 26.69% |
Ult. Demand 1.93% 22.25% 22.18% 5.22% 10.84% 5.19% 8.50% 23.89% |
FY 2010-2011 KID CVWD LCID Las Flores Lincoln Mesa Rubio Valley
BUDGET Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit
Pump Stations
1 Gen Sets design & replacement - P-1 $702,000 $128,957 $156,265 $39,031 $81,713 $39,242 $69,358 $187,364
Gen Sets design & replacement $702,000 $317,395 $384,605
3 Rehab 3 West
4 Rehab 4B $35,000 $15,825 $19,175
5 Rehab 4 East
6 Rehab 2w $15,000 $3,779 $4,580 $1,150 $5,491
7 Rehab 1W
10 Repainting Main Station $50,000 $9,185 $11,130 $2,780 $5,820 $2,795 $4,940 $13,345
11 Motor Control Review/Rehab $30,000 $5,511 $6,678 $1,668 $3,492 $1,677 $2,964 $8,007
12 P-1 Pump Rehab $30,000 $5,511 $6,678 $1,668 $3,492 $1,677 $2,964 $8,007
IInterconnections
13 Linda Vista Intertie
14 Prop 50 Interconnection
15 Sheldon Pressure Zone Interconnection $132,840 $24,403 $29,570 $7,386 $15,463 $7,426 $13,125 $35,455
16 Windsor Reservoir Zone Interconnection
IT
17 SCADA Replacement $250,000 $45,925 $55,650 $13,900 $29,100 $13,975 $24,700 $66,725
Reservoirs
21 Earthquake Valves Design/Construction $235,000 $59,209 $71,747 $18,017 $86,026
22 La Cafada East Reservoir Rehab
23 Reservoir Rehab
24 La Cafada West - Design/Construction $50,000 $12,598 $15,265 $3,833 $18,303
25 Additional Storage - Design/Construction
Transmission Mains
26 La Crescenta Force Main Rehabilitation
27 Video Cam/Repair Windsor Ave Pipeline $50,000 $9,185 $11,130 $2,780 $5,820 $2,795 $4,940 $13,345
Administration and Ops Support
29 Gen Set at Admin/Ops Center $70,000 $12,859 $15,582 $3,892 $8,148 $3,913 $6,916 $18,683
31 Rehab Administrative Building
32 |Sub-TotaI Foothill Replacement Projects $2,351,840 $650,341 $788,057 $73,105 $153,047 $96,501 $129,906 $460,751
Water Supply Enhancement Projects
33 Engineering and Pre-Design
34 CEQA $100,000 $1,930 $22,250 $22,180 $5,220 $10,840 $5,190 $8,500 $23,890
35 Treatment Plant and Infrastructure
Grand Total $2,451,840 $1,930 $672,591 $810,237 $78,325 $163,887 $101,691 $138,406 $484,641
Running Total (2010 Dollars) $3,977,660
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Foothill Municipal Water District
Capital Improvement Plan

Past 10 yrs Sales 18.37% 22.26% 5.56%

11.64%

5.59%

9.88%

26.69% |

Ult. Demand 1.93% 22.25% 22.18% 5.22%

10.84%

5.19%

8.50%

23.89% |

Pump Stations

1 Gen Sets design & replacement - P-1
Gen Sets design & replacement

3 Rehab 3 West

4 Rehab 4B

5 Rehab 4 East

6 Rehab 2w

7 Rehab 1W

10 Repainting Main Station

11 Motor Control Review/Rehab

12 P-1 Pump Rehab

IInterconnections

13 Linda Vista Intertie

14 Prop 50 Interconnection

15 Sheldon Pressure Zone Interconnection
16 Windsor Reservoir Zone Interconnection

T
17 SCADA Replacement

Reservoirs

21 Earthquake Valves Design/Construction
22 La Cafada East Reservoir Rehab

23 Reservoir Rehab

24 La Canada West - Design/Construction
25 Additional Storage - Design/Construction

Transmission Mains
26 La Crescenta Force Main Rehabilitation
27 Video Cam/Repair Windsor Ave Pipeline

Administration and Ops Support
29 Gen Set at Admin/Ops Center
31 Rehab Administrative Building

FY 2011-2012 KID CVWD LCID Las Flores

Lincoln

Mesa

Rubio

Valley

BUDGET Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit

$25,000 $4,593 $5,565 $1,390

$31,200 $5,731 $6,945 $1,735

$70,000 $12,859 $15,582 $3,892
$200,000 $50,391 $61,062

Benefit

$2,910

$3,632

$8,148

Benefit

$1,398

$1,744

$3,913
$15,334

Benefit

$2,470

$3,083

$6,916

Benefit

$6,673

$8,327

$18,683
$73,214

32 [Sub-Total Foothill Replacement Projects

$326,200 $73,574 $89,154 $7,017

$14,690

$22,389

$12,469

$106,896

Water Supply Enhancement Projects
33 Engineering and Pre-Design
34 CEQA
35 Treatment Plant and Infrastructure

$27,400,000 $528,820 $6,096,500 $6,077,320 $1,430,280

$2,970,160

$1,422,060

$2,329,000

$6,545,860

Grand Total

$27,726,200 $528,820 $6,170,074 $6,166,474 $1,437,297

$2,984,850

$1,444,449

$2,341,469

$6,652,756

Running Total (2010 Dollars)

$31,703,860
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Foothill Municipal Water District
Capital Improvement Plan

Past 10 yrs Sales 18.37% 22.26% 5.56% 11.64% 5.59% 9.88% 26.69% |
Ult. Demand 1.93% 22.25% 22.18% 5.22% 10.84% 5.19% 8.50% 23.89% |
FY 2012-2013 KID CVWD LCID Las Flores Lincoln Mesa Rubio Valley

BUDGET Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit

Pump Stations
1 Gen Sets design & replacement - P-1
2 Gen Sets design & replacement
3 Rehab 3 West
4 Rehab 4B
5 Rehab 4 East
6 Rehab 2w
7 Rehab 1W
10 Repainting Main Station
11 Motor Control Review/Rehab
12 P-1 Pump Rehab $32,448 $5,961 $7,223 $1,804 $3,777 $1,814 $3,206 $8,660

IInterconnections

13 Linda Vista Intertie

14 Prop 50 Interconnection

15 Sheldon Pressure Zone Interconnection
16 Windsor Reservoir Zone Interconnection

T
17 SCADA Replacement $20,000 $3,674 $4,452 $1,112 $2,328 $1,118 $1,976 $5,338

Reservoirs
21 Earthquake Valves Design/Construction
22 La Cafada East Reservoir Rehab
23 Reservoir Rehab $72,800 $13,373 $16,205 $4,048 $8,474 $4,070 $7,193 $19,430
24 La Canada West - Design/Construction
25 Additional Storage - Design/Construction $200,000 $50,391 $61,062 $15,334 $73,214

Transmission Mains
26 La Crescenta Force Main Rehabilitation
27 Video Cam/Repair Windsor Ave Pipeline

Administration and Ops Support
29 Gen Set at Admin/Ops Center
31 Rehab Administrative Building $121,665 $22,350 $27,083 $6,765 $14,162 $6,801 $12,021 $32,472

32 [Sub-Total Foothill Replacement Projects $446,913 $95,749 $116,024 $13,728 $28,741 $29,136 $24,395 $139,115

Water Supply Enhancement Projects
33 Engineering and Pre-Design
34 CEQA
35 Treatment Plant and Infrastructure
Grand Total $446,913 $95,749 $116,024 $13,728 $28,741 $29,136 $24,395 $139,115
Running Total (2010 Dollars) |  $32,150,773 |
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Foothill Municipal Water District
Capital Improvement Plan

Past 10 yrs Sales 18.37% 22.26% 5.56% 11.64% 5.59% 9.88% 26.69%
Ult. Demand 1.93% 22.25% 22.18% 5.22% 10.84% 5.19% 8.50% 23.89%
FY 2013-2014 KID CVWD LCID Las Flores Lincoln Mesa Rubio Valley Total

BUDGET Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit Benefit BUDGET

Pump Stations
1 Gen Sets design & replacement - P-1
2 Gen Sets design & replacement
3 Rehab 3 West
4 Rehab 4B
5 Rehab 4 East
6 Rehab 2w
7 Rehab 1W
10 Repainting Main Station
11 Motor Control Review/Rehab
12 P-1 Pump Rehab $33,746 $6,199 $7,512 $1,876 $3,928 $1,886 $3,334 $9,007

IInterconnections

13 Linda Vista Intertie

14 Prop 50 Interconnection

15 Sheldon Pressure Zone Interconnection
16 Windsor Reservoir Zone Interconnection

T
17 SCADA Replacement

Reservoirs
21 Earthquake Valves Design/Construction
22 La Cafada East Reservoir Rehab
23 Reservoir Rehab $75,712 $13,908 $16,853 $4,210 $8,813 $4,232 $7,480 $20,208
24 La Canada West - Design/Construction
5 Additional Storage - Design/Construction $2,433,306 $613,082 $742,908 $186,561 $890,755

N

Transmission Mains
26 La Crescenta Force Main Rehabilitation
27 Video Cam/Repair Windsor Ave Pipeline

Administration and Ops Support
29 Gen Set at Admin/Ops Center
31 Rehab Administrative Building

32 [Sub-Total Foothill Replacement Projects $2,542,764 $633,190 $767,273 $6,086 $12,741 $192,680 $10,814 $919,969 $6,843,537|

Water Supply Enhancement Projects
33 Engineering and Pre-Design
34 CEQA
35 Treatment Plant and Infrastructure
Grand Total $2,542,764] $633,190 $767,273 $6,086 $12,741 $192,680 $10,814 $919,969 $27,850,000
Running Total (2010 Dollars) $34,693,537 $34,693,537

10/16/2009
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Parcel Charge Development Flow Chart
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