CITY OF LANSING WORK SESSION AGENDA

800 1%t Terrace August 27, 2015
Lansing, KS 66043 Thursday
913-727-3233 Fax: 913-828-4579 7:00 p.m.
www.lansing.ks.us Lansing City Hall
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Call To Order:

I. Discussion of Various Road, Bridge, and Stormwater Concerns
a) Flooding Issues/Maintenance of 9 Mile Creek
b) Bittersweet Street Bridge
c) DeSoto Road
d) Stormwater Utility
Adjournment
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Tim Vandali, City Administrator@

TO:
FROM: Sarah Bodenstsiner, City Clerki}g)
DATE: August 20, 2015

SUBJECT: Work Session Summary

Discussion of Various Road, Bridge, and Stormwater Concerns
a} Flooding Issues/Maintenance of 9 Mile Creek
b) Bittersweet Street Bridge
¢} DeSoto Road
d) Stormwater Utility
o Staff will be present to facilitate discussions regarding items of concern.
Adjournment
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FROM: John W. Young, Director of Public Works \/

TO: Tim Vandall, City Administrator ﬁ C}?

DATE: August 21, 2015

SUBJECT: Discussion of Various Road, Bridge, and Stormwater Concerns

9-Mile Creek: The Public Works Director will be in attendance to facilitate discussion of 9-Mile Creek
flooding and maintenance issues. Specific detailed information from Lansing Correctional Facility on
what services, in what locations, and under what circumstances they may be able to provide those
services has been requested and we hope to have that response in time for the work session.

Bittersweet Street Bridge: The Public Works Director will be in attendance to facilitate discussion of
the Bittersweet Street bridge and the associated concrete roadway approach slab and barriers that
have settled resulting in an unsightly crack, along with any other issues such as graffiti, and vandalism
of the hand rail along the walkway.

DeSoto Road: The Public Works Director will be in attendance to facilitate discussion of the history
and options moving forward for the Ida to Eisenhower project, along with discussion of future needs for
other portions of the road.

Stormwater Utility: The Public Works Director will be in attendance to facilitate discussion of the
potential for funding stormwater needs via formation of a stormwater utility.

The attached PowerPoint slides will be available for the meeting if needed.
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9-Mile Creek

Leavenwaorth County, KS
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* Only small portions of 9—Mile Creek are in
public drainage easements or on public
land.

* Specific detailed information from Lansing
Correctional Facility on what services, in what
locations, and under what circumstances they
may be able to provide those services has
been requested and we hope to have that
response in time for the work session.




Bittersweet Bridge
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DeSoto Road

DeSoto Road Project History

June 2005--earmark pitch: Councilman Robert Ulin convinced the Council that we should
pick a road project and lobby Senator Robert’s office earmark funds. Council directed staff
to develop a concept for improvements on 147t Street (DeSoto Road) within the city
limits. Staff developed a Parkway concept for the route and put together a brochure for
Councilman Ulin and Mayor Bernard to take to Washington, D.C. The project, at the
concept phase in 2005, was for a Parkway section from Cottonwoed to Eisenhower, with a
cost estimate of 514 million. This was done without the benefit of any engineering studies.
February 2006--city agreed to have KDOT perform noise study for envircnmental
assessment to be paid for from the $2 million of committed HDP (earmark ) funds.
$4000.00 for noise study.

ril 2006--city/state agreement for 4-H Road to Eisenhower Road executed

June 2006--advised by KDOT that there was no sunset on earmark funds

December 2006--Council enacted enabling resolution and made decision to proceed with
design: staff recommended constructing from Mary to ida Street, with preliminary

estimate of $4.05 million in local funding, as opposed to preliminary estimate of $6.4
million for Ida to Eisenhower. Reasons were: higher traffic count, deficient bridge, steep
hill; in effect, far more safety benefit provided by improving this section.

May 2009--updated city/state agreement: allowed earmark funds to be used for 80% of
preliminary engineering costs ($422,672). Local share of engineering $105,668. This
agreement included o sunset on the earmark funds, requiring them to be used on an active
construction project within 10 years (fiscal year 2019, which begins October 2018) or the
balance be forfeited and the amount spent repaid.




June 2009-work session — considered options of which phase to be designed: stoff

recommended constructing from Maory to Ida as previously recommended in December.

July 2009--Council decided to proceed with design of Ida to Eisenhower over staff
recommendation of Mary to |da. Council authorized design for a four-lane orterial facility
because the concept design would not have an adequate level of service throughout the 20
year design life, and there was not a significant cost difference between the original concept
and the four-lane facility.

December 2009—began consultant selection process {qualification based selection process)

May 2010--three-party preliminary engineering agreement with PEC and KDOT executed in the
total amount of $528,340. There was $145,000 set aside in fund 70 for the project for local

costs at this time,

May 2010--preliminary engineering began: Troffic study indicated need for dedicated turn lane
at intersections and a two-way center turn lane in the portion of the project where there are
closely spaced direct access driveways 1o the street.

May 2011—public information meeting showing plan and profile of roadway design, right-of-
way and easement needs, etc. Wide solicitation of public comment for the project.

May 19, 2011--email distributed to all elected officials summarizing all public comments
received and providing staff recemmendations. Further comment from councilmembers was
solicited by this email.

August 2011--commitment by KDOT for $200,000 safety funds for the Eisenhower intersection
- amended city/state agreement signed.

December 2011--field check plans completed except for trail modification to address public
comment. Field check construction cost estimate $7,984,000.

January 2012 —Tield check completed: KD07 auihorization o begin right-of-way acguisition
and to proceed to office check plans

May 2012—capital and supplemental budget request for right-of-way acguisition - not
funded

February 2013--Council declined to act on supplemental agreement for engineering
services for additional work needed to redesign/relocate trail to address concerns

expressed at public information meeting. Also at this meeting, the councilmembers from
Ward 4 expressed concern about the design and asked why it wasn't designed as a three-lane

facility. This is the first comment staff received from the Council about this matter . . . a year
and nine months after we distributed summary of public comment and staff recommended
responses in May 2011.

May 2013--office check plans submitted to KDOT without trail design completed

May 2013--capital and supplemental budget request for right-of-way acquisition - not

funded

June 2013--project removed from current MARC TIP — Project # 163004 {U-2113-01), due to
being behind schedule — resubmit at next call for projects for 2019-20 construction.

luly 2013--PEC began work on second office check plans

Second office check plans have been submitted to KDOT, without completion of trail design.
Construction cost estimate $7,101,000.

May 2014--capital and supplemental budget reguest for right-of-way acquisition - not

funded

July 2014--PEC inquired about being relieved of remaining items in design contract and
terminating contract due to inactivity.

May 2015--capital and supplemental budget reguest for right-of-way acquisition - not

funded




Federal funds currently dedicated to the project = $2,200,00
Federal funds available from MARC = unknown
Federal funds spent to date = $422,211 - pay back by 2019 if not under construction

Federal funds remaining to spend on construction and construction engineering =
$1,770,789

Estimated construction cost = $7,101,000

Estimated construction engineering expense = $710,100

Estimated right-of-way expense = $450,000 (2010 estimate) - needed in 2017 latest
Estimated utility relocation expense = $1,260,000 {2010 estimate] - needed in 2018 latest
Estimated total project cost = $10,149,440

Local expenditure to date = $105,553

Total of additicnal funds needed {local or combination of local and MARC) = $7,843,887

$ Inthousands

Total lucal costs ing on % of feders| conetruction funding that can be abizined
Tatal construction $71010 B80% e B0% 50% 0% 0% 20%
Avalable Fed. $1,4311
Remaining Const. $5,860.0 Plus CE  56,707.0)

Other Local Costs $1,760.0
Total efter Avall. Fad $BAGT O $3.101.4 3a.7721 $4.442 8 $5.112.5]  $2,32020) $8454.9] $7.125 €0




O YOUNE (At Vo U et e e ]
Sem:'l'hursdnv, May 19, 2011 4:21 PM
To: 'Mike Smith'; '"Mayor'; buehler@lansing.ks.us; meneill@lansing ks.us; Dave Trinkle; ‘Blackwell, Billy M.%; kirby@lansing. ks.us; Andi Pawlowskl;

dstudnlcka@sbeglobal.net
€ Terry Coder; €Indy; Dennls Th Herb retd bsen; Justin Holden; Rebecca Savidge; Tim Dossey; Tracy Heim
Subject: DeSote Road Public Information Meeting - comments to date

. This was a successful meeting. 35 persons registerad as attendees, Sufficlent City Staff and Consultant Staff were on hand to explain the profect and
answer all questlons one on one.

11 comment forms were submitted at the meeting. We wilt be iing any ional forms as they come in. Displays prepared for the
meeting are at Public Works and will be available for anyone who would Ilke to see them. Comment forms are avallable at Publie Works and on the City
web site.

y of to date with some staff bout design and process germana ta the comments:

= 3 forms Indicated everything about the praject was positive.

- 1 person requastad an entrance to their vacant property.

. There were 3 concerns expressed about speed limit on the new read.. wanted te keop speed low.
Dasign speed for the project is 45 MPH, and the design is such that all safety considerations for a focllity of thut speed hove been token into account, The
prajected traffic growth for this praject is such thet capecity would be negatively affected by arbitrarily setting the speed limit fow. Thet drag would extand
ta the obility to accommodate traffic from the side streets. Fed. funding and state law require speed fimits to be set per traffic engineening study,

* There were 3 comments wanting the road to be one lane each direction with a two-way center turn lane,

Projectad traffic flow during the destgn life of the prefect will reach 16,580 vehides per day which by traffic engineering criteria will reguire 4

lanes ot design speed to effectively move the traffic. We must design for the life of the project, not for todoy’s conditions. The two-way center turn fane is

warranted because of entry and exit turns from the high number of residential aceass points along the route. The cast difference between o 3 lond and 5

lane focility is minimol in the overall cost picture.

1 commant in additlon to the 3 that sald averything was positive, was In favor of the trail as shown, totaling 4 in favor as shown.

1 comment asked to mave the trail closer to the creek.

2 cormmaents were against a trail In yards near the creek.

2 persons from other nelghbnrhbnds not affected by the project questioned the location of the trail near the creek.

Afi publie projects ard i Lansing since 2005 thot are in areos where troils are shown on ﬂleMunerTmﬂPfan have incerporated'troils along

the approximate corridor adopted in the plur by the Planning Commission ond City Council that year. This preli may eashy be pushed o

EEEE I T

to the creek, which is actuolly the iden! incation, and privacy fence moy be incorporated to screen the troil from the neamyhams and yards. Where
poss{blﬁhe.lden”amlcnfortbetml 5 within the axisting drair ot the rear of these will be
1] ired os weﬂasjnrmysmtdyht-qf-wayardh«lwa afmements(dlmka ve:vhfmafmd'mrema‘ym
processmqulredjw this by the Federal Government since Fed Sfunds ore invoived.)
- We wal any lons and from Councll Members as well as from the public throughaut the design process as we continue toward a final
deslgn.

CHOICES

1. PAY BACK FEDERAL SHARE OF DESIGN COSTS.
a. This action will relieve the City Council from having to raise revenues to pay the
local match for the project which, depending on the success of future funding
requests, will amount to between $32 million and $8 million.

s $422.211 between now and 2019

2. REDESIGN PROJECT TO A THREE-LANE MINOR ARTERIAL SECTION.

a. Will require additional local funds for redesign, which will essentially offset any
savings in construction cost. Funds for redesign will be needed in addition to funds
for right-of-way in 2017 latest.

+  $450,000 for right-of-way plus $250,000 for redesign = $700,000 in 2017
+ $1,260,000 for utility relocation in 2018
*  Between $2 million and $8 million in 2019

3. PROCEED WITH PROJECT USING CURRENT DESIGN AND FINISH TRAIL DESIGN.
a. WiIll require commitment to follow through on funding.
= $450,000 for ROW plus $25,000 to complete trail redesign = $475,000 in 2017
« $1,260,000 for utility relocation in 2018
* Between $2 million and 58 million in 2019




Stormwater Utility

2013 Strategic Planning Work Session

Why Consider a Utility?

All developed property in Lansing contributes to the
displacement of stormwater in proportion to the amount of
impervious surface developed on the property (rooftops,
driveways, patios, parking areas, etc.)

Property valuation and ad valorem tax assessments are not
proportional to displacement of stormwater.

WATER - > Charge for volume used

WASTEWATER - > Charge for volume used {direct proportion
to water use)

ELECTRICITY - > Charge for amount used
GAS - > Charge for volume used
STORMWATER - > Charge for amount of runoff generated

Researching Heartland v Mission to see if this argument will withstand o legal challenge

Cl.
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This fee is clearly assessed, in pan, on how property owners decide to use their
property. Plainly. the property owners' decision directly affects the City's determination
of the amount ot'the direct and indirect volume of traffic each property generates. the
type and size of such traffic, and the traffic generation factor, The larger the developed
of the developed property, the
greater the tax. In sum, this tax taxes the use of developed property and would have been
prohibited as an unanthorized transactional excise tax

square footage and the greater the vse or disposition!

r the former law.

With the broader prohibition of excise taxes now in
substantial doubt the transportation user fee is an excise tax o

ect, it is clear beyond a
tax in the nature of an
excise and the City exceeded its home rule authority, $ee Kan. Const. art. 12, § 5(b);
K.S.A. 12-194; see Executive dircraft, 252 Kan. at 424-25.

in the case of the stormwater utility fee, the owner's decision
on the size of house and other impervious surfaces on the

Remaining issues property affects the amount of the fee charged

Given our ruling here, we need not address Heartland's due process and equal
protection arguments. The same is true for Heartland's argument raised after summary
Jjudgment was granted, that the City failed to properly follow the procedures in K.S.A.

Stormwater Funding

To properly plan and operate a Stormwater program addressing the

varied, often very expensive and complex capital projects, along with

annual operations and maintenance, a stable, sufficient, revenue source is

needed.

Typical funding sources are a) unstable, as has been demonstrated by our

own history with Stormwater budgeting; b) project-based {one time

funding, grants, etc.); or ¢) temporary.

In the absence of an autonomous program, we experience delays in

projects and maintenance due to competition for general fund resources,

budget cuts, unfunded regulations (next phase of NPDES), etc.

Results:

— Deferred maintenance leading to system failures and more expensive
repairs.

— Inability to fix recurring problems.

= Failure to meet NPDES requiremenis . . . potential fines,

—  Large high priority projects deferred due to insufficient funding.




Stormwater Utility

Has a dedicated method of funding separate from
the General Fund.

Has a budget separate from the General Fund
within City Government, similar to the
wastewater utility budget.

Provides long term programmed approach to
Stormwater issues.

Provides for unified/coordinated management of
planning, capital improvements, maintenance,
regulation/enforcement, and
administration/funding for Stormwater services.

Stormwater Utility Fee

User/generator fee.

Is charged to Stormwater runoff generators {customers) so the
utility can manage the customers’ runoff.

Customers are owners of developed property in the City Limits.

Fee is set to provide an amount adequate for demonstrated
funding needs (operation and maintenance plus capital
improvements as determined by a rate study).

Fee is fair and equitable, based on the actual impact of each
customer.

Provides a dedicated revenue stream unaffected by the General
Fund and other considerations.

12



Advantages of Stormwater utility

* Stable source of revenue.

* Sufficient funding for Lansing’s specifically
identified needs (Master Plan).

* Fair to all customers: residential, commercial,
industrial, agricultural, large, small, etc.

* One less category to compete with the many
other important General Fund needs.

* Ability to fund large projects and demonstrate
progress to customers soon after inception.

EQUITABILITY

The amount of Stormwater runoff produced is
directly related to the area of impervious surface
on a property.

Rate structure is developed in proportion to area
of impervious surface, so customers pay their fair
share of the overall cost for the City to manage
the excess Stormwater runoff that comes from
their property due to impervious surfaces on the
property.

13



In-House Work to Minimize Master
Plan Costs

* Mapping of existing Stormwater infrastructure — 95%
Complete.

* Determination of current impervious surface area on
all properties in the City — 95% Complete.

* Condition Inventory of existing Stormwater

infrastructure — Suspended due to KERIT requirements.

* Identification of Stormwater problems — Results of
condition inventory will be added to current list of
known Stormwater problems and citizen concerns.

* Estimate that mapping and inventory efforts already
completed or to be completed by staff will reduce the
cost of a master plan by $65,000.

Current Ranked List of Major
Stormwater Problems (2014
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Stormwater Project Ranking Criteria

Privata Property Risk
10 = likekhocd of homa or etore damags for <10 Yr. Retum
@ = likelihood of home or ators damaga for <25 Yr, Retum
B = llkellhood of home or store damage for <50 Yr. Retum
7 = likslihcod of homa or store damage for <100 Yr. Retum
8 = likeFhood of soossaory structure damage for <10 ¥r. Ratum
5 = llkefiheod of acsessory structurs demage for <25 Yr. Ratum
4 = likefihood of acceggory struclure damapge for <60 Yr. Retumn
3 = Rkelihcod of acosaaory atructurs damage for <100 YT. Retumn
2 = likelihaod of yard or grounds erozion
1 & likelihood of grounds Inundation
0 =na apparent risk

Publlc Infreatructura Riak
10 = Read o bridge could wash oul or collapas & <10 Yr. Retum
@ = Road ar bridge could wash cut or oollapss @ < 25 Yr. Ratum
8 = Road or bridga could waah out or collapee & <100 Yr. Retum
T =Public bullding or other facilily could ba damagad @ <10 Yr. Retum
6 = Public bullding o other facilily could ba damaged & <25 Yr. Relum
5 = Publio building or cther facfity ¢ould be damaged @ <100 Yr. Retum
4 = Pipe or inlet (nat under streat) could collapae or undemnina
3 = Diteh liner could wash out
2 = Ditehichannel could enxde to unsafe condilion
1 = likelihood of grounda eroaion or Inundailon
0= ne appanant risk

Population Vulnerabllity 10 = High likalihood of danger Lo large groupe (auch ae schools)
5 = High likellnood of danger to indviduals
D = Litids risk to parsona

Exisling Condition 10 = Will net parform funstian Inlsnded
Q= Naw
Coat Banefit 10 = High bansifit per $1 of satimated cost

©Q = Very litthe benefit per 31 of eatimatad coat

Reasons Needed

* Flooding — life safety, property risk
* Deteriorating infrastructure

* Revenue concerns

* Development impacts

* NPDES requirements

* Water pollution concerns

15
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" Rock Creek neighborhood

7t st., Carol to Beth
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Process

. Stakeholder involvement/education

initiative (residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural,

institutional property owners/businesses)

Decide on type of rate structure

Set program objectives and priorities
Master plan and rate study (temporary note)
Charter Ordinance

Utility Ordinance

Rate Ordinance

Bond Sale

Implementation

Financing

One portion of revenue stream dedicated to
maintenance.

One portion of revenue stream dedicated to
capital projects and to stormwater master plan.

Capital projects and master plan/rate study are
eligible for bond financing.

Financing makes it possible to deliver larger and
more high priority projects in the near term so
the public receives immediate and noticeable
benefit from the fee.
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Developed Properties (2013

* There are over 568 acres of impervious surface on the over 2,949
developed properties in Lansing.

* The average area of impervious surface on our 1,345 single family
residential properties in R-1 is 3,920 square feet, or 0.09 acres,

* For purposes of the following examples, 3,920 square feet was
used as one Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU). 568 acres yields a
total of 6,309 ERU in the City.

* Arate study will likely establish a rate structure such as .75 ERU for
very small houses, and 1.25 ERU for extremely large hcuses in R-1
zoning, as a matter of equitability, and a rate per square ft. of
actual measured impervious surface for all other zoning categories.

* For purposes of the following examples, a home appraised at
$200,000 is assumed to be billed for 1 ERU.

Example #1 ($2 million) (bond rate 4.4%)

. T =
o 8E = . - w
cEz @ 5 E5
g c ‘a - v ] 3 o @ T
.2 = 5 S e = = 5o
e ™ L] = T o
w3 3 £ 5 & = =& IS8
£ o c o = = K =]
- O = o] = o ]
s EXw 2 2% 52 3 5%
g 523 3 S = SE & =5
2014 BOND $33,502 $4.10 392  §7.51
2015  $294,883 $251,516 $43,367 $4.10 392 $7.51
2016  $296,357 $251,516 544,841 $4.10 392 $7.51
2017 $297,839 $251,516 $46,323 $4.10 392  $751
2018 $299,328 $251,516 547,812 $4.10 392 4751
2019  $300,825 $251,516 549,309 54,10 392  $7.51
2020 $302,329 $251,516 450,813 $4.10 392 $7.51
2021 $303,841 $251,516 452,325 $4.10 392  §7.51
2022 $305,360 $251,516 453,844 $4.10 392 5751
2023 5306,887 $251,516 455,371 $4.10 392 §751
2024 308,421 $251,916 456,505 $4,10 392 $751
| 2025 43p9.963 50 $309.963 54,10 392 8751
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Loan Amorlization Schgdule

Loen periodin yeans|
Number of paymert per year
$tort date of loan,

Opllonol exira paymentst $

Lander noma:

Paymant

Fi

Enbet weilows, Loan avmmaory|
$2,000,000.00 Scheoulsdpaymend| § 251,514.40
440 B Scheduled number of payments 10
i 10 Actual number of poymanis 0

1 Totdl marly paymants| § S

57172012 Toldinlerest| § 51518405

Sehadyied Exira Ending Cumulalive  Annual

Date balance Payment Payment Total Payment Frinclpal Interaal Balancs Intarast Total
T TGV § 200000000 § 25151040 & T8 26151040 § 165,610.40 § 8800000 §1,696,460.00 3 BB,000.00 $ 251,516.40
2 GVIDM 10080 28551040 - 26151640 1TOTMAS  S0.806.28 1,665,772A7  168,805.20
3 E12016 1,686,7T2.47 251,510.40 - 251,516.40 178,222.42 TI,203.00  1,487,660.05 242,000.2T  350N,432. 8
4 &/y201a 1,487,660.05 251,510.40 - 251,616.40 188,084.20 8545220  1,301,485.85 307,881.47
5 Srez 1,30 485.85 251,510.40 - 251,518.40 184,251.03 52,288.38  1,107,234,82 268481006 550903281
s GV 10725482 28151040 - LEIBA0  20RTHOLT  ATIBI)  OAAITS 4195368
7 P0G DR 28151040 - HLEIBA0  2ILTRAR WIS GATIESS  4503MM0  SE0m2m
8 BiWR020 #h2,716.66 251,510.40 - 251,516.40 221,030.62 30,470.48 &71,0T8.84 483,800.88
Q Gryzn 7107884 251,510.40 . 26161640  230,702.54 2076080  24DML.10 50460374 35000328
0 Shuz 24.910.10 251,610.40 - 240,010.10 230,316,70 10,608.31 0,00 516,104.06 _ $240,9¥8.10
$2,504,883.T4
Example #2 (51.5 million) (bond rate 4.4%)
—_ o %
] a o
383 z 5zt
g c B = 5 9
zSD £ k= £ Z g5
T 2 5 8 = p g8
g 3> E c E o + o ©
$ ==t = g ® = g > o
85 a %8 = ™ =i =1
] Eqam & SFe S 2 =3 S ¢
> S22 9 & o= =5 i 2 g
2014 BOND $33,502 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2015 $233,748 $188,637 545,111 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2016 $234,917 $188,637 $46,280 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2017 $236,091 $188,637 $47,454 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2018 $237,272 $188,637 $48,635 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2019 $238,458 $188,637 549,821 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2020 $239,650 $188,637 $51,013 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2021 $240,849 $188,637 $52,212 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2022 $242,053 $188,637 $53,416 $3.25 3.11 $5.96
2023 $243,263 $188,637 554,626 $3.25 311 $5.96
2024 $244,480 $188,637 $55,843 $3.25 31 $5.56
2025 $245,702 S0 $245,702 $3.25 311 55.96
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Loan Amoriization Schedule

Entes values.

Leon cmourd | $1,500,000.00

Annual inlereyt rate

440 %

Loan summary]

Scheculed paymenl

$ 186,637.30

ol
Achud mumber of payments)

10

Loan potiod n'yea| 10 10
Number of payments per year| 1 Told early poyments| § -
Sterl date of loan 57172012 Tololintered| § 386,372
Opliond eatrapayments| §
Lender name:,
Pmt Payment _lnglnnlnn_ ;odul-d Exira Ending Cumulative  Annusl
No. Dake Balancs Praymant PFayment Total Payment Princlpal Intarast Balance Inferast Total
1 6142013 § 1,800,000.00 § 184,437.90 W - F 18883700 § 2260750 § 000000 $.3TT00270 § 8OO0 § 10609730
2 12014 197738270 18080730 - 1969750 126,039.35 0040308 1,24032035  120,009.00
3 626 1,248,32036  1B8,837.30 - 1BASAT.H 133,600.81 E407040  1,11580254  181,674.45  £377,274.81
4 &1/2010 1,116,852.54 188,637.50 e 188,837.50 158,548.15 40,088.15 a76,114.30  250,683.60
6 6112017 676,114.00  188,897.50 - 18869750 §46,680.27 4204603 BI0420.12 27,6283 $377,2740
L] az018 830,420.12  1BB,837.30 - 10869730 $62,000.55 3MBILTE 67832756 310,461.38
T /2018 B78,327 .56 186,087.50 - 100,697.90 168, 750.85 2084841 G18.536.67  330.00v.BD  $977,274.04
] 61020 619.5%.67 18083700 - 188697  1B5,777.59 22060681 63,7538  3A2,867.41
] 6izo21 363,768.08  18B,837.30 - 1BAEATH 7307101 AEGAGA0  180,837.07  076,422.81  4377,274.01
10 w2022 180,837.07 168,897.50 - 180,68T.67 172,790.84 7.060.23 0.00  386,37.04 _ $180.887.07
41,078, 40801
Example #3 ($1 million) (bond rate 4.4%)
- 5 X
o g L - a
34 T 0§ g5
z 6B E T £ E a =
xS s 9 = =1
g2 2 £ S 5 > t =9
L gg & %8 £ 2 £8
- £ o 5 E T 2 =
@ E w1 in s o ‘@ sz 3 9 ¢
* 520 S = 2w ] 20
2014 BOND $33,502 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2015 $172,614 $125,758 $46,856 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2016 $173,477 $125,758 547,719 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2017 $174,344 $125,758 548,586 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2018 $175,216 $125,758 $49,458 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2019 $176,092 $125,758 $50,334 $2.40 229 $4.39
2020 $176,973 $125,758 $51,215 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2021 $177,858 $125,758 $52,100 $2.40 229 $4.39
2022 $178,747 $125,758 $52,989 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2023 $179,641 $125,758 $53,883 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2024 $180,539 $125,758 $54,781 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
2025 $181,442 $0 $181,442 $2.40 2.29 $4.39
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Loan Amorlization Schedule

Entar valuas
Loan amount| $1,000,600.00 Schaduled payment
Amnual inlerast rale; 440 % of
Leoan periadinyeers 0 Actud number of payrani iy
Number of payments par year| 1 Totdl arly paymards| § M
Sterl derta of loan! 5172012 TotcdIntanat| $ 257,582.02 |

Opliondl sxhapaymants] $

Letxder nama:

Payment Baginning Scheduled Extra Ending Cumuiolve Amnual
Dats Balance Faymant Poymant Tolal Paymant Princlpol Interest falanze Intorast Total

612013 § 10000000 § 126.768.20 § 12576020 § BLTEL20 § 4400000 § @18,241.20 § 4400000 §1267ED.Z0
si1izma H8,281.80  126,768.20 125,758.20 8538660 4040284  GIZEE8.23  B4,402.04
BA2E £12,88023  126,768.20 126,758.20 89,141.21 L4850 TASTTE0S 12104983 3251,516.40
51216 74377583 126,750.20 125,755.20 03,032.40 3272810 85074202  1BX7AS.TD
52T 660,72292  126,768.20 125,758.20 07,128.61 809208  EERSIT.41  182,408.47  $251,610.40
Brj2018 663,817.41 125,758,20 126,755.20 101,359.04 2420947 46221897 20678760
Brizne 46221847 126,750.20 126,768 20 105,800,650 19,397.01 34035776 22008520  §2561,610.4D0
Bi/z020 40,3677 126,768.20 12570620  110,618.40 1623974 23583032 24190404
br1/2021 058892  126,760.20 12675820  M5,881.27  1DATESS  120,466.05 26298187  §251,000.40
12z 12045605  125,750.20 12045805  15,167.80 6300.15 0.00  267,63202 _ $120,458.08

DANGGAGRa X
8 PE

$1,262,200.87




