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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

PREFACE

This report is an annexation fiscal analysis prepared for the County of Riverside Chief Executive
Office.

CAVEATS

This report includes analyses of municipal service delivery and policy options for the County, the
City and LAFCO to consider as they makes decisions regarding the terms and conditions for
proposed annexation of Temescal Valley to the City of Corona.

The author exercised professional judgment in selecting the most reliable and recent available
data sources and gathering comparable data from the various providers.

This report was prepared in 2013 based on information and knowledge available at that time.
This draft report has not yet been reviewed by the City or LAFCO, and is potentially subject to
revision. Comments and suggested revisions may be submitted to the Riverside County CEO.

CREDITS

The author extends appreciation to those individuals at Riverside County, the City of Corona
and the affected communities who provided interviews, planning and financial information, and
documents used in this report. The contributors are listed at the end of this report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is an annexation fiscal analysis (AFA) on the potential annexation of the
unincorporated community of Temescal Valley to the City of Corona. This study is not mandated
by law, and has been prepared at the request of Riverside County for purposes of evaluating terms
and conditions for the proposed annexation.

ASSUMPTIONS

Annexation is the transfer of governance and municipal service responsibilities from a county to
a city. In this report, annexation is assumed to include detachment of affected territory from
County Service Area (CSA) No. 134, the Riverside County Waste Resources Management District,
and the Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District No. 89-1, and transfer of associated revenues
and responsibilities from Riverside County to the City of Corona. Tt is also assumed that taxes and
fees levied in the City would be imposed in the annexation study areas, and that existing taxes and
assessments would transfer from the County to the City. Although the report focuses on four
annexation study areas, the boundaties of those areas are for analysis purposes and could evolve
during the course of the annexation process. Finally, this report presents both static and dynamic
fiscal estimates. Static estimates are based on actual revenues and expenditures in Fiscal Year 2011-
12 whereas dynamic estimates account for projected growth and inflation.

Annexation would involve a change in the existing service providers for law enforcement, fire
protection, local governance, street maintenance, landscape maintenance, stormwater and drainage,
land use planning, code enforcement, libra arks, and recreation.

> 3 3 2

ANNEXATION PROCESS

The Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) has jurisdiction over decisions
about annexation. The City of Cotona formally applied to LAFCO in April 2013 for annexation of
Temescal Valley. The City has pre-zoned the proposed annexation area, and has submitted a plan
for services, a fiscal impact study, and environmental findings to LAFCO.

The next step in the annexation process involves negotiation of fiscal mitigation terms and
conditions by the City and Riverside County. When an annexation proposal will potentially cause a
significant negative fiscal impact upon the County, the annexing agency is required to discuss fiscal
mitigation with the County. This report found that the proposed annexation would have a
significant negative impact on the County’s General Fund, Fire Department, and Library.

After fiscal terms are resolved, LAFCO teviews the application and decides whether to approve
the annexation and under what conditions. If approved by LAFCO, registered voters in the subject
area will have an opportunity to voice theit opinions at a protest hearing. Depending on the
outcome of the protest heating, annexation might be approved, terminated, or forwarded to the
voters to decide the matter at the ballot.

STUDY AREAS

LAFCO has designated lands for probable future annexation to the City of Corona through the
City’s LAFCO-adopted Sphere of Influence (SOI). Unincorporated areas within the City’s SOI
include Temescal Valley as well as the unincorporated islands of Coronita, El Cetrito, and Home
Gardens. 'This study focuses ptimarily on Temescal Valley, but also includes information on the
impacts of annexation on the other unincorporated areas in the City’s SOL

REPORT TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CEO 1



ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERL

Temescal Valley and the other areas within the City’s SOI differ in housing values and
commercial growth potential. Temescal Valley is a relatively affluent area where home values are
higher than in the City limits, and many residents live in new, gated communities. By contrast,
homes in Cotonita, El Cerrito, and Home Gardens are oldet and values are lower than in the City
limits. Another difference is the availability of vacant commetcially-zoned land. Temescal Valley
has capacity for 8 million additional square feet of commercial development. Vacant lands are
extensive in El Certito, substantially less in Home Gardens, and inconsequential in Coronita.

FiscAL IMPACTS ON COUNTY

While annexing Temescal Valley to the City would have a negative $2.6 million financial impact
on the County General, Fire and Library funds combined, annexation of all of the Corona sphere
areas combined would have a positive $2.2 million financial impact on the County.

Annexation of Temescal Valley to the City of Corona would have a negative fiscal impact of
approximately $2.3 million on the County’s General Fund. The ptimary General Fund expense in
Temescal Valley is law enforcement. Due to relatively low crime rates and setvice calls for law
enforcement as well as extensive private roads in gated communities where patrol is rarely needed,
the County’s existing law enforcement costs for serving Temescal Valley is relatively low compared
with other unincorporated communities with higher crime rates and more extensive patrolled areas.
The net budget impact for Sheriff’s patrol services is $1.6 million.

Temescal Valley annexation would also have a negative impact on the Riverside County Fire
Department (RCFD) operations and costs. This impact on RCFD adds to the General Fund impact
since RCFD budget shortfalls are financed by the General Fund. The actual impact depends on the
approach taken to serve Temescal Valley and adjacent Horsethief Canyon, both of which are
presently served by RCFD Fire Station No. 64. The scenarios are: 1) RCFD facing a $1.4 million
annexation-related loss in revenue while continuing to fund the $1.6 million cost of operating FS
No. 64 for service to Horsethief Canyon, 2) RCFD relocation of FS No. 64 to Horsethief Canyon
with an ongoing negative impact of $1.4 million annually in addition to capital costs of a new fire
station, and 3) RCFD FS No. 64 continues to serve Temescal Valley as a contract setvice to the City.

By comparison, the City’s Fiscal Impact Analysis estimated that annexation would have a §0.5
million positive fiscal impact on the County General Fund. The City assumed that after annexation
the County Sheriff would reduce its budget by $1.8 million more than the County estimated, that
County Library’s budget would decline by $0.4 million morte than the County estimated, and the City
did not estimate the net fiscal impact on the Riverside County Fire Department (which the County’s
analysis estimated at $1.1 million).

The $2.6 million negative fiscal impact on the County was estimated based on FY 11-12 actuals.
Fiscal impacts tend to be understated in recessionary years due to relatively low revenues. By FY 13-
14, the estimated negative impact on the County is expected to grow to $2.9 million.

In the long-term, substantial growth is projected in the Temescal Valley annexation area. The
County-approved Serrano specific plan has capacity for 6.8 million square feet of commercial
development. The Toscana specific plan has capacity for 1,364 housing units; residential growth is
also expected in Sycamore Creek. This report estimates that annexation of such growth areas would
have a negative impact of at least $2.9 million (in addition to the impact discussed above).

In otder to effectuate annexation, the City and County must agree on a property tax transfer and
a fiscal mitigation arrangement.

2 JuLY 23,2013



ANNEXATION

2. ANNEXATION

This chapter provides an overview of the Local Agency Formation Commission, and the
annexation process.

LAFCO OVERVIEW

The Local Agency Formation Commission has jurisdiction over decisions about annexation and
incorporation. This section provides an overview of LAFCO?s history, powers and responsibilities.

After World War T1, California expetienced dramatic growth in population and economic
development. With this boom came a demand for housing, jobs and public services. To
accommodate this demand, many new local government agencies were formed, often with little
forethought as to the ultimate governance structures in a given region, and existing agencies often
competed for expansion areas. The lack of coordination and adequate planning led to a multitude of
overlapping, inefficient jurisdictional and service boundaries, and the premature conversion of
California’s agricultural and open-space lands.

Recognizing this problem, in 1959, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Sr. appointed the
Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems. The Commission's charge was to study and make
recommendations on the “misuse of land resources” and the growing complexity of local
governmental jurisdictions. ~ The Commission's recommendations on local govetnmental
reorganization wete introduced in the Legislature in 1963, resulting in the creation of a Local Agency
Formation Commission, or LAFCO, in each county.

The Riverside LAFCO was formed as a countywide agency to discourage urban sprawl and
encourage the ordetly formation and development of local government agencies. LAFCO is
responsible for coordinating logical and timely changes in local governmental boundaties, including
annexations and detachments of tetritory, incorporations of cities, formations of special districts,
and consolidations, metgers and dissolutions of districts, as well as reviewing ways to reorganize,
simplify, and streamline governmental structute.

LAFCO regulates, through approval, denial, conditions and modification, boundary changes
proposed by public agencies or individuals. Tt also regulates the extension of public setvices by cities
and special distticts outside their boundaries. LAFCO is empowered to initiate updates to the SOIs
and proposals involving the dissolution or consolidation of special districts, mergers, establishment
of subsidiary distticts, formation of a new district or districts, and any reorganization including such
actions. Otherwise, LAFCO actions must originate as petitions or resolutions from affected voters,
landowners, cities or districts.

Riverside LAFCO consists of seven regular members: two members from the Riverside County
Board of Supetvisors (BOS), two city council members, two independent special district memberts,
and one public member who is appointed by the other members of the Commission. Thete is an
alternate in each category. All Commissioners ate appointed to four-year terms. The Commission
members are shown in Table 2-1.

REPORT TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CEO 3



ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Table 2-1: Commission Membets, 2013
Appointing Agency Members Alternate Members
Two members from the Board of Supetvisors Kevin Jeffries John Benoit
appointed by the Board of Supervisors Jeff Stone
Two members representing the cities in the County.  Terry Henderson, City of La ~ Yvonne Parks, City of
Must by a city officer and appointed by the City Qriinta Desert Hot Springs
Selection Committee. Eugene Montanez, City of

Corona
Two members representing the independent special ~— Phil Williams, Edimore Vally — James Cioffi, Desert
districts in the County. Must be a disttict governing — Municipal Water District Water Agency
body member and appointed by the independent Nancy Wright, Mission Springs

special district selection committee. Water District
One member from the general public appointed by  Stephen Tomanelli Jim Love

the other six Commissioners

ANNEXATION PROCESS

PRECONDITIONS

There are several preconditions to annexation: territory must be contiguous to the annexing
city,' territory must lie within the sphere of influence of the annexing city,? and the annexing agency
must pre-zone the affected area.

Sphere of Influence

A pre-condition for annexation is that the proposed annexation area must lie within the City’s
sphere of influence (SOT). An SOT is a LAFCO-approved plan that designates an agency’s probable
future boundary and service area. Sphetes are planning tools used to provide guidance for individual
boundary change proposals and are intended to encourage efficient provision of organized
community setvices, discourage urban sprawl and premature conversion of agricultural and open
space lands, and prevent overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of services.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act requites LAFCO to develop and determine the SOI of each
local governmental agency within the county and to review and update the SOI every five yeats.
LAFCOs ate empowered to adopt, update and amend the SOI. They may do so with or without an
application and any interested person may submit an application proposing an SOI amendment.
The City or any interested party may apply to LAFCO for an amendment to the City’s SOIL
LAFCO must notify affected agencies 21 days before holding a public hearing to consider the SOI
and may not update the SOI until after that hearing. The LAFCO Executive Officer must issue a
report including recommendations on the SOI amendments and updates under consideration at
least five days before the public hearing.

! Government Code §56744.
% Government Code §56375.5.
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ANNEXATION

For the most patt, the annexation study areas are within the existing SOI, although a small
pottion of the Temescal Valley study area lies outside the City’s existing SOI. 'The City’s SOT was
most recently amended in 2006 to include 63 acres in the Toscana Specific Plan area that had
pteviously been in the City of Lake Elsinore’s SOI.

The City has filed an application in 2013 for an SOI amendment to expand its SOI to include
106 actes composing nine parcels in the Toscana Specific Plan that are presently in the City of Take
Elsinore’s SOI, and seven actes in the Trilogy community that appear to have been inadvertently
excluded from the City’s SOI. That application had not yet been processed when this report was
written and no LAFCO hearing date had yet been set. The proposed SOI expansion area composes
a portion of the Temescal Valley annexation study area.

Pre-Zoning
A pre-condition for annexation is that the City must pre-zone the proposed annexation areas.

Existing zoning in the annexation areas is established by the County. Existing County zoning is
composed of land uses adopted by the Riverside County’s General Plan (last updated
comprehensively in 2003) in addition to specific plans. In the Temescal Valley annexation area,
about 45 percent of the land is entitled under one of six specific plans adopted by Riverside County
in the area: 'The Retreat, Mountain Springs (also known as Trilogy), Wildrose, Sycamore Creek,
Toscana, and Serrano.

The City is required to pre-zone the annexation study areas prior to initiating annexation. The
City would be precluded from changing these land use designations for a two-year period following
annexation.’ In 2013, the City amended its 2004 General Plan land uses for the Temescal Valley
area for consistency with the six County-adopted specific plans, to accommodate existing land uses
alteady established or entitled by Riverside County’s General Plan. Some of the affected properties
also include an additional ovetlay zone to accommodate animal keeping and agricultural operation;
these allow nonconforming uses so that the Temescal Valley annexation area maintains the current
animal keeping provision for a maximum of four dogs and nine cats.

PROCESS

Prefiling
Annexation was initiated by the governing body of the annexing agency in February 2013. The
City formally applied to LAFCO in April 2013 for annexation of Temescal Valley.

When initiated by the annexing agency, that agency must also prepare a service plan delineating
which services will be extended to the territory, along with information on service levels,
infrastructure requirements and setvice financing. The City has prepared a service plan and an initial

CEQA study.

LAFCO has 30 days in which to review an annexation application and determine that it is
complete for processing.

¥ Government Code §56375(c).
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Fiscal Mitigation

Another step in the annexation process is fiscal mitigation negotiations. The LAFCO executive
officer is prohibited from issuing a certificate of filing if an agreement has not been reached, which
is a precondition to LAFCO's hearing on an application for annexation.”

When an annexation proposal will potentially cause a significant negative fiscal impact upon
another jurisdiction, Riverside LAFCO Policy 3.1.3 requires the annexing agency to discuss fiscal
mitigation priot to submittal of the application.® In this case, the City has not yet initiated fiscal
mitigation discussions. The City’s fiscal analysis estimated that the proposed annexation would have
a positive impact of $0.4 million annually on the County’s General Fund, and modest negative
impacts on the County Library District and County transportation funds; the study did not estimate
the impact on the County Fire Department.® This report found that annexation would cause
negative fiscal impacts on the County that would need to be mitigated. As a result, the County and
the City will hold negotiations regarding fiscal mitigation terms and conditions.

Before the LAFCO executive officer issues a certificate of filing, the involved city and county
are required to negotiate the allocation of property tax revenues during a 60-day mandatory
negotiation period.” In this case, fiscal terms relating to property tax transfers are contained in a
1981 agreement between the City and the County.® The property tax agreement predates the 1986
adoption of the City’s SOI to include Temescal Valley. Moreovet, the 1981 propetty tax agreement
pre-dates a dramatic shift in municipal finance that resulted from Propositions 13 and 98. Municipal
finance has evolved since that time such that local government increasingly relies on revenue sources
other than property taxes. As a result, the tax sharing agreement does not address fiscal mitigation
in the modern wotld of municipal finance.

o The propetty tax rate was capped at one percent (excluding tax overrides for repayment
of voter-approved bonds) by Proposition 13 in 1978. The property tax was allocated
among local agencies serving an area based on their respective shares of property tax
revenue at that time. As the County provides both countywide (e.g., courts) and
municipal (e.g., law enforcement and road maintenance) services, it receives a higher
share of property taxes in unincorporated areas than in areas located within the bounds
of a city.

. Proposition 98, which California voters approved in 1988, requires the State to maintain
a minimum level of school funding. In 1992 and 1993, the Legislature began shifting
billions of local property taxes to schools in response to State budget deficits. Local
property taxes wete diverted from local governments into the Hducational Revenue
Augmentation Fund (ERAF) and transferred to school districts and community college

4 Greenwood Addition Homeowners Association v. City of San Marino (1993} 14 Cal. App.4th 1360.
3 Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission, I.AFCO Policies and Procedures, Aug. 26, 2004.

® Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Temeseal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Impact Analysis, City of Corona and County of Riverside, Jan. 10,
2013.

" The negotiation period may be extended to 90 days (Revenue & Tax Code Section 99 B(4)). The California Attorney General has
opined that if the parties fail to reach an agreement the annexation is terminated and no LAICO hearing shall be held (71 Ops. Cal.
Atty. Gen. 344 (1988)).

8 County of Riverside Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 81-83: Master Propersy Tax Transfer Agreement between the City of Corona and
Connty of Riverside Relating to Annexations to the City of Corona, 1981.
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ANNEXATION

districts to reduce the amount paid by the State general fund. Local agencies throughout
the State lost significant propetty tax revenue due to this shift.

LAFCO Considetration

Once the application has been accepted as complete, LAFCO staff will analyze the proposed
annexation in light of the commission's state mandated evaluation criteria and responsibilities and its
own adopted policies. The annexation proposal is reviewed by LAFCO staff. LAFCO staff prepares
a report with analysis and recommendations; the report is published at least five days (but typically
seven days) ptior to the LAFCO hearing.

LAFCO reviews the application, and may choose to approve or terminate the proposal at a
public hearing. LAFCO publishes notice of the hearing date online and in the Press Enterprise
(notices section) at least 21 days before the hearing. LAFCO decides not only whether to approve
the annexation but also any terms and conditions for its approval. In making these decisions,
LAFCO considers factors including the City’s ability to provide and finance services in the
annexation area, anticipated growth, land use, service needs, service adequacy, regional housing
needs, effects on adjacent areas, and the comments of affected agencies and landowners.” LAFCO
is authorized to establish annexation conditions, such as the effective date, annexation area
boundaties, extension or continuation of taxes by the City or the County, levying of special taxes,
new bonded indebtedness for the annexation area and improvement district changes.'® Existing
taxes, such as business license taxes, and assessments in the annexing city would be imposed on the
annexation area at the same rates as are imposed in the City of Corona."! Typically, the annexed
areas are detached from County-dependent road, street lighting and landscape districts.

Within 30 days of the LAFCO decision, an affected agency or any other person may request
reconsideration of the LAFCO decision based on new or diffetent facts.” Reconsideration is
conducted at the requesting party’s cost. ~When LAFCO receives a timely request for
reconsideration, the matter is placed on the agenda of the next LAFCO meeting.

Public Approval Process

LAFCO holds a protest heating on the matter following the LAFCO decision, and publishes
notice online and in the Press Enterprise at least 21 days before the hearing. The number of protests
received from registered voters between the date of publication of notice and the end of the protest
hearing determines the outcome. The annexation proposal may be approved by LAFCO without an
election if less than 25 percent of the votets in the affected area file a written protest.” If 25 to 50
percent file written protest, LAFCO submits the annexation question to the voters, and a majority

® Government Code §56668.

19 Government Code §56886. LAFCO terms and conditions may not directly regulate land use, property development or subdivision
requirements.

" The LAFCO resolution typically authosizes such changes in taxes and assessments to the extent allowed by law. The annexing city
bears responsibility for whether or not the City must comply with Prop. 218 in regard to any increases in taxes and assessments
associated with annexation. The State Attorney General has opined that the LAFCO process satisfies Prop 218 requirements.
Although it is common practice for annexing cities in California to rely on the State Attorney General opinion, it should be notcd that
the State Legislative Counsel has opined that the LAFCO process does not satisfy Prop 218 requirements.

12 Government Code §56895.
B Government Code §57075.

REPORT TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CEO 7
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of voters decide the matter. LATFCO terminates annexation proceedings if a majority of voters file a
writren protest.

Upon annecxation, residents of the annexed area have the same rights and duties as il 1he
lerritory had been a part of the city upon its original incorporation.  Upon annexation, the City
assumes responsibility for providing and/or linancing municipal services, such as law enforcement,
road maintenance and public landscaping

8 JuLY 23,2013
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3. STUDY AREAS

OVERVIEW

This section desctibes the City’s existing boundary area, as well as the three annexation study
areas analyzed in this report.

EXISTING CITY OF CORONA

The City is located south of the City of Norco, southwest of the City of Riverside, and north of
the Cleveland National Forest. Unincotrpotated Riverside County borders the City along the majority
of its eastern and southern extents.

‘The City of Corona originally incorporated in 1896. The City has grown over the years, perhaps
most dramatically between 1990 and 2000. Now, the third-largest of the County’s 28 cities, the
City’s population reached 156,823 in 2013, according to the California Department of Finance.

Corona is a highly urbanized atea with limited vacant parcels available for further development
of land. Within the city limits, there is capacity for 3,478 additional housing units." This does not
include vacancies and foreclosures for existing housing units. Non-residential sites that could be
rezoned to residential use are largely found along N. Main Street, north of “the circle” (center city
area) and west of Interstate 15 (I-15), with a few other sites located in other sections of the City.
There are large, underutilized tesidential parcels at Parkridge Avenue east of 1-15, E. Ontario
Avenue at Fullerton, Santana Way at Kellogg Avenue, E. Foothill Parkway at Tamarisk Lane, and
the intersection of Border Avenue and Oak Avenue. Smaller, vacant residential parcels are located
east, south, and west of the circle area.

The boundary atea is now 38.5 squate miles, with an additional 34.0 square miles of territory
outside the city limits that is within the City’s LAFCO-adopted sphere of influence. LAFCO
considered a SOI reduction in its most recent teport on Corona.” The unincorporated communities
of Temescal Canyon, Coronita, El Cetrito and Home Gardens are within the City’s SOI.

Table 3-1: Acreage by Land Use Type and Area, 2013

There are 21,031 acres [Land UseType City of Temescal Coronita El Cerrito FHome

within the existing city limits. Corona Valley - Gardens
Tand use is vatied with 32 |Residential 7102 1,555 195 681 378
percent of total acreage |Commercial 5,364 2420 94 765 130
undevel(?ped. , Temescal Agriculture 1,491 74 ; 2 N
Valley is the largest area |y 00 5,281 4960 8 1,756 123
within the SOI; 55 percent of Uk 1790 &7 - G
the land is undeveloped. El |~ oWd . -

Cerrito  also  contains |Total 21,031 9,095 207 3227 816
Signiﬁcant undeveloped Sources: Riverside Assessor-Clerk-Recorder (secured basic file abstract), Riverside County
acreage. IT (GIS analysis)

4 EDAW, Inc. and Veronica Tam and Associates, City of Corona Final Housing Element: 2008-2014, August 2009.

15 LSA Associates, Inc., Firal Draft Municipal Service Review for the Western Riverside County: Report to Riverside County I.AFCO, May 2005,
pp. 3-8 and 3-9.
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

STUDY AREA 1: TEMESCAL VALLEY

Temescal Valley is an area within the City of Corona’s SOI that the City has proposed to annex.
The area contains master planned residential communities, open space, business parks, retail and
mining operations. The proposed annexation area is depicted in Map 3-2."°
Figure 3-2: Temescal Valley

3
L)

In the Temescal Valley annexation area, most of the
development (and about 45 percent of the land) is
entitled under one of six specific plans adopted by
Riverside County in the area: The Retreat, Wildrose,
Mountain Springs (also known as Trilogy), Sycamore
Creek, Toscana, and Setrrano. The Serrano Specific Plan
allows for a mix of industrial and business park uses and
general commercial.

The study area includes several communities. ‘The
2010 population was 15,586 in 5,446 housing units."”

The Retreat is 2 master-planned community located in the northwest portion of the annexation
study atea. This is a gated community with high-end homes, a golf course, patks, and open space.
The County approved up to 545 dwelling units in this subdivision."®

Wild Rose is 2 mastet-planned community located just south of The Retreat in the northwest
pottion of the annexation study atea. The County approved up to 1,162 dwelling units in this
subdivision. The Specific Plan calls for residential uses, parks, open space, commercial (74 actes),
industrial (45 acres), an elementary school and a wastewater plant. Commercial uses include the
Wild Rose Business Park.

Trilogy is a master-planned community located south of Wild Rose in the central portion of the
annexation study area next to Glen Ivy Hot Springs Spa. This is a gated retirement community (age
55 and ovet) with a golf coutse, clubhouse, fitness center, parks, pools and open space. The
community was developed between 2001 and 2009 and contains condominiums and detached
homes; apptroximately 1,317 homes wete built to date. The County approved up to 1,571 dwelling
units in this subdivision.

Just south of Trilogy is a cluster of sand and gravel mining and concrete operations.

Sycamore Creck is a master-planned community in the southern portion of the annexation area.
The community is comptised of single family and multi-family homes, an aquatic center, parks, an

elementary school, walking trails and a retail commercial center. The County approved up to 1,765
dwelling units in this subdivision.

"Toscana is a planned community in the northeast portion of the study area where 1,364 future
homes are tatgeted. The County approved a Specific Plan with homes, trails, open space, patks, and

6 The proposed annexation area includes nine parcels owned by Waste Management Inc. (WMI) that contain landfill access roads and
landfill-related habitat conservation. WMI and Riverside County Waste Management Department have recommended the exclusion
of these parcels from the annexation area.

'7 The population estimate for the Temescal Valley study arca was developed based on the census blocks that Riverside County GIS
staff determined to be within the annexation area, and includes a portion of the Temescal Valley County Designated Place (CDP).

'8 Riverside County, The Retreat: Specific Plan No. 317 Land Use Map, June 25, 2002.
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4.4 acres of commercial retail space. The land was re-sold in 2013 to a new developer who
teportedly intends to finalize the development plans.

Setrano is a planned business community in the study area, which is located east of I-15 in the
central portion of the annexation area. The County approved a Specific Plan with 372 acres of light
industrial and 17 acres of commetcial uses, in addition to open space. Serrano is intended as a job
center, including a business park and light industrial employment uses as well as supporting office
and retail service. There is capacity for 6.8 million square feet of commercial development, of which
6.6 million square feet represents light industrial capacity and 0.2 million square feet represents retail
uses.”” The County has not received proposals yet for actual building within this area.

Included within the proposed annexation area are approximately 490 acres of property owned by
USA Waste of California, Inc. in the vicinity of the El Sobrante Landfill. Of these, 196 acres of
propetty includes landfill access roads and landfill-related habitat conservation that USA Waste
reported to be ctitical to operation of the landfill.*® The remainder of the waste-related land is used
for managing soil excavation from the landfill. In the annexation process, LAFCO may determine
that some or all of these lands be excluded from the annexation area.

STUDY AREA 2: CORONITA

The unincotporated community of Coronita is an older, residential community completely
surrounded by the City of Corona. Nestled in the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita is
a small enclave—approximately 389 acres—containing about 750 ranch-style homes and an 18-hole
golf course. This area is composed of approximately 389 acres. Built primarily in the 1950s and
1960s, the neighborhood is largely built-out.

There were 736 homes in the atea in 2010, with an estimated population of 2,608, according to
the 2010 Census. The family-owned Mountain View Country Club closed in 2009 as a result of
dwindling revenues and high operating costs. Since the closure, there have been reports of increased
crime in the area.

Figure 3-3: Shuttered Country Club, Coronita

Cotonita has rebuffed several annexation attempts
over the years. The rift between Corona and Coronita
dates back to the middle 1960s, when Corona took
control of Coronita's water company. Several years
later, Corona levied a 50 percent surcharge on each
Coronita resident's water bill, charging more than the
rates paid by those in the Corona city limits. Another
point of contention for Coronita residents was the
1985 annexation of land to Corona that was
subsequently developed into Sierra del Oro with
smaller lot sizes than elsewhere in Coronita.

In 1985, a County commission required the City of Corona to initiate annexation of Coronita as
a condition of annexing a larger, adjacent area of land where more than 3,000 homes were then

' Riverside County, Servano Commerce Center: Resolution No. 2010-130 Final Conditions of Approval for Specific Plan No. 353, adopted Sept.
28, 2019.

. Cortespondence from USA Waste of California, Inc. Director of Landfill Operations to Riverside LAFCO, June 28, 2013.
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

scheduled to be built. The City initiated annexation in 1985; however, a majority of registered voters
protested in 1986 and the proposal was terminated.

In 1990, Cotrona attempted to annex a 50-acre parcel of Coronita, part of which was slated for
development by the Newport Beach-based Ross Development Co. The proposal was terminated by
LAFCO due to concerns about dividing the community. In 2009, the City held a neighborhood
meeting in Coronita to discuss possible annexation to the City.

Although unincorporated, Coronita receives law enforcement, fire protection, water and street
lighting services from the City of Corona.

STUDY AREA 3: EL CERRITO

El Certito is a latge, unincotrporated community almost surrounded by the City of Corona. El
Cettito has been neatly encitcled through a series of annexations occurring between 1990 and 2001,
including Eagle Valley, Eagle Glen, Dos Lagos, and Murdock/Corona Crossings. The El Cerrito
region is located north of Cajalco Road. Residential uses make up the largest percentage of existing
development in the area.

There wete 1,464 housing units in this area in 2010, with an estimated population of 5,151.%'

At the turn of the century, El Certito began to grow as a small enclave of citrus ranches and then
avocado groves. The area attracted a few families to a limited number of small homes and farms,
including that of author Sinclair Lewis. But it was not until 1945, when Francis A. Stearns bought
the El Cerrito Ranch and drilled water wells, that the area became more populated. While to the
casual observer it still has a rural, ranch-like quality, the community now includes a variety of lot
sizes and housing types, with patcels varying from one-quarter acre to several acres or more. A
number of residents keep horses and animals.

The area relies mostly on septic systems, rather than municipal wastewater operations, for
sewage treatment and disposal.

Figure 3-4: El Cerrito Residence

Water rates have been a sticking point between
Corona and some Kl Cetrito residents since the late 1960s.
At that time, Corona took control of the local water
company, which also served surrounding unincorporated
areas, and added extra fees. El Cerrito residents pay a 50
petcent surcharge on their water bills, which are higher
than water bills paid by City residents.

A majority of El Cerrito residents protested a 1990
annexation attempt, terminating the proposal.

Sevetal proposals were made in 2008 to annex territory
west of 1-15 and north of Foothill Parkway to the City of Corona, including 31 acres of
commercially zoned undeveloped land, and 53 acres of residential properties.”? Affected residents

2 'The population estimate for the F1 Cerrito study area was developed based on the census blocks that were determined to be within
the annexation area based on analysis of Census Bureau block maps.
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had the option to finance hook-up to the City’s sewer system through an assessment. Although
LAFCO approved the proposals, local residents defeated the proposal through a majotity protest.

El Cerrito is not yet built out. The eastern pottion of the area is designated for general industrial
and agricultural uses. Building constraints include aged infrastructure and costly grading.

STUDY AREA 4: HOME GARDENS
Home Gardens is an unincotporated community in the City of Corona’s SOL.

This small enclave contains a mix of residential, commertcial, service, and industrial uses within a
tight gridwork of streets. To the southeast, the Greenway Farms Specific Plan includes a vatiety of
residential housing types as well as natural open space on the adjacent hillside.

There were 2,865 housing units in the Home Gardens CDP in 2010 with an estimated
population of 11,570.

There is little vacant land available in this atea for development. That said, there is infill
development potential related to the underdeveloped nature of the community. Development
constraints involve parcel size.

OTHER AREAS

To the south of the Temescal Valley annexation area are two communities within the SOT of the
adjacent City of Lake Elsinore. This area is included in analysis of public safety services due to its
inclusion in the service area of facilities and personnel serving the Temescal Valley annexation area.
These communities are also within the Temescal Valley CDP as defined by the Census Bureau.
There are a total of 2,194 housing units in the area with a population of 6,983 based on analysis of
2010 Census Bureau maps and data.

Horsethief Canyon Ranch is a master planned community with 1,962 single-family homes. The
community was developed between 1989 and 2002. Recreational amenities include a clubhouse,
pools, and patks. The Glen Eden Nudist Resort is a 150-acre private resort with rental cabins,
camping sites, and social and recreational amenities. While there are about 200 permanent sites in
the resort, about 100 of the sites are in use by long-term residents.

%2 George Spiliotis, LAFCO 2007-77-2-Reorganization to Include Annesxcation 108 to the City of Corona and concurrent Detachment from the
Riverside County Water Resources Management District; April 24, 2008.  Adriana Romo, LAFCO 2008-07-2-Reorganization to Include
Annexation 108A to the City of Corona and concurrent Detachment from the Riversice Connty Water Resources Management District and County Service
Area 135, Oct. 23, 2008.
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DEMOGRAPHICS & GROWTH

This section provides baseline estimates of residential and economic activity in the study areas
and the existing city limits, as well as projected growth in those areas.

RESIDENTS
Figure 3-5: Resident Population by Area, 2010-2023
The residential | 250,000
population in the annexation
study areas was | 200,000

approximately 34,915 in
2010. By comparison, there
are approximately 156,823
residents in the existing city
limits, and 358,827 in the | 100:000 7
unincorporated areas as a
whole. Annexation of all 50,000 -
areas would increase the
City’s population by about o4
23 percent; whereas 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Annexation of the Temescal
Valley area would increase
the City’s population by about 10 petcent, and would reduce the unincorporated population by
about four percent.

150,000 1

M Corona MTemescal Valley #Coronita ®ElCerrito 1 Home Gardens

The resident population in the Temescal Valley study area is approximately 15,586, compared to
2,608 in Coronita, 5,151 in El Certito, and 11,570 in Home Gardens. Population estimates for the
annexation study areas wete calculated based on Census 2010 data.? Population estimates for the
existing city limits and for the unincorporated areas as a whole were provided by the California
Department of Finance for 2010-13.

2 For the Temescal Valley annexation area, population and housing unit counts are based on GIS analysis that identified which
census blocks are within the bounds of the annexation area as proposed by the City of Corona. Population and housing unit counts
for Coronita and Home Gardens annexation areas reflect the respective County Designated Places (CDPs), The estimate for El
Cerrito includes the Fl Cerrito CDP as well as the blocks (identified based on Census maps) within the annexation study area.
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HOUSING

Table 3-6: Single-Family Housing Charactetistics by Arca

Single-family Recently Yo Average
housing characteristics Sold Recently  Average Square  Average
vary amongst the areas. [Atea Homes Sold Acreage Footage Value
By focusing on recent |City of Corona 6,480 23% 0.22 2,269 $346,540
sales, house values can |Temescal Valley 1,772 36% 0.23 2857  $368,885
be compated across |Coronita 156 22% 0.24 1,765 $265,452
thf areas. " HOfﬁe El Cerrito 256 19% 0.48 1952 $273.729
vaues  within ey e Gardens 472 24% 0.17 1497  $208594
existing  city  limits
averaged $347,000 for Sources: Riverside Assessor-Clerk-Recorder (sales report extract, secured basic file abstract),
i Riverside County IT (GIS analysis)

recent sales between

2009 and 2012. By compatison, home values in Temescal Valley are six percent higher; homes in
Temescal Valley ate 26 percent larger on average than in the city limits. Average home values in
Coronita and El Cetrito are respectively 23 percent and 21 percent lower than values in the city
limits; El Certito homes are on larger parcels than the average home in Corona. The average home
value in Home Gardens was 40 percent lower than values in the city limits.

Figure 3-7: Projected Annual Housing Growth Rates, 2010-2025

Future residential growth is
projected at 0.4 to 3.1 percent Projected Annual Growth Rate

annua]ly between 2010 and 2025. 0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.5% 3.0%

For purposes of this study,
projected residential growth in the

existing city limits is 0.3 percent Temescal Valley
annually from 2013-2020, matching d.--

Cotrona

the most recent household growth Coronita
rate projected by the Southern El Cerrito
California Association of

Governments (SCAG).* This study Home Gatdens

projects that 1,484 new units will be
developed in the city limits between
2013 and 2023.

SCAG’s 2008 housing growth

Hozsethief Canyon

#2010-15 W2015-20 W2020-25

projections were used for the
annexation study areas because SCAG’s 2012 projections were not available by census tract.

In the Temescal Valley study area, the projections imply that 913 additional units will be added
between 2010 and 2023. By compatison, the Census enumerated 5,446 housing units in 2010 in
the area, and thete is capacity for a total of 7,954 units based on existing zoning.” In the other

2 Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecast, 2012.
% Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecast, 2008,

% Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Tewescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Inpact Analysis: City of Corona and County of Riverside, Jan. 10,
2013., T'able 1.
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annexation study ateas, an additional 303 units are projected in El Cerrito, and 810 units in Home
Gatdens. SCAG’s Coronita projection appears unlikely due to the lack of vacant land there.

JOBS

Temescal Valley

Thete were approximately 2,500 jobs in the Temescal Valley annexation area in 2013.

Dun & Bradstreet data indicate thete are approximately 2,510 employees at businesses located in
the Temescal Valley area in 2013; about 613 of these employees were at businesses that had started
since 2005.7 SCAG data indicate that there were approximately 1,796 jobs in the Temescal Valley
area in 2005, with projected growth to 2,516 by 2010.* By comparison, the City’s consultant
estimated there wete 1,680 jobs in the annexation area based on SCAG data.

Table 3-8: Significant Temescal Valley Employetrs, 2013

Rank Name Industry Jobs [Rank Name Industry Jobs
1 Corona Clipper Tool manufacturing 150] 11 Spectra Color, Inc. Pigment manufacturing 42
2 Prentiss Crowther Corp. Plaster/drywall contractors 100] 12 Tom's Farms Grocery store 30
3 Temescal Valley Llem. School  School 100[ 13 Gail Matcrials Sand and gravel mining 30,
4 Todd Elementary School School 76] 14 Drill tech Drilling & Shoring  Specialty contractors 30
5 Vons Grocery store 74| 15 W.D. Schock Corp. Sailboat manufacturing 30
G Polara Enginecring Electronic component manuf. 65] 16 Cemex Materials Concrete manufacturing 27
7 TST Sand & Gravel, Inc, Wholesale building materials 50 17  Plastic Industries, Inc. Plastic bottle manufacturing 25
8 Ilydro Conduit of Texas Concrete manufacturing 50 18 Tru-Power Inc. Wholesale farm equipment 25
9 Navcom Defense Electronics  Navigation cquipment manuf. 45| 19 Cooley Equipment Wholesale industrial equipment 25

10  Supcrior Ready Mix Concrete  Concrete manufacturing 45 20 Waste Management of Calif.  Solid waste services 25

Source: Dun & Bradstreet's Hoovers database, 2013,

Wildrose Business Patk is the largest employment center in Temescal Valley; most tenants are in
the manufacturing and wholesale industries, although there are several furniture stores in the
complex.  Significant employers there include Corona Clipper, Polara Hngineering, NavCom
Defense Electronics, Spectra Color, and Plastic Industries. In the center of the annexation area is a
cluster of sand and gravel mining operations; significant employers there include Cemex, Chandler
Aggregates, Hydro Conduit, and Standard Concrete Products. Tom’s Farms is a retail cluster in the
annexation area whete there are shops, restaurants and family-oriented attractions. The Shops at
Sycamore Creck is a retail development in the southern part of the annexation area; a grocery store,
two banks, and several restaurants and retail operations are located there. Employers located in and
adjacent to residential areas include Temescal Valley Elementary School, Todd Flementary School,
Trilogy Golf Club, Champion Golf Club, Glen Ivy Hot Springs Spa, Wedgewood Wedding and
Banquet Center, and Riverside County Fire Department.

" The source for this job estimate is a 2013 extract from Dun & Bradstreet’s Hoover’s database for the zip code 92883. Upon
revicw, 59 percent of the records were located in the Temescal Valley annexation area, 10 percent in the Horsethief Canyon area, and
29 percent in the City of Corona. Of the records in Temescal Valley, 29 percent were located in residences; for those records,
employment levels were topcoded at five to reflect probable maximum employment at home-based businesscs. Duplicate records
(identified by phone number or address) were identified and removed. Certain employers were missing from the Dun & Bradstreet
data (e.g., Angelus Furniture, Lee Lake Water District and Riverside County Fire Department).

2 The source for this job estimate was SCAG’s 2008 growth forecast for census tracts 419.07, 419.08 and 420.07; the total was
adjusted for the Temescal Vallcy area’s share of residential population in these tracts. SCAG had anticipated job growth in the
Temescal Valley area with employment reaching about 2,500 by 2010. The 2008 SCAG projections did not anticipate the recession.
SCAG had anticipated countywide job growth of +3.8 percent annually between 2005 and 2010; by comparison, actual job growth
countywide over that period amounted to -2.0 percent annually, according to the California Employment Development Department.
Countywide job statistics indicate cconomic recovery began in 2011 when there was a positive 2.0 percent job growth rate. SCAG
2012 projections were not available by census tract.
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Annexation Study Areas

Figure 3-9: Jobs by Area, 2010-2023

The number of | 100,000
jobs in the annexation | 99000
study areas was about
5,860 in 2013. By
comparison, there were
approximately 68,415 60,000 -
jobs in the existing city 50,000
limits in 2013. In
other words,
annexation of all areas
would increase the 20,000
City’s job base by | 10000

80,000
70,000 {-u

40,000 -
30,000 -

about nine percent. 0 -
Within the 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Coronita area, there B Corona MTemescal Valley #:Coronita #ElCertito BMHome Gatrdens

wetre about 589 jobs.
Located within the unincorporated island’s bounds are Cesar Chavez Elementary School, Mountain
View Countty Club, two carpet stores, a storage facility, two gas stations, a used car dealer, a
prefabricated home dealer, an RV dealer, patio furniture dealer, and a hotel. Just outside the bounds
of the island are several gas stations, cat dealers, and neighborhood retail centers.

There are about 499 jobs in the El Cetrito area. Employers in El Certito include El Certito
Middle School, a ptivate school, a public library, a residential care center, a gravel mining and
cement manufacturer, 3M manufacturing, and a storage center. Just outside the bounds of the
unincorporated island are several retail centers.

In the Home Gatdens unincorporated island area, there are about 2,262 jobs. Employers in
Home Gardens include Villegas Middle School, Home Gardens Elementary School, several
wholesale operations, several auto body shops, a gas station, a small neighborhood retail center, a
storage centet, a U-Haul facility, water equipment rental operation, car wash, and a carpet discount
store. Just outside the bounds of the island are various retail and industrial centers.

In the Horsethief Canyon area adjacent to Temescal Valley, there are about 535 jobs.
Employers in this area include Luiseno Flementary School, a concrete manufacturer, several
manufacturing and wholesale operations, and a nudist resort.

Job Growth Projections

On a countywide basis, the annual job growth rate is projected at 2.9 percent by SCAG (2012
projections) and 2.6 percent by CalTrans through 2020. Thereafter, annual job growth is expected
to slow somewhat in the range of 1.3 percent (CalTrans) to 1.9 percent (SCAG).”

¥ California Department of Transportation, Réverside County Economic Forecast, 2013.
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Figure 3-10:  Projected Annual Job Growth Rates, 2010-2023

By comparison, SCAG projects

job growth in the City of Corona to Projected Annual Growth Rate
be somewhat slower than the 00%  10%  20%  30%  4.0%
countywide rate. SCAG projects | | | |

relatively strong job growth in the @orons
annexation areas in the coming years.
Within  the Temescal Canyon | Temescal Valley
annexation area, there is developable

land in areas zoned for commercial Cotonita
and industrial uses adjacent to the
Wildrose development, and also El Cerrito
within the planned Serrano business
cornrnunity. Home Gardens

It is unclear the degree to which
the SCAG projections account for B2010-15 mM2015-20 mW2020-25
the availability of vacant, developable

lands in the respective areas. There is limited availability of commercially-zoned land in Coronita
and Home Gatdens. While there is some availability in eastern El Cerrito, there are development
constraints in that area.

24-HOUR POPULATION

In addition to residential population and jobs, this report makes use of a concept called the 24-
hour population. The 24-hour population was estimated based on both the residential population
and the job base. The areas in this study vary significantly in the relative size of their respective
commetcial populations. Not only residents, but also businesses require law enforcement, fire
protection, street, and stormwater services.

Table 3-11: 24-Hour Population Estimates, 2013

The 24-hour population is | ey - _ 24-Hour Population
esqmatgd as the _sum of_ ‘.[he Popula- ]'ob's'. Normalized Additive 2
residential population multiplied _ ot A ; ,
by two-thirds, and the job base -
multiplied by one-third. The job City of Corona 156,823 68,415 165,707 191,031
base pottion of the estimate is Temescal Valley 16,586 2,510 13,301 17,841
then normalized based on the |Coronita 2,726 589 2,344 3,020
number of jobs per resident in the |EI Cerrito 5,271 499 3,960 5,520
particular area to the regional ratio  |Home Gardens 12,020 2,262 10085 Tekisi
of jobs per resident. The resulting |Horsethief Canyon 7,290 569 5368 7,574

24-hour population estimate at
the regional level is thus the same
as the total regional population.

Sources: California Dept. of Finance, SCAG, U.S. Census Bureau, Dun &

Bradstreet, California EDD

Notes: 1) The normalized method of calculating 24-hour population weights
For detailed estimates over |populationby2/3 and jobs by 1/3, and normalizes the totals to the regional

titne, see Table 8-1. population total.

2) 'I'he additive method of calculating 24-hour population sums population and 50

percent of jobs; this method was used in the City's Fiscal Impact Analysis.
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4. METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

This chapter outlines assumptions used in preparing this report, and provides baseline estimates
of residential and economic activity in the study areas and the existing city limits, as well as projected
growth in those areas over the 10-year analytic time hotizon for this study.

FiscAL ESTIMATES

KEY ASSUMPTIONS

Annexation of the study areas is assumed to consist formally of not only annexation to the City
of Corona, but also County Service Area (CSA) No. 134, the Riverside County Waste Resources
Management District, and the Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District No. 89-1, and transfer
of associated revenues and responsibilities from Riverside County to the City of Corona.*

The teport provides fiscal estimates based on financial data for a base year of Fiscal Year (FY)
2011-12." Revenue estimates are based on the best available data and current law. Future changes
to the law were unknown. Hence the study assumed existing law on revenue allocations.

Certain formula-driven revenue estimates (e.g., gas tax) are a function of total population. The
formulas for allocation of vehicle license fees, gas tax and other subventions to cities are based on
population. Certain expenditure estimates for services used by residents (e.g., parks) are a function
of residential population, and were estimated based on residential population levels and projected
growth. Many of the estimates are a function of both residential population and daytime population
(i.e., employment) and were estimated based on 24-hour population (a hybrid measute of population
based on both residents and employees).

Certain taxes and fees charged by the County and the City of Corona differ. For example, the
City levies a business license tax on gross receipts; whereas, the County charges a business
registration fee. The study assumes that existing taxes and fees in the City would be imposed in the
annexation study areas. This assumption is consistent with standard LAFCO practices in the past,
and supported by an opinion of the California Attorney General. FExisting assessments and
Community Facilities Disttict (aka Mello-Roos) taxes in neighborhoods within the annexation study
areas are assumed to continue to be imposed at existing rates. This also is consistent with standard
LAFCO practices.

METHODS

Fiscal modeling of baseline expenditures in the annexation study areas generally assumed that
the City would provide municipal services to the areas at the City’s existing service levels and within
the City’s existing cost structure.

Fiscal projections are provided under two scenarios: static and dynamic.

* The property tax shares of the detaching County-dependent districts do not directly transfer to annexing cities. Upon annexation,
those shares are initially transferred to the County’s general share. Then, the property tax transfer is made from the adjusted County
general share.

*1 Both the County and the City of Corona define the fiscal year as beginning July 1 and ending June 30. Most California local
government agencies follow this practice.
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Static cstimales do not account. for anticipated growth or inflation.  Static estimates provide a
petspective on fiscal impacts that essentially simulates what impacts would have been if annexation
had been implemented in the base year. In addition, static estimates allow the reader to view fiscal
impacts that arc not affected by growth projections. This approach enables the reader to be assured
that cstimated feasibility results are not affecied by potentially optimistic (or pessimistic) growth
assumnplions.

Dynamic estimates account for anticipated growth, and represent a long-term budget projection
of the impacts. ‘This approach enables the reader to envision the order of magnitude of fiscal
impacts in the future, albeit based on a greater number of assumptions than the static estimalcs.

Data sources used for purposes of projections are shown at the end of the report,
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5. MUNICIPAL REVENUES

The general fund and road revenue impacts of annexation on the County are discussed in this
chapter.

OVERVIEW

The Temescal Valley area generated $4.9 million in County general, fire and library revenues in
FY 11-12 that the County would no longer receive if the area were annexed as the City of Corona
has proposed. The revenue impact is composed of sales and use taxes (32 percent of the total
impact on the County), fire-related property taxes (28 percent), general property taxes (17 percent),
franchise fees (8 petcent), library-related property taxes (7 percent), documentary transfer taxes (2
petcent), and miscellaneous revenue streams.

Annexation of the study ateas would reduce County revenues by approximately $1.1 million for
Coronita, $0.6 million fot El Cettito, and $1.3 million for Home Gatrdens.

Table 5-1: Annexation Impacts on County Revenues, FY 11-12

Temescal Home
: _ Valley Corontta Bl Cernrito Gardens
Total Affected Revenues 4,892,836 1,102,340 563,710 1,310,503
County General Fund 4,555,484 1,076,238 545412 1,251,547
Property Tax
General 826,593 63,955 44,833 144,457
Structural Fire 1,379,400 106,721 74,812 241,054
Sales & Use Tax 1,544,821 466,391 206,060 362,325
Other Taxes
Documentary Transfer Tax 87,579 6,285 12,056 17,786
Transient Occupancy Tax 0 316,814 0 0
Licenses & Permits
Franchise Fees - Flectric, Gas, Solar 160,840 28,944 47,603 123,290
Solid Waste Franchise Fees 105,033 18,901 31,086 80,512
Cable TV Licenses 129,345 17,248 33,842 66,861
Business Licenses 1,851 434 368 1,668
Animal Licenses 28,132 3,751 7,360 14,542
Abandoned Propetty 8,917 1,189 2,333 4,609
Fines & Fotfeitures
Vehicle, Traffic, Asset Forf. 213,482 36,338 66,380 158,523
Code Enforcement 69,492 9,267 18,182 35,922
Fire Department Revenues
Library Revenues 337,352 26,102 18,297 58,956

Had the Temescal Valley been part of the City, the City’s general fund revenues would have
been $6.0 million greater (or 5.2 petcent of existing City revenues); this figure does not include the
effect of a negotiated tax shating agreement or other form of fiscal mitigation payment.
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Notable impacts on tesidents in the annexation study areas would be new responsibilities to pay
City fees for EMS setvices, and businesses in the annexation study areas would become responsible
for paying City business license taxes.

Annexation of Temescal Valley would have reduced the County’s transportation fund revenues
by $0.4 million in FY 11-12. The County’s transportation fund is composed of gas taxes, Measure A
sales taxes, Federal government reimbutsements, reimbursements by contract service providers,
developer fees, and a variety of miscellaneous other revenue sources. The transportation fund is
restricted in use for street- and transit-related expenditures, and may not be commingled with the

County’s general, fire or library funds.

Annexation of Temescal Valley would generate an additional $0.6 million in road-related funds
for the City of Corona in FY 11-12.

Thete are no significant impacts on residents and businesses in the annexation study areas
related to road-related revenues.

Figute 5-2: Transportation Fund Revenue Impacts, FY 11-12

Temescal Home
Valley ~ Coronita Bl Cerrito:  Gardens
Transportation Revenues
Gas Tax 96,022 19,007 37,838 48,961
Measure A 256,483 52,590 69,543 152,117
TAXES

PROPERTY TAX
Figure 5-3: Temescal Valley Area Property Tax Shares, FY 11-12

The Temescal Valley
annexation area generated $21.5

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

million in property tax revenues County General 5.4%
in FY 2011-12. Property tax

revenues atre allocated to the County Fire

local agencies serving the arcas

based ptimarily on tax rates in County Library

place in the late 1970s when

California  voters  approved Education 69.4%
Proposition 13. Proposition 13

capped the tax rate at one Water

petcent, and limited annual

growth in assessed value (i.e., the Hood Control

tax base) to no more than two _

SEFeER, Parks, RCD & Misc.

The County’s general share

32 Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Impact Analysis — City of Corona and County of Réverside, Jan.
10, 2013, Table 3-1.
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of propetty tax revenues in the study areas is 15.4 percent. The Riverside County Fire Department
share is 6.4 percent. The County Library share is 1.6 percent. The school districts serving the area
receive 69 percent of property tax revenues, including Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds
(ERAF) allocated by the State. The water service providers receives 1.8 percent. The remainder of
the property tax is allocated to the County Flood Control District, the Resource Conservation
District, and to County Regional Park and Open Space; details are shown on Table 8-2.

When unincorporated areas annex to cities, the property tax amount transferred by the County
to the affected city is based on the master property tax sharing agreement. The master property tax
sharing agreement provides that the City of Corona receive 25 percent of the County’s general share
in addition to 100 petcent of the County Fire Protection and County Library shares when the City
assumes responsibility for those setvices. That agreement predates the addition of Temescal Valley
to the City’s SOI and majot changes in municipal finance as discussed in Chapter 2; hence, the
County may decide that the actual transfer may be subject to negotiation to achieve fiscal mitigation
of significant negative impacts on the County. The property tax tables in this report provide the
estimated transferable propetty tax amount based on the master tax shating agreement.”

Estimated property tax does not reflect fiscal mitigation payments from the City to the County.
As discussed in Chapters 2 and 7, a fiscal mitigation payment would presumably be required by the
County to offset negative fiscal impacts on the County. A fiscal mitigation payment would also be a
matter for negotiation by the County and City. Traditionally, the fiscal mitigation payment is in the
form of a property tax transfer from the County to the City, but it could be structured differently.

Property Tax Trend

Figure 5-4: Property Tax Growth, FY 02-03 through FY 12-13

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%

During the 2003-7 housing boom,
ptroperty tax revenues grew dramatically
within the City limits and Countywide,
with the annual growth rate averaging
9.7 percent annually within the existing | ., |
City, and 18.6 percent annually within —
the County as a whole.*® Property tax | g,
revenue growth slowed thereafter to - | 5y
3.0 percent in the City, and -20.7 percent | -10%
in the County between FY 07-08 and FY | -15% |
11-12. -20%

B Corona B County

The City projects modest growth in

FY 12-13. The County projects modest

negative growth in FY 12-13. Both the City and the County anticipate property tax growth recovery
in FY 13-14. Looking over the entite petiod of the housing bubble and the subsequent recession
(FY 02-03 through FY 11-12), the annual propetrty tax growth rate averaged 4.0 percent in the City
of Corona and 4.5 petcent for the County as a whole.

* Estimated property tax does not reflect fiscal mitigation payments from the City to the County. Property tax is calculated as the
product of a) the one percent tax rate, b) total AV, and c) the sum of the assumed transferring property tax shares.

3* The sources for historical annual property tax growth are the City of Corona Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for
FY 11-12, the City of Corona FY 13-14 Budget, the Riverside County FY 11-12 CAFR, and the Riverside County HY 13-14
Recommended Budget.
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Property Tax Transfers
Figute 5-5: Estimated Property Tax Transfers, FY 11-12

Annexation of the study areas
would have yiclded $3.1 million in | Home Gardens
property tax revenues in the base )
year of FY 11-12. Of this
amount, the Temescal Valley area Coronita
generated  $2.5 million, $0.1 g
million in the Coronita atea, $0.1 | Temescal Valley
million in El Cerrito, and $0.3 : y J ' ' y
million in Home Gardens. Over $0 $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000 $2,500 $3,000
time, revenues would grow as a Thousands
result of new development and
turnover of properties. For
detailed calculations and
methodology, see Table 8-2.

ElCerrito

B General BFire MLibraty

In calculating the property tax transfer, property tax increment that is pledged for repayment of
former redevelopment agency debt is not transfetred to the annexing city. In the case of Temescal
Valley, the redevelopment successor agency’s share of property taxes is 6.5 percent.

SALES AND USE TAX
Table 5-6: Estimated Sales and Use Tax, FY 11-12

Temescal Home
_Valley!  Coronita_ Bl Cerrito Gardens
Estimated Revenues 1,544,821 466,391 206,060 362,325

Base Year Sales Tax

Thete wete approximately
$139.6 million in taxable sales in

. Allocable 1,396,264 421,541 186,244 327,482
the Temescal Valley annexation
sren in BY 11425  Of that Sales Tax 948235 421,235 145075 310,390
amount, 68 percent was genetated Use Tax 448,029 306 41,169 17,092
by retailers including gas stations, |County Pool 163,630 49,401 21,826 38378
and the temainder by |Less Admin Charge (15,073) (4,551)  (2,011)  (3,535)

manufacturers, wholesalers,
service and repair businesses. In
addition to this direct activity, the
annexing agency would be
credited for an additional $0.2 million in sales tax funds from countywide and statewide “pools” of
revenue that the Boatd of Equalization (BOE) could not directly attribute to a particular geographic

area.*®

Sources: Henderliter de Lllamas, Board of Equalization

Note:

(1) Estimates for each area are based on geo-coding of sales and use tax accounts.

The Coronita area is estimated to generate approximately §0.5 million in sales and use tax. As
discussed in Chapter 3, there are gas stations and other businesses in Coronita that generate sales

3 Hinderliter de Lllamas and Associates, Temescal Canyon Annexcation Area Sales Tax Revenues, FY 17-12, December 5, 2012,

36 Authors® calculations based on the following sources: 1) interview with Board of Equalization Local Revenue Allocation Unit
Donna Puchalski; 2) Board of Equalization quarterly Fund Distribution Quarterly Allocation Summary of Bradley Burns 1ocal Tax (pool and
shares); and 3) allocable sales tax generated in cach study area.
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tax. The El Cerrito area is estimated to generate $0.2 million in sales and use tax; the area has
limited retail activity and has only a few use tax generating businesses. The Home Gardens is
estimated to genetate $0.4 million; this area has both sales tax and use tax generating businesses.

Figure 5-7: Sales & Use Tax per Resident, FY 11-12

Sales tax per resident was
$150 on average in the City of | Unincorporated
Corona in FY 11-12, and $59 on ¢
average in the unincorporated
areas as a whole.

Corona $150

Home Gardens
Sales tax per resident in

Temescal Valley is lower than ElCertito
the Corona average but higher $
i 174
than the unincorporated Coroniy
average. In  the other | 1emes cal Valley $95
annexation areas, Coronita is ! !
somewhat higher than the $0 $50 $100 $150 $200

Corona average, El Cerrito and
Home Gardens sales tax per capita is lower than the unincorporated area average.

OTHER TAXES

Business Registration

Within unincotporated ateas, certain businesses must be licensed by the County and pay a fee
for that privilege. The business registration fees are $45 for initial licensing and $30 for annual
renewal. Fee exemptions are granted for various agricultural activities, certain residential businesses,
places of worship, specific non-profit, and any business exempt by virtue of constitution law,
however exempted business ate requited to register. Within the unincorporated areas, the business
registration tevenues amounted to $0.75 per employee on average. Hstimated revenues in the
annexation areas were based on the average.

The City of Corona levies a business license tax on the basis of gross receipts. Retailers and
service providers pay $2 per $1,000 in gross receipts; grocery stores pay $1 per $1,000 in gross
receipts, and wholesalers and manufacturers pay $0.75 per $1,000 in receipts. The City’s tax
amounted to $25.29 per employee on average. Upon annexation, affected businesses in the
annexation areas would pay for their business license based on the City’s tax rates.

Transient Occupancy Tax

The County imposes a transient occupancy tax (TOT) at a rate of 10 percent of hotel bed sales;
and the City also imposes a TOT rate of 10 percent. Hotel activity was identified only in the
Coronita study atea where thete is a 167-room hotel. Hence, TOT revenues were estimated to be
zero in Temescal Valley, El Certito and Home Gardens. TOT revenues in Coronita were estimated
assuming 50 percent occupancy on average at the standard nightly rate of $99.
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Documentary Transfer Tax

Table 5-8: Documentary Transfer Tax City Share, FY 11-12

The County imposes a documentary Estimated
transfer tax (DTT) of $1.10dper 351,(;00. in Property Sales  Adj. to DTT
value of property on deeds tllans erring o 2012 ! Actual 2! Transfer
property.  Revenue and Taxation Code [ - -
§11911 permits genel‘al laW Cities Wlth_lﬂ Clty Of COlOﬂa $902,115,352 88 /O 435,000
counties that have imposed such a tax to Temescal Valley 181,624,253 87,579
capture half of that amount from the county. |Coronita 13,034,423 6,285

The estimated DTT revenues generated ZhCEsis 22001200 122000

Home Gardens 36,884,239 17,786

in the annexation areas amount to §124,000

Sources: Riverside County Assessor Property Sales Extract, City of

that would transfer to the annexing city.
Corona FY 12-13 Budget

Notes:

SUBVENTIONS

1) Property sales in 2012 were summed from the Assessor's propert
perty property

sales extract file. Geo-coding was conducted by Riverside County I'T

VEHICLE LICENSE FEES Dcpﬂftmellt,

Cities and counties receive revenue (2) PFor the City of Corona, actual documentary transfer tax receipts
<\
were known for FY 11-12. The adjustment factor is the ratio of

(44 M M 2>
n ). .
termed vehicle  lice ?6 eres d (VLd ) actual DTT receipts to the product of a) the $0.55/81,000
Because VLI revenue is allocated under (3) For the annexation areas, the estimated DTT that would transfer

different formulas to counties than to cities, |1 the annexing city is the product of a) the $0.55/$1,000 transferable
the fiscal impact on the Couﬂty 18 NOt  |tax rate, b) the 2012 property sales, and c) the 88 percent adjustment
symmettic to the fiscal impact on the [factor.

annexing city.

VLF is essentially a charge in lieu of the property tax on vehicle value. The rate was two percent
from 1948 through 2004. For 2005, the legislature reduced the VLF rate to 0.65 petcent.

Historically, VLF revenue was distributed to cities based on population. In FY 04-05, most of
the allocation was shifted from population to a property tax basis for existing cities. Initial
allocations for existing cities were based on prior allocations (population). Subsequently, growth in
assessed value affects the allocation. Cities receive no property taxes in lieu of VLF for the assessed
value within the annexed area at the time of the reorganization, but do receive property taxes in lieu
of VLF for subsequent growth in assessed value in the annexation areas. Between 2006 and 2011,
AB 1602 partly remedied the lack of VLF in-lieu property tax for existing development in annexed
arcas and newly incorporated areas. AB 1602 provided a population-based allocation, which
amounted to $50 per capita (in 2006 dollars). However, in 2011, the AB 1602 fix was reversed when
the Tegislature passed SB 89 and re-ditected these revenues to fund state law enforcement
programs. As a result, the City of Corona would receive only in-lieu VLF based on future growth in
assessed values in the annexation areas. That said, the Legislature is considering in 2013 proposed
SB 56 (Roth) which would provide for cities to receive in-lieu property tax for annexed areas and
newly incorporated cities.

Counties receive VLF in lieu revenues based on countywide assessed value. Annexation would
not affect the amount of VLF revenues allocated to Riverside County at the time of the annexation,
or based on subsequent growth thereafter.
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GAs TAX

Cities and counties receive allocations of gas tax revenue from the State to be used for road-
related purposes.

Riverside County receives allocations of gas tax revenue primarily based on countywide
population and registered vehicles but also based on County-maintained road mileage and assessed
values of property within the unincorporated areas. Hence, annexation would have an effect on gas
tax allocations.

Table 5-9: Gas Tax Revenue Estimates, FY 12 - 13
Gas tax revenue allocations to Total Estimated Fiscal Impact
counties are based on statewide gas Unincorp-  Temescal FIaiie
tax  receipts, the  countywide Section  orated Valley Coronita El Cerrito  Gardens

number of registered vehicles, i ,
County-maintained road miles, and 2103 $18,647,179 -$40,059 -$7,932 -$15790 -$20,432

assessed value in the [2104 % $16,869,722 -$28548 -$5656 -$11,257 -$14,566
unincorporated areas of the [2105 * $7,271,989 -$20,735 -$4,106 -$8,173 -$10,576
County. 2106+ $1271,928 -$70 -$5 -$12 -$16

The County’s gas tax revenues $44060,818 -$89412 -$17,699 -$35233 -$45,590

from each of the separate sections
of the Streets and Highways Code
were estimated for FY 12-13. The
estimates for the County as a whole
were based on actual gas tax
apportionments for the first 11
months of the fiscal year, and
average numbers of registered
vehicles and County-maintained
road miles in FY 12-13, as reported
by the State Controllers Office.
The fiscal impacts of annexation of

Sources: California State Controller (FY 12-13 gas tax apportionments, FY 11-12
assessed value), Riverside County Auditor-Controller (assessed value estimate for
Temescal Valley), Riverside County Assessor (secured abstract)

Notes:

(1) Streets and Highways Code §2103 allocation is based 75 percent on

countywide registercd vehicles, and 25 percent on County-maintained road miles.
(2) Under Streets and Highways Code §2104L, annexation would reduce the
County's allocation by $60 monthly per County-maintained road milc.

(3) Streets and Highways Code §2105 allocation is based 75 percent on

countywide registered vehicles, and 25 percent on County-maintained road miles.

(4) Under Strects and Highways Code §2106, annexation would reduce the

County's allocation due to a decrcase in unincorporated assessed value.

the study areas were estimated
primarily based on the associated reductions in County-maintained road miles, and secondarily based
on the associated reductions in assessed value in the unincorporated areas.

Gas tax revenues under Streets and Highways Code §2103 have been volatile. These are the new
gas tax revenues associated with the Fuel Tax Swap of 2010, and replace funds that were formetly
allocated from gasoline sales tax revenues under Proposition 42 (also known as Traffic Congestion
Relief). County allocations under §2103 were temporarily elevated in FY 11-12 due to an
overpayment in FY 11-12, and reduced in FY 12-13 to settle up for prior year over-allocations. The
California Department of Finance expects §2103 allocations to increase 48 percent in FY 13-14 due
in part to the planned eight percent gas tax rate increase and in part to increased fuel sales, and
expects revenues to decrease 26 percent in FY 14-15.%

3 California Local Government Finance Almanac, Shared Revense Estimates: State Revenue Allocations to Cities and Counties: Highway User
Tax — Revised for 2012-13, May 31, 2013.
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Gas tax revenues were projected based on anticipated growth in local population and statewide
gasoline and diesel consumption. Statewide revenues declined one petcent in FY 07-08 and 10
percent in FY 08-09 prior to the 2010 policy change that increased the gas excise tax from $0.18 per
gallon to $0.35; the excise tax increases in July 2013 to $0.395. Declining revenues had resulted
from consumer prefetences for vehicles with increased fuel efficiency, in addition to the negative
impact of the recession on vehicle travel. The U.S. Energy Information Administration projects
long-term modest decline in petroleum demand (-0.3 percent annually) related to fuel efficiencies
and use of alternative fuels, and projects long-term increases in petroleum prices.*

MEASURE A

The County teceives Measure A revenues disttibuted by the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) through formulaic allocations based on population and sales tax. Measute A
revenues are revenues from a 0.5 petcent sales and use tax which was imposed in 1988 (and
extended in 2002) pursuant to Measure A to fund highway, commuter rail, and transit projects, and
to tepair and maintain streets.

Table 5-10: Measure A Local Streets and Roads Revenue Estimates, FFY 12 -FY 13
Total West  Estimated Fiscal Impact

Of the Measure A revenues
generated in western Riverside Unincorp-  Temescal FHome
County, 29 petcent—Local Streets |Year orated Valley Coronita Ll Cernito Gardcus
and Roads—is allocated to [FY 11-12 $3,633,403 -$256,483 -$52,590 -$69,543 -$152,117

jurisdictions based 75 percent on |Fy 12-13  $3,822,097 -$275,124 -$56,958 -$72,743 -$159,327
population and based 25 petcent

. Sources: Riverside County Transportation Commission's FY 12-13 Budget

on taxable sales basis. In FY 11- (Measure A - Western Riverside Local Streets and Roads), U.S. Census Bureau

12, local juriSdiCtiOHS (Ciﬂes and (2010 population in annexation areas), Western Riverside COG (population

the County) received $15.61 per  |projections for affected cities), SCAG Regional Growth Forecast, California Board
capita on average. The AFA |of Equalization (local sales tax allocations), Hendedliter de Llamas (sales tax by
estimates the annexation areas |2nnexation ared).

generated $0.53 million in Measure A Local Streets and Roads funds annually in FY 11-12. The
County presently funds street service in the study areas with this funding source (among othets),
which would transfer to the City upon annexation. Growth in this revenue stream over time was
estimated based on local population projections (desctibed in Chapter 3), regional population
projections,” and projected countywide taxable sales.*

8 1.8, Energy Information Administration, Annual Energy Outlook 2013 with Projections to 2040, Aptil 2013, Table A-1.
% Western Riverside Council of Governments, Western Riverside County Growth Forecasts, 2010-2035, adopted Fall 2011.

40 Ror FY 12-13, the projected regional sales growth rate is the RCTC projection, or 3.5 percent.
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OTHER REVENUES

FRANCHISE FEES

Both the City and the County
impose franchise fees on utility
providers for the privilege of
transmitting  and  distributing
utilities on the public ways of the
area. Under the Franchise Act of
1937, the fee is the higher of one
percent  of
occupants of the area or two
petcent of annual sales derived
from  utility  pipelines
infrastructure located in the area.
The County currently imposes
franchise fees on water, cable, gas,
electric, and petroleum pipeline
utilities in unincorporated areas.
Solid waste franchise fees imposed
by the County amount to an 8
petcent franchise fee on the solid
waste hauler.

annual  sales to

and

The AFA estimates that the
County would lose approximately
$0.8 million in franchise fees as a
result of
annexation study areas.

annexation of all

Franchise fee tevenues have
been stagnant in recent years. The
County anticipates zero growth in
this revenue stream in next five
years.

FINES AND FEES

Table 5-11: Franchise Fee Estimates, FY 12 -FY 14
Total Estimated Fiscal Impact
Unincotp-  Temescal Home
Type Yeatr orated Valley  Coronita El Cerrito  Gardens
Franchise Fees: Electricity, Gas & Solar )
FY 11-12  $3706275 -$160,840 -$28,944 -$47,603 -$123,290
FY 12-13 $2,970,000 -$129,684 -$23,202 -$38,011 -$98,720
FY 13-14 $3,000,000 -$130,513 -$23,273 -$37,764 -$98,180
Franchise Fees: Solid Waste >
FY 11-12 $2,016,911 -$105,033 -$18,901 -$31,086 -$80,512
FY 12-13 $2.030,000 -$106,367 -$19,031 -$31,177 -$80,976
FY 13-14 $2,000,000 -$104,410 -$18,618 -$30,211 -$78,544
Franchise Fees: Cable Television >
kY 11-12 $3,036,065 -$129345 -$17248 -$33,842 -$66,861
FY 12-13 $3,360,000 -$146,483 -$19402 -$37,810 -$75,057
FY 13-14 $3,360,000 -$145794 -$19182 -$37,126 -$74,051

Sources: Riverside County FY 13-14 Recommended Budget, Riverside County
Department of Environmental TTealth, California Department of Finance (population,
housing units), Census 2010 (annexation area population, housing units), SCAG (jobs and
grow th projections).

Notes:

(1) Electric, gas and other basic franchise fees were cstimated as the product of a) the
average unincorporated revenues per 24-hour population, and b) 24-hour population in

the annexation area.

(2) Solid waste franchise fees were estimated based on 24-hour population in each
annexation area, and derive from the average revenues from this source in the
unincorporated areas that are receiving solid waste collection services. The Riverside
County Department of Environmental Health reported that approximately 90 percent of
properties in Temncscal Valley and approximately 75 percent of properties in the
unincorporated areas as a whole receive solid waste collection services. The revenue

estimates for each annexation arca assume 90 percent receive said services.

(3) Cable television franchise fees were estimated based on number of housing units.

Miscellaneous revenue sources, such as vehicle fines, code enforcement fines, animal licenses

and fees, that are generated in the annexation study areas were estimated. Vehicle fines wete
estimated on the basis of 24-hour population (additive). Animal licenses and code enforcement
fines were estimated on the basis of the number of housing units.

Not all affected revenue sources were included as revenue impacts; certain revenue streams were
excluded from both the revenue and expenditure side of the impact analysis for simplicity. Service
charges (e.g., neutet clinic charges) paid by animal owners throughout the County’s setvice area were
netted out of animal services expenditures, and were not included in the revenue impacts for
consistency.

REPORT TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CEO 31



ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

6. MUNICIPAL SERVICES

This chapter describes how municipal services are presently provided in the annexation study
areas, how services would be delivered if the areas are annexed, and relevant information relating to
cost estimates and assumptions.

SERVICE PROVIDER OVERVIEW

This section provides an overview of the municipal service providers in the study areas.
Annexation affects municipal service delivery differently depending on the particular municipal
service, as shown on Table 6-1.

DIRECTLY AFFECTED SERVICES

There are ditectly affected municipal services that are presently provided to the study areas by
the County and would be provided by the City of Corona upon annexation. Such directly affected
services include:

° General government services, including governing board, management, legal and
financial services,

° Law enforcement,*

. Fite protection,”

e Animal control,

° Emergency medical services,

° Code enforcement,

° Building inspection,

. Land use planning,

° Park maintenance and recreation programming,
o Street maintenance, and

o Stormwater management and planning.

CONTRACT SERVICES

There are also municipal services that are presently provided by County contractors; upon
annexation, the City would contract with a company to provide such services.

Street sweeping services on public toads (outside gated communities) are provided to Temescal
Valley by a County contractor, CR&R; upon annexation, the City would contract with its provider,
Clean Sweep Environmental, for sweeping.

4 Riverside County contracts with the City of Corona to provides law enforcement services to Coronita.

# Riverside County contracts with the City of Corona to provide fire protection and EMS setvices to Coronita, El Certito and
northern Temescal Valley.
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Residences in the annexation study areas presently rely on a private company, Waste
Management, for solid waste collection. Upon annexation, the City would be responsible for
franchising with the solid waste hauler.

Street lighting on public roads is funded by the County but service is provided by Southern
California Fdison; similatly, the City would fund Edison’s street light services. The City has
proposed that associated assessments (e.g., CSA 134 in Temescal Valley) transfer to the City;”
presumably similar street light funding mechanisms (e.g., CSA 135 assessment in El Cerrito and CSA
21 property taxes in Coronita) would transfer upon annexation of those areas as well.*

UNAFFECTED SERVICES

In many cases, the municipal service provider would be unaffected by annexation, because these
services ate delivered by special districts or private utility companies. Unaffected services include:

. Ambulance transport and paramedic service is provided by a private company,
American Medical Response. Riverside County and the City of Corona are responsible
for contracting with the ambulance provider.

. Regional park service would continue to be provided by the County.

o Flood control setvices would continue to be provided by the countywide Flood Control
District.

. Water wholesale would continue to be provided by Western Municipal Water District.

. Water distribution services would continue to be provided to Temescal Valley by Lee

Lake Water District and Lake Elsinore Municipal Water District (LEMWD).*  Coronita
and El Certito would continue to be served by the City of Corona, and Home Gardens
would ptresumably continue to be served by Home Gardens Water District upon
annexation.

. Wastewater collection, treatment and disposal services would continue to be provided
by Lee Lake Water District to Temescal Valley. Presumably, Home Gardens would
continue to be served by Home Gardens Sanitary District upon annexation. Coronita
and El Cerrito (except areas on septic) would continue to be served by the City of

Corona.

. Electricity service would continue to be provided by Southern California Edison.

. Public transit service would continue to be provided by Riverside Transit Agency.

o Education setvices would continue to be provided by Corona Norco Unified School
District.

° Countywide setvices, such as regional parks, open space, coroner, and coutts, are

delivered by the County to both unincorporated areas and to areas within city
boundaries, and would be unaffected.

 CSA 134 also includes territory in Horsethief Canyon which is located outside the proposed annexation area.
* There arc two dormant lighting CSAs (CSA 30 and 52) in Home Gardens that would presumably be dissolved upon annexation.

* LEMWD serves a southeast sliver of the T'emescal Valley annexation area (in tax rate areas 059-095 and 059-128).
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MUNICIPAL SERVICES

LAW ENFORCEMENT

The Riverside County Shetiff provides law enforcement, detective and helicopter services to the
Temescal Valley, El Cetrito and Home Gardens annexation study areas as well as adjacent
unincotporated areas and the neighboring City of Lake Elsinore.

TEMESCAL VALLEY

The Sheriff serves the Temescal Valley area from the Lake Elsinore Sheriff Station. The Sheriff
organizes patrol service delivery into beats. Beat 71 serves Temescal Valley as well as areas outside
the proposed annexation area (Horsethief Canyon and Glen Hden).

Figure 6-2: Law Enforcement Service Calls per Capita, FY 11-12

Temescal Valley is in the Sheriff’s

Beat number 71. There were 4,588 calls Temescal Valley

for law enforcement service in Beat 71 Coronita |

in FY 11-12, of which 70 percent ElCerrito

otiginated in the proposed annexation Home Gardens

area. There were 0.24 calls for service Horsethief Canyon |

pet capita (24-hour population) in | OtherUnincorporated

Temescal Valley. By comparison, there City of Corona

were 0.25 service calls per capita in 5 B o8 G o B G

Horsethief Canyon and Glen Eden
combined. Calls for service were mote

Service Calls per Capita

than double this level in the remainder of the unincorporated areas where there were 151,743 service
calls, amounting to 0.51 pet capita. Calls for service (excluding traffic calls) amounted to 0.41 per
capita within the City of Corona in FY 12-13.

Figure 6-3; Part I Crimes per Capita, FY 11-12

Temescal Valley is a relatively low-
crime area. ‘There were 185 Part I
crimes committed in the atea in FY 11- Coronita
12. Of these, 91 percent were property ElCersito |
ctimes, such as burglary, motor vehicle
theft, and latceny. Crimes in Temescal
Valley amounted to 13 crimes per 1,000 ElomethiciEanyon
people (24—h0ur population) . By Other Unincorporated
comparison, there were slightly more
crimes per capita in El Cetrito, Home
Gatdens, and Horsethief Canyon (17). s S gt Bl R 2 S
Gt l=vdla Ta Coronita, the Clty of Part I Crimes per 1,000 Population Served

Temescal Valley

Home Gardens

City of Corona

Corona, and the temainder of the
unincorporated areas of Riverside County were roughly double the levels in Temescal Valley.

The Sheriff staffs patrol services in Beat 71 with a minimum of one deputy per shift. There are
three 10-hour shifts daily to allow for ovetlapping coverage. Deputies assigned to Beat 71 may also
be responsible for service calls in Beat 72 (Meadowbrook) and for backing up their partnet on calls
in Beat 74 (Lakeland Village), and Beat 75 (La Cresta).
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Figure 6-4: Response Times, FY 11-12

Due to the expansive nature of
relatively low-ctime Beat 71 and to the
assigned deputy sometimes being called
to neighboring beats, the drive time can
be significant when incidents occur in
Temescal Valley. Response times are
slowed by limited roads and vehicle | verageBeac7t
access toutes, and single routes of
ingress and egress in several of the areas. B 5 o s . 100

Average Corona

Median Beat 71

z : : Response Time (Minutes
Drive times and response times are P ™ )

much shotter within neighboring City of WPlriosity 1 MPriority2 M Priority 3
Corona where the service area Iis
relatively compact and high-density by comparison.

The Sheriff has a number of specialized units that support patrol including aviation, hazardous
device, gang task force, canine, dispatch, hostage negotiations, forensic services, search and rescue,
Sheriffs posse, and special investigations. CHP is primarily responsible for traffic enforcement in
the annexation study areas. Because sections of the Vehicle Code are not enforceable on private
propetty, traffic enforcement is not performed in gated communities, such as The Retreat and
Trilogy.

Service Costs

The County’s net costs of patrolling the unincorporated areas as a whole were $76 million in FY
11-12 and $82 million in FY 12-13. 'This is the net cost to the General Fund after accounting for
payments made by contract cities and for Proposition 172 funds; neither of these offsetting revenue
streams would be affected by annexation.

Although 4.3 petcent of the 24-hour population within the unincorporated areas is located in
Temescal Valley, only 2.1 percent of law enforcement service calls from unincorporated areas
originate in Temescal Valley and only 1.4 percent of Part T crimes in unincorporated areas took place
in Temescal Valley. The costs of setving Temescal Valley were estimated to be $1.6 million in FY
11-12 based on the petcent of setvice calls originating in the area.

Figure 6-5: Law Enforcement Costs per Capita, FY 11-12

The City of Corona spent $40.2

million on police services in FY 11-12, Temescal Valley
amounting to $220 per capita (24-hour Coronita
population). The County’s net cost of El Cetrito
patrol setvices amounted to $241 per Home Gardens
capita in the umncorp(?rated areas as a Horsethief Canyon
whole. By comparison, costs ate , -
: ; Other Unincorporated
substantially lower in Temescal Valley _
due to telatively low levels of service Eiicremng | ! ! .

calls and ctime. $0  $50 S100 S$150 S$200 $250 $300
Law Enforcement Costs per 1,000 Population Served

Law enforcement costs per capita in
other low-ctime jurisdictions are
comparable to the estimate for Temescal Valley. For example, patrol costs were $82 per capita in
Hastvale and $102 per capita in Menifee in FY 11-12.
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FIRE & EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES

The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) is responsible for providing structural and
wildland fite protection and emergency medical services (EMS) to the annexation study ateas.
RCFD is staffed and operated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal
Fire) under contract with the County. RCFD contracts with the City of Corona to provide service
to El Cerrito and northern Temescal Valley. Ambulance transport and paramedic services are
provided by Ametican Medical Response (AMR) in Riverside County.

Figure 6-6: RCFED Station No. 64
i Wi

Existing fire and EMS service to the
Temescal Valley study atea is provided primarily
from RCFD Station No. 64. RCFD Station No.
64 is staffed by three personnel, and its primary
apparatus is a Type I paramedic engine
company. The station is staffed by a fire
captain, a fire apparatus engineer, and a
firefighter. All  personnel have fire and
emergency  medical  technician  (EMT)
credentials, and at least one of them has advanced life support EMT credentials (the remainder have
basic life support credentials).

FS No. 64 is located in the southern portion of the Temescal Valley study area, and is the first-in
service provider to the central and southern portions of the study area. About 64 petcent of the
residential properties in the FS 64 first-in service area are in the proposed Temescal Valley
annexation area, and 36 percent are in Horsethief Canyon and the Glen Eden resort. The station
responded to 802 service calls in 2011.

Figure 6-7: Fire & EMS Incidents per Capita, 2011

The notthernmost portion

|

of the Temescal Valley study | Horsethief Canyon 0.06
area (The Retreat and Wildrose) ]

was served by RCFD FS. No.

15 until mid2011. The sation | HomeGudens |GGG © 05

was located in El Cerrito which
it served in addition to northern El Certito
Temescal Valley.  About 69
petcent of housing units in the
unincorporated first-in  service
area for F'S 15 are located in the
Temescal Valley annexation area
and the remainder are in El
Cerrito. FS No. 15 closed in
July 2011 due to budget constraints.
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MUNICIPAL SERVICES

El Cerrito and notthern Temescal Valley are now served by City of Corona FS No. 7. Corona
also provides fire and EMS services to unincorporated Coronita. FS No. 7 responded to 609 service
calls in the unincorporated areas in 2011. FS No. 7 is staffed by four personnel, at least one of
whom is a certified patamedic. The primary apparatus is a Type I paramedic engine company. By
contract to RCFD, the City is compensated $0.2 million and $0.6 million respectively for said
services to unincotporated Coronita and El Cerrito. City FS No. 7 responds to about 37 percent of
service calls in the Temescal Valley study area.

For setvice to a working structure fire, RCFD typically dispatches six engine companies. RCFD
FS No. 64 responds to fire incidents in Norco, Hastvale, Jurupa Valley, Lake Elsinore, and the
remainder of southwest Riverside County. For response to structure fires in Temescal Valley,
RCFD calls on neatby stations FS No. 85 (McVicker Park), FS No. 13 (Home Gardens), RCFD FS
No. 97 (Lake Elsinote), and seasonal FS. No. 14 (Norco).

Response times to incidents in the annexation study area vary based on density and location.
Response time standards for dense urban areas are 6:30 minutes for the 90th percentile (i.e., that 90
petcent of calls be responded in 6.5 minutes or less). For rural areas, such as two-acre parcels, the
standard is 10.5 minutes. And for outlying areas, such as open space, the standard 1s 17.5 minutes.
The County’s goal is arrival within five minutes of the fire station receiving the alarm 90 percent of
the time. RCFD repotted an average response time of 4.5 minutes within Temescal Valley for the
petiod of January through October 20124 By comparison, the City of Corona’s policy is to respond
within six minutes; the City repotted that its response times were 5.2 on average. The standard for
ambulance response times is less than 10 minutes in unincorporated areas and less than 12 minutes
within the City of Corona.

SERVICE COSTS
Table 6-8: RCFD Costs per Station, FY 12 - FY 13

Thel fede Eost Fire Setvice Cost Fire |Cost per Fite Station
per statfon among FY 11-12 FY 12-13 | Statons | FY 11-12 FY 12-13
contract citles in Unincorporated $62,423,115 $64,314588( 37.7 $1,655,786 $1,705,957
e Riverside W. Riverside Cities | $37,723,862 $42,455,390| 243 $1,552,422 $1,747,135
County WS $1.61 Beauvmont $1,881,921  $2,050,000] 1 $1,881,921 $2,050,000
million in FY 11-12; FEastvale $1,523,713  $1,623,028| 1 $1,523,713 $1,623,028
whereas, the average Take Elsinore $4,274373  $4,650,149| 2.5 $1,709,749 $1,860,060
cost was $1.56 million. Menifee $6,452,340  $6,981,662| 4 $1,613,085 $1,745,416
Tile Fncdinh. o5t Svas Moreno Valley | $11,697,689 $13,917,615 7 $1,671,098 $1,988,231
calculated  based on Notco $2,372,839  $3,216,681 2 $1,186,420 $1,608,341
costs in Beaumont, Pertis $3,259,705  $3,357,371 2 $1,629,853 $1,678,686
Hastvale, Lake Elsinore, | Temectla $4,440282  $4793,184| 35 | $1,268,652  $1,369,481
Menifee, Moreno Wildomar $1,821,000 $1,865,700f 1.3 $1,400,769 $1,435,154
Va]ley, NO]_’CO, Perris, Sou‘rces: Riverside Counlty Fire Depﬂrt{nent (fire stations), City budgets (fire costs), County budget
Temecula, avel (unincorporated costs paid by General Fund and structural fire tax)
Wildomar.

. Reported response time statistics for both RCFD and the City reflect turn-out time and travel time, and do not include dispatch
time.
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The RCFD cost of operating fite stations in the unincorporated areas was $1.66 million per
staion on average.” The cost was estimated to have increased by 3 percent in FY 12-13. By
compatison, the City of Corona costs were about $3.1 million per fire station in FY 12-13.

The County paid the City of Corona approximately $0.6 million for the City’s contract fire
services to northern Temescal Valley and to El Cerrito, and $0.2 million for the City’s services to
Coronita in FY 11-12.

Riverside County finances fire and EMS services in unincorporated areas with a combination of
propetty tax revenues for structural fire protection and general fund resources. The County general
fund pays for 65-70 percent of these costs.

Service Configuration

Annexation of Temescal Valley involves challenges in adhering to urban response time standards
in adjacent areas. FS No. 64 provides first-in service for emergency medical calls not only to the
Temescal Valley annexation areas but also to adjacent unincorporated areas (Horsethief Canyon and
Glen Eden resort). Glen Eden and the northern portion of Horsethief Canyon are within a four-
minute driving time of FS No. 64, and the remainder of Horsethief Canyon is within a five-minute
driving time.”® Neither area is within a four-minute driving time of the next closest station, F'S 85 in
Lake Elsinore. From FS 85, drive times to most of Horsethief Canyon are within the 8-minute drive
time associated with rural response time standards.

FS No. 64 is integral to the regional fire protection delivery system, and presently responds to
structure fire incidents within a latger service area, as such incidents require response from six
engine companies. FS No. 64 also responds into adjacent first-in service areas when there are
simultaneous incidents. Closure of FS No. 64 would have a negative impact on the cities of Lake
Elsinore, Norco and Eastvale. FS No. 64 is also part of the regional response system for wildland
fire incidents.

For these reasons, several setvice configuration alternatives were identified for fire service
delivery following proposed annexation of Temescal Valley:

1) FS No. 64 continues to serve Horsethief Canyon: under this approach, the fiscal impact of
annexation on the County would be a loss of $1.38 million in property tax revenues, and a
$0.3 million reduction in costs associated with contractual service. Under this approach,
annexation would not have negative impacts on Horsethief Canyon and neighboring cities.

2) FS No. 64 relocates to Horsethief Canyon: under this approach, the fiscal impacts of
annexation on the County would be a loss of §1.38 million in property tax revenues, a $0.3
million reduction in costs associated with contractual service, and a $0.3 million increase in
costs associated with construction of a new fire station ($5.0 million cost amortized over 30
yeats). Under this approach, annexation would not have negative impacts on Horsethief
Canyon and neighboring cities.

3) The City contracts with RCFD for service to Temescal Valley: under this approach, the
fiscal impact of annexation on the County would be a loss of $1.38 million in property tax

" The County’s estimated cost of operating unincorporated area fire stations was calculated based on the costs financed by the
County general fund and structural fire protection property taxes paid by unincorporated areas and Jurupa Valley. The number of
unincorporated fire stations was 37.7 in FY 12-13, and includes Jurupa Valley.

# Riverside County Firc Department conducted modeling of driving times, and provided maps depicting the 4-minute (urban), 8-
minute (rural), and 15-minute (outlying) drive times associated with the respective response time standards.
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tevenues, a gain of $1.38 million in contract revenues, and a $0.3 million reduction in costs
associated with contractual service. Under this approach, annexation would not have
negative impacts on Horsethief Canyon and neighboring cities.

4) RCFD closes FS No. 64: under this approach, the fiscal impact of annexation would be a
loss of $1.38 million in property tax revenues, a $0.3 million reduction in costs associated
with contractual service, and a $1.6 million reduction in costs associated with closing the
station. Under this approach, annexation would have negative impacts on Horsethief
Canyon and neighboring cities.

Wildland Fire Protection

Wildland fite protection is provided by Cal Fire to the State Responsibility Area (SRA). The
SRA includes unincorporated tetritory, but does not include territory within the bounds of
incorporated cities, such as Corona. Property owners within the SRA pay an annual fee of $115-150
per structure for wildland fire services.* Upon annexation, wildland fire service protection would be
made available to the annexation area on a contract basis to Corona. The City would pay for these
services at a rate of $23.11 per acre (for the 4,300 affected acres). RCFD has raised concerns about
Corona honoting its intent to contract for wildland protection, and reports that Corona failed to
maintain such an agreement for two previous annexations (Hagle Valley and Eagle Glen).

Fiscal Impact on Annexation Area Occupants

Upon annexation, residents and employees in the annexation areas would be subject to City
charges for emergency medical services. Presently, they are charged by the private ambulance
company for ambulance transport and associated pre-hospital care; AMR bills the respective health
insurance provider for these charges. In addition, the City charges $350 per incident for emergency
medical setvices provided by its Fire Department. Although these charges may not be covered by
health insurance, the City offers a subscription fee of $48 annually; subsctibing residents ate not
subject to the $350 pet incident charge.

# Owners of habitable structures that are within the boundaries of a local fire protection agency receive a reduction of $35 per
habitable structure. The fee has been waived in FY 12-13.
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ANIMAL CONTROL

The Riverside County Department of Animal Services provides animal housing for stray or
abandoned pets, provides low-cost vaccination and spay/neuter services, provides animal patrols for
sttay and injured animals, investigated inhumane animal treatment allegations, sells dog licenses,
rescues animals duting natural disasters and enforces animal regulations. ‘These services are
provided to the annexation study areas from the Western Riverside Shelter located in Jurupa Valley.

The County’s animal setvice costs amounted to $15.2 million in FY 11-12. The County provides
setvices to unincorporated areas as well as certain cities; cities pay contract billing charges to the
County, and animal ownets throughout the setvice area pay service charges (e.g., spay/neuter
charges). Net of these revenue streams, the cost of animal services was $9.6 million, which
amounted to $72 per housing unit in the unincorporated areas in FY 11-12.° The affected
department reported that the majority of its costs of running the affected shelter would not be
reduced as a result of annexation; similarly, costs of the two field officers who serve the
unincorporated areas would not be affected. Variable costs that could be reduced are those costs
associated with the number of impounded animals (e.g., animal food, medical care, supplies, and
cleaning supplies) and costs associated with the number of after-hours calls (e.g., staff overtime and
standby pay). These variable costs amounted to 14 percent of net costs. The fiscal impact of
annexation was estimated as 14 percent of the net cost per housing unit.

Setvice levels provided to the annexation study areas are higher in the unincorporated areas than
in the City. The Western Riverside Shelter is open 41 hours weekly (six days per week), whereas the
Corona Shelter is open 22 hours weekly (four days per week). ‘The Corona Shelter is more
convenient for annexation area residents. The Western Riverside Shelter is located 21 miles from
the center of the Temescal Valley annexation area, whereas the Corona shelter is 12 miles distance.

The fees for licensing pets are comparable in the existing city limits and the annexation study
areas. Hor example, it costs $16 to license a neutered dog ($10 for seniors) in unincorporated areas,
and $15 in the City of Corona. So annexation would have modest impacts on residents with dogs.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community development services include land use planning and code enforcement services.
Code enforcement activities include enforcing the building permit process for property owners
building or modifying their properties and enforcing municipal regulations, such as restrictions
against parking trucks on residential streets and restrictions against abandoning vehicles in the front
yard.

The City of Corona provides these services through its Department of Community
Development. The department consists of three divisions: Planning, Community Preservation, and
Redevelopment. Planning is tasked with short and long-term community planning. Community
Preservation maintains and assures the safety, appearance and value of buildings and property in the
City by conducting code enforcement.”

50 : - : . .
The net cost excludes revenue sources paid by contract cities and animal owners throughout the service area, but includes the
portion paid by animal license revenue for consistency with the revenue portion of the fiscal impact analysis.

31 Redevelopment's goal is to revitalize certain portions of the City; create, preserve, and enhance affordable housing; and scek
creative, long-term redevelopment opportunities; however, redevelopment is not affected by annexation as there are no
redevelopment project areas within the annexation study areas at present. Redevelopment is financed separately from the general and
road funds that are the focus of this study. Hence, redevelopment is not covered in the AFA.
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The annexation study areas presently receive planning services from Riverside County. Upon
annexation, the City’s Depattment of Community Development would provide these services.

PLANNING

Advance planning setrvices include countywide studies, atrea/community plan updates, zoning
code amendments, and update of the Countywide General Plan.

Existing zoning in the annexation areas is established by the County. The City has proposed
zoning for the Temescal Valley annexation area that mimics existing County zoning. As a result, it is
improbable that land use designations in the areas would change in the short-term if the areas
choose to annex to the City. The City would be precluded from changing the land use designations
for a two-year period following annexation.”

The City’s Community Development staff oversee the monitoring of County development
activity and comment on development projects

Cutrent planning processes entitlement application including a variety of discretionary permits,
land division applications, lot line adjustments, certificates of compliance, privately initiated zone
reclassifications and plan amendments and the related environmental review. The County provides
current planning services—zoning permits, land division and research, application review, impact
analysis and special projects. Current planning services are primarily funded on a fee basis. The
County’s net cost of planning services was $9.9 million in Y 11-12, which amounted to $6.51 per
capita (24-hout); due to budget cuts, the estimated cost in FY 12-13 was $5.53 per capita.

CODE ENFORCEMENT

Code enforcement setvices are provided by County TLMA, with fire and animal-related
enforcement by the Fire Depattment and Animal Services, respectively. Common code issues
include dangerous or substandard buildings, open excavations, unpermitted businesses, zoning
violations, construction or grading without permits, inoperative or abandoned vehicles, and
excessive outside storage. Temescal Valley is presently served by the code enforcement office in
Perris, while the Coronita, El Cerrito and Home Gardens areas are served by the code enforcement
office in Riverside.

The County spent $14.1 million on code enforcement services in FY 11-12. The services are
financed in part by community development block grants, other intergovernmental sources, and
service charges. The County’s cost net of these revenue streams was $11.8 million in FY 11-12.
Code enforcement services are primarily provided to residential properties, although there are
occasional complaints telating to commercial structures that violate zoning provisions. For
putposes of estimating costs in the annexation areas, the costs were distributed among residences.
The County’s net cost in FY 11-12 amounted to §88 per housing unit; due to budget cuts, the cost
in FY 12-13 was approximately $76 per housing unit. Due to the presence of gated communities
and associated HOA oversight in Temescal Valley, costs of these services there were estimated as 50
percent of prorated per home costs.

Service levels appear to be higher in the unincorporated areas than in the City. The County’s
total code enforcement spending amounted to $90 per housing unit; by comparison, the City of
Corona spending on code enforcement in FY 12-13 amounted to $11 per housing unit.

%2 Government Code §56375(¢).
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Both the City and County provide code enforcement inspections upon receiving a complaint
about potential violations. In cases regarding potential threats to health and safety, both the City
and County respond within 24 hours. Examples of threats to health and safety include fire hazards,
sewage problems, hazardous materials and chemicals.

LIBRARY

The Riverside County Library System (RCLS) provides library operations and facility services to
the annexation study areas. The County Library has branch locations in El Cerrito and Home
Gardens. The County’s Home Gardens and Lake Elsinore branches are open 50 and 43 hours
weekly, whereas the El Cerrito branch is open 20 hours weekly.

Based on proximity, the Temescal Valley area is primarily served by the El Cerrito and Home
Gardens branches which are located 6.3 and 9.5 miles, respectively, driving distance from the
Trilogy community in Temescal Valley. From the Sycamore Creek subdivision in Temescal Valley,
the El Cerrito branch is closest (8.5 miles) followed by Lake Elsinore (11.5 miles), Home Gardens
(11.6 miles), and Corona library (12.9 miles). The Corona branch is closest to the Coronita
annexation area. Library users are not required to patronize a branch within their particular
jutisdiction, and may choose a library based on convenience and amenities.

Table 6-9: Municipal Libraries near the Corona SOI

Library Location Agency  Wkly Hrs Volumes Yr Built Sq. Ft. Citc  Circ/Vol
El Cettito 7581 Rudell Rd., 92881 County 20 21,160 2004 10,000 58,121 2.7
Home Gardens 3785 Neece St, 92879 County 50 22,655 2006 14,100 51,298 23
Lake Elsinote 600 W. Graham, 92530 County 43 54,132 1955 7,500 79,866 1.5
Corona 650 S. Main St., 92882 City 48 134,136 1993 62,300 465358 3.5
Source: California State Library Statistics 2012

California State Library statistics indicate that the County Library operating costs at Bl Cetrito
and Home Gardens combined were $1.0 million in FY 10-11.” Assuming the customer base for the
two libraries includes Temescal Valley, the operating costs per capita amounted to $30.25. By
compatison, the City of Corona library’s operating costs were $2.6 million in FY 10-11, which
amounts to $16.93 pet capita assuming the service area includes the city limits as well as Coronita.

Corona has proposed to serve Temescal Valley residents from the City’s existing library, and to
shift $0.3 million in library-related property taxes from the County to the City. Upon annexation,
RCLS would be unable to reduce its library operating costs without having a negative impact on
service levels for residents of the El Certito and Home Gardens areas. RCLS would be able to
reduce its operating costs, however, if the El Cerrito and/or Home Gardens areas were to be
annexed as well.

PARKS AND RECREATION

Riverside County provides park maintenance, and recreation programming services to the
annexation study areas. County-maintained public parks within the unincorporated study areas are
listed in Table 6-10, along with their study area location.

33 California State Library, California 1ibrary Statistics 2012 (2010-2011 fiscal year), 2012. Note that the County’s total library operating
costs (net of fine revenue) are reflected at 18 percent more than total branch operating costs.
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Table 6-10: County-Maintained Public Parks in Study Areas

The County |Park Acres Amenities
standard for the |BrEresr Canyon
provision of parkland in Montecito 6 Ballfields, Tot-lot

the unincorporated areas
is three acres of local
parkland  per 1,000

Coral Canyon Park 9  Ballfields, Tot-lot
Deleo Sports Park 25  Ballfields, splash park, skateboard park, dog
park, children's play area

residents. Actual

developed parkland in El Cerrito

the Temescal Valley area |El Cerrito Spotts 21 Ballfields, tennis coutts, tot-lots
amounts to 2.4 acres per |Park

1,000 residents. [Home Gardens

Although the area does  |pome Gardens NP  Basketball coutt, tot-lot

not meet the County’s
standard, it should be
noted that there are private parks and recreational amenities within the various communities,
including golf courses, swimming and hiking trails. Within the El Cerrito annexation area, there is a
21-acre El Cetrito Sports Park; parkland amounts to 4.0 acres per 1,000 residents. In Home
Gatdens, there is a community center. There are no public parks in Coronita. There is no County-
maintained open space within the study areas; however, the County operates nearby recreation areas.
The Cleveland National Forest forms the western boundary of Temescal Valley and encompasses
most of the eastern slope of the Santa Ana Mountains; this area is characterized by natural open
space with scattered mountainous residential uses on scattered private in-holdings, and is managed
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service.

Community Center

The City of Corona’s standard for the provision of parkland is also three acres of parkland per
1,000 residents. Actual developed parkland in the City limits amounts to 341 acres, or 2.2 acres per
1,000 residents, somewhat lower than the County’s service level in Temescal Canyon.

The County finances park maintenance costs with CSA 152, Zone B assessments. The
assessment is paid by new development that followed creation of this zone in 2001, and amounted
to $250-$296 per housing unit in FY 13-14. The Zone had a fund balance of approximately $3.3
million at the end of FY 12-13 available for patk financing, with annual revenues of $0.5 million.

Both the City and the County have park fee ordinances in conformance with the State’s Quimby
Act (Government Code §66477), requiring new development to dedicate a minimum of three acres
of patkland per 1,000 residents, or payment of in-lieu fees. The County’s in-lieu fee is calculated
based on the fair market value of land and varies depending on the density of the development. The
County reported that a typical subdivision in Temescal Valley (within CSA 152 B) would pay $2,168-
$2,608 per unit in in-lieu fees. The City of Corona’s in-lieu fee is approximately $12,708 per housing
unit for local parkland, in addition to $7,625 for parkland and open space.” Commercial and
industrial development pays only for parkland and open space.

RECREATION SERVICES

Recreation programs and facilities offered by the County include ballfields, a mobile recreation
center, and movies in the park. Recreation services are funded by CSA 134; the CSA’s assessment

3 City of Corona, City of Corona Develgpment Impact Fees, 2011.
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revenue of $1.0 million in FY 11-12 finances both landscaping and recreation services. The City has
proposed that the CSA 134 assessment continue and be transferred to the City upon annexation.
Private communities within the Temescal Valley annexation area offer recreation amenities to their
residents.

Recreation programs offered by the City of Corona are varied and accessible on a fee basis.
Recreation program fees vary by sport or length of class. As the City charges a non-resident
premium on certain recreation fees, annexation would reduce the fees paid by annexation study area
residents who had been attending City recreation activities prior to annexation. Those residents who
ptesently patronize County recreation activities would pay higher fees after annexation, although a
direct and complete comparison was infeasible due to the large volume of different recreation
activities and differences between the City and County in the nature, duration and frequency of
specific recreation activity offerings.

PuBLIC WORKS

Public works services include street maintenance, traffic control, street sweeping, and
stormwater quality programs.

ROAD MAINTENANCE

Road-related services provided by the Riverside County Transportation Department to public
roadways in the annexation study areas include signal maintenance, pavement and sidewalk
inspections and repairs, pothole repair, biweekly street sweeping, tree trimming, graffiti abatement
and sign operation and maintenance. Street lighting maintenance is provided through LLMD 89-1.

Road-related setvices provided by the County in the study areas are limited to those roads that
have been accepted by the County into its road system. Roads that have not been accepted into the
County road system typically do not meet design criteria established by the County. Roads not
meeting County criteria include roads within gated communities, and other recently-developed
unincorporated areas that are directly maintained via a private homeowners association or
community management company, and not by the County. Gated communities with private roads
are located in the Temescal Valley study area, and include The Retreat (northern Temescal Valley)
and the southern portion of the Trilogy subdivision. In addition, there are roads in Sycamore Glen
and Glen Ivy that have been dedicated for public use but have not yet been improved to County
standards. Such roads that are not maintained by the County are depicted on Map 6-2.

The City of Corona directly maintains all non-highway (arterial, collector, local and residential)
publicly-maintained roadways within the City. ‘The City does not provide road maintenance to
ptivate roadways and related facilities.”® Road-related services provided by the City of Corona to
approximately 352 centerline miles of roadway in the City include sidewalk and pothole repair, road
maintenance and annual pavement inspections, routine traffic signal maintenance, sign installation
and maintenance, traffic markings and striping, and street sweeping.

55 o o o o | .
Maintenance of private roadways is the responsibility of the relevant homeowners association or private road owner(s).
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Roadway Features

Within the Temescal Valley study area, there are 39.65 miles of County-maintained roads. I-15
is an interstate; local government is not responsible for interstate maintenance. Temescal Canyon
Road is classified as a major collector roadway. Most of the public roads in the area are classified
simply as local roads. There are 11 traffic signals in the study area. Within the other annexation
study areas, there are 8.1 centerline miles in Coronita (responsibility shared with City on 0.4 miles),
16.3 miles in El Cetrito (1.4 miles shared), and 20.5 in Home Gardens (0.6 miles shared).*

The condition of street pavement is evaluated by local agencies using a composite index called
the Pavement Condition Index (PCI). Fach segment of pavement is rated for distress (i.e., cracks
and potholes) and the extent and severity of distress is given a condition rating from 0 to 100. The
PCI reflects the weighted average condition of all road segments for which an agency bears
maintenance responsibility. A PCI of 75 or more is considered to be very good condition, PCI of
60-74 is good condition, PCI of 45-59 is fair condition, and PCI below 45 is poor condition.

Figure 6-11:  Road Area by Condition, 2013

Most of the roads in the study area
are relatively new and in good condition. | Temescal Valley i
County-maintained roads within the : | ‘ __I
Temescal Valley study area are in the Coronita
good to very good range, with local roads | |
tending to be in slightly better condition El Cerrito )
than major roads. The weighted average [ | —
PCI in Temescal Valley is 73. By | HomeGardens | | IR
comparison, the average PCI is 70 in - . e - A o0
Coronita, 67 in Hl Cerrito, and 57 in Percent of County-Maintained Road Area by Condition
Home Gardens. The City of Corona’s
policy is to achieve an average PCI of 70,

MVery Good I Good  Fair #Poor

its average PCI is 75.

Service Levels

Table 6-12: Streer Service Levels

The County and the Setvice Riverside County City of Cotona
City offer comparable Pavement conditions monitored /database monitored/software
service levels for street |Capitalimprovement plan 7-year projections for 5-year projections for street
services. Both monitor |horzon street improvements improvements
pavement conditions [CIP update frequency Annual Annual
with modern computer
tools, and make mid- |Shurry seal frequency every 7-10 years every 7-10 years
range plans for spending
and investments in the |Street Sweeping Biweekly Biweekly-tresidential
roadways they maintain. Weekly-major arterials

County and City street maintenance spending levels per road mile were compared for FY 11-12
(the latest year of comparable data available).

56 Data on centerline miles of County-maintained roads were provided by the Riverside County Surveyor’s office.
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Figure 6-13:  Street Spending per Road Mile, FY 11-12

The City of Corona spent $19,980 per
road mile on street maintenance, and ,
. . Unincorporated
$13,500 on street reconstruction in FY 11- Riverside
12.7

By comparison, the County spent
$36,531 on street maintenance and | CiyofCorona
reconstruction per road mile (including
both urban and rural roads) on average in — : ! !
FY 11-12. Of this amount, $19,073 per $0 S10000 520000 $30000 540,000
mile was spent on road maintenance, and Spending per Road Mile

B Maintenance Total B Reconstruction

$17,458 on street reconstruction.”® The
County maintains both urban and rural roads; spending on urban roads, such as those in the
annexation areas is generally higher because traffic volume and associated wear and tear is roughly
twice as high on urban roads than on rural roads.

Generally counties receive substantially more generous gas tax allocations to finance street
maintenance services. Riverside County received $18,769 in gas tax per road mile in FY 11-12
compared with $11,965 in Corona. Like most cities, Corona relied on general fund revenues and
assessments to supplement its available transportation financial resources.

Cost Analysis

The County spent an average of $53,317 per road mile in the unincorporated areas as a whole in
FY 11-12, of which $36,531 was for street maintenance and reconstruction and $16,787 for new
construction. The spending level was calculated as the product of the total budget for the County’s
Transpottation fund in the particular year and the proportion of street spending that the County had
repotted to the State Controller to be associated with maintenance and reconstruction (68.5 percent)
as opposed to new construction and right-of-way acquisition; new construction was excluded due to
a lack of comparability (i.e., developer fees and contributions).

For the Temescal Valley annexation atea, the County reported that it spent $2.8 million on
discretionary street maintenance projects within the last three fiscal years, in addition to $7.7 million
on the Indian Truck Trail interchange. This amounts to $3.5 million annually on average, or $87,852
pet road mile. Major projects completed in this time include resurfacing on Knabe Road and Pats
Point Drive, widening of the Indian Truck Trail interchange ramps, construction of signals at the
Indian Truck Trail interchange, and slurry sealing in the Wildrose area.

For the Temescal Valley area, the fiscal impact was assumed to be comparable to the benchmark
of $36,531 per road mile in the unincorporated areas as a whole. For other annexation areas, the
impact was assumed to be $36,531 per road mile.

7 City of Corona and Riverside County Annual Road Reports to the California State Controller’s Office, FY 11-12; California
Department of Transportation, 2077 California Public Road Data, October 2012, Street maintenance expenditures include patching,
overlay, sealing, storm damage, and traffic signal maintenance; maintenance excludes cxpenditures for new street construction, street
reconstruction and right of way acquisition. This analysis excludes spending on new street construction and purchase of rights-of-way
so that comparisons could be drawn without reflecting the extent of growth in each respective jurisdiction.

%% Undistributed engineering and administrative costs reported by each of the agencies was allocated proportionally to the reported
cost activity.
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BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

The County ptesently provides building inspection, permit review and plan check services for
new development and property rehabilitation projects in the annexation study areas. The demand
for these services is largely dependent on the volume of new construction and development plans.
As the County was determined to have financed these services entirely from building permit charges
and plan check fees in the Riverside LAFCO incorporation studies, the AFA determined that it
would be reasonable to exclude both revenue and cost impacts associated with building services
from the fiscal impacts analysis.

DISTRICT SERVICES

Street lighting, street sweeping, and financing of other services are provided by various County-
dependent districts to the annexation areas. For its proposed annexation of Temescal Valley, the
City of Corona has proposed to detach territory from the respective County-dependent districts and
to transfer associated revenues and responsibilities to the City.

Table 6-14: County-Dependent Districts Serving Annexation Areas

B.om.lc-lary Revenne FY
District Area(s) Acres Services provided 13-14 Financing Source(s) '
CSA 1 Coronita (part) NP Street Lighting $4,947
CSA 21 Coronita (part) 21 Street Lighting $12,247 property tax
CSA 30 Home Gardens 119 Street Lighting SO property tax transfer to LLMD
CSA 52 Home Gardens 623 Street Lighting S0 property tax transfer to LLMD
CSA 134 Temescal Valley 3,038 Street Lighting, Landscaping $1,067,992 residential: $29-$689 assessment
Shedff & Parks for new growth commerdal: up to $2,076
CSA 135 El Cerrito 207 Street Lighting S17,845 S6.52 to $68.08 parcel fee
CSA 152 Al Countywide  Strect Sweeping $2,961,000 $40-70 assessment
Drainage Basin (new grow th) $38-43 assessment
CSA 152B Temescal Valley, 25 Regional sports facility $509,961 $250-296 assessment (new growth)
El Cerrito
LIMD 87-1 Temescal Valley NP Street Lighting (Zones 10, 16, 21, $150-400 anaual fee (per housing
42,43, 47, 135, 152, 168) unit - varies by zone)
Sources: Riverside LAFCO (MSR on CSAs in Western Riverside, 2005), Riverside County (Recommended Budget I'Y 13-14); Riverside County EDA.
Note: (1) Assessments for CSA 134, CSA 152 and CSA 152 B are established for each tract based on its unique needs and amenities (such as number of steeet lights,
extent of landscaping, and extent of drainage basins). Assessments increase annually with inflation, and are tied to specific services detailed in the respective lingineer's
Report.

Stormwater Quality

The County provides inspection and clean-up of storm drains and debris basins in the
annexation study areas to remove spills, accumulated sediment and vegetation.” In addition, the
Department is responsible for conducting planning and meeting increasingly stringent regulatory
requirements for stormwater reporting and management. Upon annexation, the County Flood
Control District (FCD) would retain responsibility for regional flood control and local drainage
infrastructure that meets FCD standards and has been accepted into the FCD system.® The City

% The County is generally not responsible for cleaning storm drains in gated communities, although the County FCD does maintain
storm drains in gated communities that have been turned over to the District. Otherwise, underground drains in residential arcas are
inspected by the County every seven years, and drains in commercial areas inspected every 1-3 years. Drain clean-up is performed as-
needed.

% Rlood control infrastructure under construction by private developers to be transferred to the County will become the responsibility
of the City until such time that it is accepted by the County for maintenance.
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would be responsible for inspecting and cleaning drains, and meeting regulatory requirements for
management planning.

Stormwater fees ate chatged to propetty owners to pay for draining water runoff, which occurs
when homes, patios, driveways or other structures prohibit water from seeping into the ground.

The County’s street sweeping parcel fee is $40-70 per lot annually, and the CSA 152 drainage
assessments of $38-43 per patcel. By compatison, the City finances stormwater services through
CSA 152 assessments, and its genetal, water reclamation and electric utility funds.

Street Lighting

The County provides funding for street lighting services to the annexation study areas with
public roads. Lighting services and energy costs are funded by assessments paid by property owners
in the study areas and allocated to Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District No. 87-1 and CSA
134.

Southern California Edison is the direct setvice provider within the annexation areas as well as
the existing city limits; the County and the City pay Southern California Edison for utility costs and
lighting services.

The AFA does not explicitly model the fiscal effects of annexation on City street lighting funds,
as assessment revenue is assumed to cover associated Southern California Edison costs. Upon
annexation, the County street lighting assessments would be transferred to the control of the City.
The annexation study areas would be detached from LLMD 87-1, and the City would finance street
lighting setvices from assessments upon annexation.

Landscape Maintenance

Landscape maintenance performed within the study areas in unincorporated Riverside County
occurs through zones of Landscape and Lighting Districts 87-1, administered by the County EDA.
Benefiting properties pay an assessment through their property tax bill to maintain and service the
landscaping and appurtenant improvements within the District. Maintenance costs within each zone
are propottionately spread among all benefiting properties within the zone based on either acreage
or number of patcels, with each propetty being assessed only for the cost of the improvements from
which direct (“special”) benefit is received. Costs associated with improvements determined to be
of “general benefit” (benefitting surrounding properties or the public at large) must be funded from
other revenue sources, and are excluded from the “special benefit” assessment. The District provide
and ensure the continued maintenance, administration, and operation of improvements located
within the public rights-of-way and dedicated landscape easements associated with various tracts and
individual patcels within the Districts.
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SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste Collection

Solid waste collection in the study areas is provided weekly by Waste Management to residents
of single-family homes and apartments with four or fewer units, and to businesses. Eight percent of
WMI revenues in the annexation study areas (net of tipping fees) is paid to the County as franchise
fees. The County’s solid waste enterprise is funded by service charges and fees. Fiscal impacts on
the enterptrise are not modeled in the AFA, as revenue impacts are expected to be offset by
comparable expenditure impacts.

Table 6-15: Solid Waste Service Comparison

The City has an |Service Annexation Areas City of Corona
exclusive franchise |Residential Service
with WMI for solid Hauler arrangement Exclusive franchise Exclusive franchise
waste collection both Hauler Waste Management, Inc. Waste Management, Inc.
for  residential and Franchise Fee 8% of charges (net tipping) 10% of charges (net tpping)
commercial ~ setvice. Monthly Rate Regular ~ $20.89 $19.46
The City l_)ﬂls most of Monthly Rate Seniots ~ $17.79 $18.53
its solid .WaSte Collection Frequency
customers d‘lre_Cﬂy Refuse Weekly Weekly
through . the .Clty,s Recycling Biweekly Weekly
IS b_ﬂl’, speclﬁca_ﬂy Commercial Service
those within its water Hauler Waste Management, Inc. Waste Management, Inc.

service area; WMI bills
customers outside the City’s water service area. Since the City does not propose to provide water
service to Temescal Valley, the area would pay the solid waste rates charged by WMIL

Green waste setvice is not provided in Temescal Valley, because residents voiced opposition to
green waste service due to associated fees. By comparison, the City offers green waste service.

Landfill

The El Sobrante landfill is located to the east of the Temescal Valley annexation area. The
landfill is owned and operated by WMI, and Riverside County Waste Management Department
operates the associated scale house, implements a load check program, and acts as lead agency for

CEQA analysis of landfill-related projects.

Nine landfill-related parcels are located within the proposed annexation area boundaries. These
patcels ate owned by WMI and contain landfill-related access roads and habitat conservation. Both
WMI and Riverside County Waste Management Department have recommended these parcels be
excluded from the annexation area boundaries to avoid dividing the disposal facility among multiple
jutisdictions out of concern that that would result in a burdensome and costly permitting and
entitlement process for future landfill-related projects.®

81 Correspondence from WMI Ditector of Landfill Operations to Riverside LAFCO Executive Officer, June 28, 2013.
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REDEVELOPMENT

Riverside County formetly operated a redevelopment agency (RDA) with redevelopment ateas
in the Temescal Valley, El Certito and Home Gardens annexation areas. In 2011, the State
dissolved redevelopment agencies; successor agencies are responsible for continuing to make debt
payments. The County RDA financed a number of capital projects in the annexation areas:

o Deleo Regional Spotts Park in the Temescal Valley annexation area was financed
primatily by the County RDA at a cost of $9.6 million. The RDA successor agency
owns the patk land, although it has proposed transferring the land to the County.

. Temescal Canyon Road widening was financed by the County RDA at a cost of $0.8
million for design costs.

° El Cettito Sports Patk was constructed in 2010 at a cost of $13.5 million.

° The Home Gardens Fite Station was completed in 2005 with the assistance of $2 million
in RDA funding,

. The Home Gatrdens Library and Community Center were completed in 2006 with $4
million in RDA funding; redevelopment financed subsequent expansion of the
Community Center.

° In Home Gatdens, the RDA financed $5.5 million in street, storm drain and landscaping
improvements.

Table 6-16: Redevelopment Debt Associated with Annexation Areas

The RDA- Annexation Tax Allscation. Marity — Outstandiog

funded capital  [Project " Aré Cost $M)_ Bond Issue  Date. Debt
ptojects were  |Deleo Regional Sports  Temescal $9.6 2006 Series B FY 2036-37 $33.3
financed with tax [Park Valley

allocation revenue [Temescal CanyonRd. ‘Temescal $0.8 2006 Series B FY 2036-37 $33.3
bonds  that are [Widening Valley

secured by propetty El Cerrito Sports Park  El Cerrito $13.5 2006 Series B FY 2036-37 $33.3
tax increment |Home Gardens Fire Home $2.0 2004 Series FY 2036-37 $38.4
tevenues generated [Station Gardens

both within and |Home Gardens Library Home $4.0 2005 Series 2034 $15.5
outside the |& Community Center Gardens

annexation areas. |Home Gardens Streets Home $5.5 1997 & 2001

The RDA’s long-
tetm debts were
transferred to the
County’s successor

and Landscaping Gardens

Sources: Riverside County RDA, Annual Audit Report for Period Ended January 31, 2012; Continuing

Disclosure Tables for the Riverside County Public Financing Authority Tax Allocation Bonds Series 2004, Series

2005 and Series 2006-B; Riverside County CEO.

agency, and remain enforceable obligations. Given protections for bondholders in the CKH Act
(Government Code §56121), the associated revenues, assets and debt obligations are assumed to
remain with the County’s successor agency until the debts have been repaid.
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SUMMARY
Table 6-17:  Annexation Impacts on County Costs, FY 11-12
Temescal Home

Valley Coronita Bl Cetrito Gardens.

Total Affected Expenditures 2,285,030 852,944 1,671,610 5,266,985
County General Fund 2,285,030 852,944 1451585 4,482,828
Shetiff Patrol NCC 1,587,701 572,359 978,989 2,535,576
Animal Services (net charges) 57,305 7,641 14,993 29,622
Code Enforcement (net grants, charges) 250,620 66,839 131,143 259,099
Planning (net county cost) 89,404 16,089 26,460 68,532
Fire Department 300,000 190,016 300,000 1,590,000
County Library 0 0 220,025 784,156

FiscAL IMPACT ON COUNTY

TEMESCAL VALLEY

Annexation would have a negative fiscal impact of approximately $2.3 million on the County
general fund, a negative impact of $0.3 million on the County Library, and a positive fiscal impact of
approximately $1.1 million on the County road fund in FY 11-12. These estimated impacts do not
reflect the fiscal mitigation payment to be made by the City to the County in order to offset negative
impacts on the County’s general and library funds.

Table 6-18: Compatison of Estimates of Fiscal Impact on County
The City’s analysis calculated a different fiscal impact on the County general fund, as shown in

Table 6-18. The City found County Fiscal Impact Analysis. NCorana
that annexation would have a : At S 73 (Hoffman)
$0.4 million positive impact [County Fund  EY 11-12 FY 1213  FY/13-14 Estimate
on the County general fund |General Fund
(excluding RCFD impacts), a Net Impact  -$2,261,704  -$2,269,199  -$2,580,188 $375,689
neatly neutral impact on Revenues $4546,734  -$4,599330  -$£4,826,551 -$3,578,154
County Libtaty, and a $0.1 Costs -$2,285,030  -$2330,131  -$2246363  -$3,953,843
million negative impact on [Library
the County Transportation NetImpact  -$337,352 -$355,180  -$354,679 $8,410
Fund in FY 12-13. Revenues -$337,352 -$355,180  -$354,679 -$381,998
. R Costs $0 $0 $0 -$373,588
The primaty differences T e
between the City and County Net Impact  $1,095,934 $930,792  $1,288,235 $114,244
estimates  relate  to  law Revenues -$352,505 $329.946  -§345,299 -$330,579
enforcement costs, County Costs -$1,448439  -$1,260,738  -$1,633,534 -$216,335

Fite impacts, County Library
cost impacts, and County Transportation costs.

The County’s fiscal analysis estimated law enforcement cost impacts based on a case study
approach for service in Temescal Valley; whereas, the City’s analysis estimated cost impacts using a
pet capita approach that assumes that service needs in Temescal Valley are representative of the
unincotporated ateas as a whole. This difference amounts to $1.8 million. The County estimates its
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annexation-related law enforcement cost savings would have been $1.7 million (in FY 12-13 dollars);
whereas, the City estimated the County would save $3.5 million.

The City’s analysis of revenue impacts on the County’s general fund did not include fiscal
impacts to County Fire. The County general fund supports 65-70 percent of fire-related costs in
unincorporated areas; for that reason, the County’s analysis includes fire impacts under the general
fund. The County’s analysis found that annexation would have a net impact of $1.1 million on
County Fire; associated propetty tax revenues would shift to the City but the County could shed
only $0.3 million in contract costs without reducing service levels in Horsethief Canyon. The City
reported that it lacked the data to analyze fire cost impacts on the County.

The City’s analysis of fiscal impacts on the County general fund included negative impacts that
the County’s analysis consideted to be overstated. The City’s analysis reported a higher revenue
impact for animal licenses and charges than did the County for animal licenses (a net $0.2 million
difference). The City reported a greater impact on general property taxes ($0.1 million difference).
The City’s analysis included annexation-related revenue impacts on federal in-licu taxes, interest
earnings, rents, and miscellaneous revenues; the County’s analysis found these revenues would be
largely unaffected ($0.1 million difference). The City’s analysis did not include cost impacts related
to Animal Services, whereas the County’s analysis included those impacts ($0.1 million difference).

The City’s analysis estimated that the County Library would shed $0.4 million in library costs
after annexation. This was calculated using a per capita methodology assumes that assumes that 1)
Temescal Valley residents rely on County Library services to the same degree as residents of the
County Library setvice area as a whole, and 2) that County Library could proportionately reduce its
budget after annexation to effectively provide library services to the remaining setvice atea. The
City’s assumptions ate not mittored in its analysis of annexation fiscal impacts on the City; the City’s
report assumed that the City is already serving Temescal Valley and that after annexation the City
would not spend additional funds on library services for Temescal Valley.

For Transportation Fund impacts, the City estimated the cost impacts on the County based on a
per capita methodology that assumes that street-related spending in Temescal Valley is propottional
to per capita spending elsewhere in the County. By contrast, the County’s analysis focuses on the
County’s avetage spending per County-maintained road mile for purposes of maintenance and
reconstruction.

Fiscal Mitigation Payment

When an annexation proposal will potentially cause a significant negative fiscal impact upon
another jurisdiction, the annexing agency is required to discuss fiscal mitigation with the affected
jurisdiction, as discussed in Chapter 2.

This report found that the proposed annexation would have a significant $2.6 million negative
impact on the County’s General Fund, Fire Department and County Library. Although annexation
would have a positive impact on the County Transportation fund, those funds are required to be
used for road-related purposes and may not be used by the County to offset negative impacts on the
County’s General Fund, Fite Department and County Library.

Flexibility in negotiations affords the opportunity for the County and City to consider terms
other than those LAFCO would impose. For example, tax sharing could be accomplished through a
combination of propetty and sales tax so that both parties could reduce the risk of being overly
reliant on one or the other revenue stream. Recent financial events have demonstrated the
differences in timing of economic cycles on the two revenue streams. The disadvantage of the City-
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County negotiation process is that the parties may fail to reach agreement. Even if the public favors
annexation, it cannot be forced upon the County if it would harm the County financially.

Future Growth

When the fiscal impact is based on a recessionaty year, revenues will tend to relatively low while
expenditure levels tend to be sustained (financed through reserves); that would tend to reduce the
fiscal impact and the associated mitigation payment. As shown in Table 8-3, the estimated fiscal
impact is $2.9 million in FY 13-14 due to this effect. Flexibility in negotiations would give both the
County and the City an opporttunity to consider a longer planning period than just a single year, and
pethaps a better chance of reaching a fair agreement.

In the long-term, substantial growth is projected in the Temescal Valley annexation area. The
County-approved Sertano specific plan has capacity for 6.8 million square feet of commercial
development, the County’s fiscal impact analysis of Serrano estimated the project would have a $0.7
million positive impact on the County general fund.” The Toscana specific plan has capacity for
1,364 housing units; residential growth is also expected in Sycamore Creck.

The City’s analysis estimated the fiscal impacts on the County associated with future growth in
the annexation area. The City’s analysis estimated a negative $2.2 million impact on the County
general fund related to future growth in the annexation area. The City’s analysis included a $1.7
million negative impact on property taxes in lieu of vehicle license fees; however, this County
revenue stream would be unaffected by annexation. The City’s analysis included a $3.8 million
impact on law enforcement costs (or $301 per capita);* the County considers that impact to be
ovetstated by $2.3 million (consistent with the methodology discussed in the law enforcement
section of this chapter). On net, the fiscal impact on the County associated with future growth
amounts to at least $2.9 million (in addition to the impact of annexation on existing development).

CORONA SPHERE AREAS

While annexing Temescal Valley to the City would have a negative $2.6 million financial impact
on the County Genetal, Fite and Library funds combined, annexation of all of the Corona sphere
areas combined would have a positive $2.2 million financial impact on the County. Annexation of
Coronita would have a modest negative impact on the County. By comparison, annexation of Fl
Cettito would have a positive $1.1 million impact on the County and annexation of Home Gardens
would have a positive $4.0 million impact on the County.

Table 6-19: Net Fiscal Impact on County by Annexation Area, FY 11-12

Temescal . : Home

Valley Coronita Bl Cerrito. Gardens
Net Fiscal Impact -2,607,807 249396 1,107,900 3,956,481
County General Fund 22,270,455 223294 906,173 3,231,281
County Library -337352 26102 201,727 725200

8 Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Serrana Specific Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis, County of Riverside, Jan. 3, 2006, Table 1.

% The City’s analysis estimated an addition 7,210 residents and 10,958 jobs associated with future growth in the annexation area; this
amounts to an additional 24-hour population (additive method) of 12,689.
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FiscAaL IMPACT ON CITY

Annexation could have a positive fiscal impact on the City once future growth materializes.

GENERAL FUND
Table 6-20:
The City found that

annexation of Temescal
Valley would have an
inconsequential fiscal
impact on the City general
fund in the short-term and a
$2.6 million positive impact
(in FY 12-13 dollars) once
growth materializes.

The City’s  analysis
should be considered
approximate for several
reasons:

1) It does not factor in
fiscal mitigation
payments to the
County,

2) It contains an
immediate  impact
on interest earnings
even though no
fund balances would
transfer from the
County,

3) The analysis posts
revenue impacts
associated with

Fiscal Impact on City General Fund before Fiscal Mitigation, FY 12-13

Existing
Develop-  Future
ment Growth Total
General Fund
Revenues $6,034,193 $7,907,866 $13,942,059
Propetty tax $2,841,107 $2,204,004 $5,045,111
Property tax in lieu of VLF $0 $1,338,152 $1,338,152
Sales and use taxes $1,554,041 $2,903,540 $4,457,581
Business license taxes $38317 $249929  $288.246
Other taxes $225,699 $126,026  $351,725
Licenses and permits $420,682 $313,486  $734,168
Fines & forfeitures $119,100 $92,129 $211,229
Intergovernmental $27,239  $12,618 $39,857
Other soutces $808,007 $667,983 $1,475,990
Costs $5,989,914 $5,350,795 $11,340,709
Police $2,500,000 $2,312,359 $4,812,359
Fire $2,165,024 $1,400,000 $3,565,024
Public Works $726,085 $561,659 $1,287,744
Community Development $122,873  $95,048  $217921
Libtary $0  $96,902 $96,902
Parks & Recreation $0  $391,746  $391,746
General Government $453949  $405,513 $859,462
Other $21,983  $87,567  $109,550
Net Fiscal Impact $44.279 $2,557,071 $2,601,350

Source: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Impact

Abnalysis, 2013,

recreation in T'emescal Valley, but does not post associated expenditures. The study explains
that the City is cutrently providing park, recreation and community services to the Temescal
Canyon annexation area.*

The fiscal impact on the City could improve by about $1.7 million if proposed legislation (SB 56)
should be passed by the Legislature; this bill would provide for cities to receive property tax in-lieu
of VLF for existing development in annexed areas.

& Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Impact Analysis, 2013, Table 3-2, Note 2.
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ROAD FUNDS
Table 6-21: Fiscal Impact on Corona Road Funds

Annexation of

Fxistis

Temescal Valley would D \uql 5 B
have an undetermined SYEop- ubie )
fiscal impact on the Zoshl Giowih Lo
City’s road funds. Road-Related Funds

Revenue $588.827 $272,756 861,583

The Temescal Valley — ; e B
Operations & Maintenance
study area would o
penerate  approximately ‘ Fjas Wl ax $146,436  $67,832  $214.268
$0.6 million in road- Capital Funds
related revenues, Gas Tax $146,436  $67.832  $214.268
according to the City’s Measure A $295955  $137,092  $433,047
fiscal impact analysis.* Expenditures NP NP NP
Thete would be A6 Operations & Maintenance

ﬁscal mj_ti_ga]_‘i_on pa}rmcﬂt Transler to General Fund $1 06,1 53 $49,1 72 $155,325
from the City to the Capital Funds NP NP NP
County associated with Net Impact NP NP NP
road funds, because the [gource: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Inpact
County’s cost savings |Awalsis, 2013.

exceed revenue losses.

% Stanley R. Hoffman Associntes, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Iupact Anatysis, 2013,
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7. SOURCES

DATA SOURCES

Population and Housing Units

. California Department of Finance data on housing units and population in cities and
unincotrporated areas as a whole

. Riverside County Assessot parcel-level data on housing units by study area
o Riverside County GIS census tract geo-coding of Census 2010 data, and geo-coding of
Assessor parcel-level data
. 2010 Census of Population and Housing
Jobs
o Southetn California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecast, 2012

(estimated number of by census tract and by city)

. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Cuttent Employment Statistics (countywide job
estimates and trend)
° Dun & Bradstreet, Hoovet’s data on businesses in T'emescal Valley, 2013
Growth Projections
o Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecast, 2012

(projected housing, population and job growth by city)

. Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecass, 2008
(projected housing, population and job growth by census tract)

. County Planning response to consultant request for information on pending, recorded
and apptroved development activity by area

. Analysis of aerial and street-view photographs (google.com)
Housing Prices
o Riverside County Assessor patcel-level data on homes sold, 2009-2012
o Federal Housing Finance Agency (formerly Office of Federal Housing Hnterprise

Oversight) data on historical real housing appreciation rates
Commercial Real Estate Prices
o Riverside County Assessor patcel-level data on properties sold
o LoopNet.com data on asking prices for commercial real estate

o National Burean of Economic Research Working Paper 14708 (February 2009) data on

histotical commercial ptice appreciation rates

Taxable Sales
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SOURCES

Henderliter de Lllamas

Board of Equalization quarterly Fund Distribution Quarterly Allocation Summary of Bradley
Burns Local Tax (taxable pool and shares)

Board of Equalization quarterly Taxable Sales reports (

California State Controllers’ Office, Monthly Highway Users Tax Apportionments, FY 12-13.
U.S. Energy Information Administration, Anmral Energy Outlook 2013,

California Local Government Finance Almanac.

Municipal Revenne Trends and Projections

Roadways

California State Controller, Streets and Roads Annual Report FY 09-10, 2011.
City of Corona, Streets and Roads Annual Report FY 11-12, 2012.

City of Corona budget documents, 2013,

Riverside County budget documents and cotrespondence from CEO, 2013.
Riverside County Assessor’s annual roll release reports

Riverside County, Streets and Roads Annual Report FY 11-12, 2012.

Riverside County Transportation Commission

City of Corona
Riverside County Transportation Department

CalT'rans HPMS data, 2012
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INTERVIEWS AND CORRESPONDENCE

Board of Equalization Local Revenue Allocation Unit: Donna Puchalski
California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit

City of Corona Community Development Department, Joanne Coletta
City of Corona Police Department, Jim Dillon

Dun & Bradstreet: Joanne Wannamaker

Hendetliter de Llamas Associates

League of California Cities: Michael Coleman

Riverside County Animal Services: Mark Sigman, Robert Miller
Riverside County Assessor: Hilda Gonzalez

Riverside County Auditor-Controller: Justina Loeun, Sharon Rucker

Riverside County CEO: Tina Grande, Denise Harden, Karen Johnson, Elizabeth Olson, Rohini
Dasika

Rivetside County Department of Environmental Health: John Watkins

Rivetside County Fire Department: John Hawkins, Steve Curley, Diane Sinclair, Tony Mecham
Riverside County EDA: Suzanne Holland, Amber Jacobson

Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District: Mark Wills
Riverside County IT: Angel Perez, Mickey Zolezio

Riverside County Parks: Scott Bangle

Riverside County Sheriff: Lee Wagner, Will Taylor

Riverside County Surveyor: Kenneth Teich

Riverside County Transportation Commission: Michele Cisneros

Riverside County TLMA: David Jones, Greg Flannery, Tracey Towner, David Mares
Riverside County Waste Management Department: Ryan Ross

Riverside LAFCO: George Spiliotis

Stanley Hoffman Associates: Stan Hoffman, Matcine Osborn

Trilogy: Kenneth Gibson
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8. SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

Table 8-1: Population and Job Projections by Area, 2010-2023
Table 8-2: Property Tax Allocation by Area, FY 11-12
Table 8-3: County Fiscal Estimates, 'Y 11-12 Through FY 13-14

REPORT TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CEO 63



€102 ‘€T A10[ 9

SISA[ULY 3R] [ $ATE ) DU UL POSN S8 POLRa SH) 1sqol JO Jwansad ¢ put U ﬂﬂ_:l_.::u uonendod moy-47 ..._-En_:u.._uﬁu 0 pouisw aamppe 2y (g

-uonemdod 03 sqol o oner apradiunos ay3 Lo paseq s[EI0] N saziewIou put ‘¢ /1 4q sqol pue ¢ /7 £q vonendod s1ySe a vonemdod inoy—z Junemores jo poyraw paziuwaou a4 (1 HION

uawpedaq Iwowdopasq uswioduT TUIO L) 192MISPLIg 29 UN(T ‘TENINg SUSUT) ‘S 1] ‘SJUIWUITA0Y) JO UOHTII0SSY BIGTOJF|ED) UIDTANOS ‘DIUTUTL JO Juawireda(] TIUIOJiE) Sa0inus
€6 12€'6 AR $€6'8 969'S o' o¥T'8 lzo'e 808°L 069°L LS, Sot'L 8C¢°L 18T, uoAuLT) JORPISTOH-G
OP09T  +PL'ST  $SP'ST  OLIST  +28'+1  98F%1  9SIhl  €€8°¢l  LIS'€T  €S€e¢€l  1SI€T  6L6T1  608CTL  9€9C1 STOpITD) SWO -
98+°9 G8¢‘9 9829 6819 TLO9 1S6'S S¥8°S S¢S 129G ¢LS'S 0zs's 9.+°S 1€¥S 98¢°S oI [H-¢
GhL'S 9/9°¢ S09°¢ Sese 1S¥'¢ 89¢'¢ 88¢'¢ 602°¢ ¢er'e 9.0 0z0°¢ GL6T 1€6C 688 THU0I0)-7
$OL'6T P96l SOSGT  6LEGT  €ET6l TG0'6L  1S6'8L  ¥I8'QL  6L98T  SSTYL  IPSLL  GLFLL €TILL  G9L9L Ao, eosewa] -]
62S°'€0T  1L¥T0T 02TH 10T LLE00C LGG6BGL €€9°/.61 €82°961 8F6FGL 8TIC6L TTETGL  1€0°I6T  $8S'88L 60981 909481 Tu010)) 3o A7) Jupsixg

880°6SC 1€T'LST 96E'SST €8S°CST  €LTIST 000'6YT TILOYT 09SYPT €6ETYT GHTOPC 8EI'BET 8SGHET TOLIET  £6S°6eT . (Gamppy) vonemdog MoL iz
9689 16L9 8099 699 S0¢'9 SHI°9 686°S 83 069G 209's 916° 8PS 8LE'S 90¢°S GOATT) JORAISIOL-C
61471 [8¥'TL  092T1  LEOTT  86LTT #9511 +e€€1l  OLITT 16801  SSL01 0901 €250l 8I¥0l  QOc0l SUIPILL) SWOH -+
S8y TLLY 069t 019% fednd SCHYy 0S¢y 19Ty S81Y LETY 680% €90 SC0'y S00% 03D 5-¢
LETE 690°¢ 200°¢ LE6T L98°C 66LT TELT 199°C $09°C 6vST 96+°T 0L¥T SHH'T e TU0I07)-7
S¥8'ST  089'ST  GIS'ST  ZT9C'ST  SIT'SL  0L0'ST  8¢6HL  68L%1  TS9FL  96T¥l  0S6'El  8TLEL  00S€l  29T°¢€L L3rep eosawa ] ]
ITTC61  €€0°T6T  $S061  €89°681  TLLGT G98°L81 €96°981 S90°981 <TLIG8T €8T981 86LE€8T 10€T81 6S8081  SESGLL TU030)) JO A1) FunsIXE]

€L9'9ET  ZOLYET PE6TET GOO'IET 6LY'6TT 6L8LTT 86TITT 9ELVIT P61'ETT TTIITT  690°0TT €€S'8IT  HE99IT  0TTGIT , (waoN) vonemdog MO -+Z
L9L Lyl 3TL 01L 689 699 059 1€9 €19 065 695 65S 6vS 9¢¢ UOAUE]) JORAISIOH-C
128T 0LLT S1LT 099°C 109 o 984T 0¢H'T 9.€%T 81¢'C 92T 72T 781 €12 SU9PIFED) SWOH-f
1523 91L €69 0.9 9 619 $65 1.8 6hS €Ts 66Y 06t 18% 0Lt ORI [H-¢
068 093 1¢8 208 OLL 8¢l 80L 6L9 z59 619 68S 8LS 89¢ 419 TIUOI0])-Z
qzLg S09°¢ 06t'e 8L¢'¢ 6¥e'e AN 900°¢ 168 18T TH9T Q15T S9%°C T §9¢C Lo osIws1 -]
T0¢08  08€6L  69¥'8L  89S°LL  6819L  S€8WL  $0SEL  86ITL  ¥IGOL  €S969  SIFB9  66ITL9  F0099  S9F+H9 Tw030D) 30 A7) Jupspxy

TST68 08088  STG6'98  88L°C8  IIV8  8CST8  8FG08  00PGL  €88LL  9VE9L  vPSYL  €1SeL  90TTL  TTSOL sqof]
9Z6'C 698C ¢18C 85T 19T €65 $15°C 8¢HT +9¢C 62€T ¥62°C 09¢°C 12TT 61T wodue]) JONRIsIOH-g
§19¢ z19°¢ 055 06t'¢ 66E°C re'e STTC i'e 650°¢ 610°¢ 086C 1v6T £06T §98T SO9PIED) IWOH -
L9L°1 Cril 61L1 <691 099°1 T4 T65°1 6SS°1 9251 15T 1051 68Y'1 9L+1 Y9¥°1 ONIRY) TH-¢
6¥6 €€6 816 206 088 LS8 9¢8 S18 6L Z8L OLL 6SL LyL 9¢L TuOI0)-7
6SE9 1€€°9 z0€9 129 ¥¢T9 619 $S19 SI19 9.0 ++6°S S18°s 069°S 995°g ors L3MEA Teosown I -]
P06y 8I68Y  TEL'8y  8¥S8F  YIFSF  I8T®F  8PI®P  SI0®F €88y ISLLP  0T9iv 19Ty T8ILY LY vw0307) Jo A7) Sunsxy

GLLY9  SOFY9  PE0¥9  [99°€9 19T 198T9  89¥'T9  T80T9  TOL1Y9  6ELI9 18609  SOF09  TOI09  6.8°6S siup) Juisnopy
8¢1°6 LG8 19L°8 6LS'8 T5¢8 0¢1'8 S16°L 90L°L z05°L S6¢°L 06Z°L 981°L $80°L €869 UOAUT)) JORAISIOH-C
9Z9FYL  GSEWL  L60PT  OPSEL  PTSel  SITEl  €16TL 8I9TL 0$€Tl  YLITL  O0TOTL  898°IL  SILTL  OLSLL SU9pITL) JWOL -4
G119 1209 626°S +$8°S 0SLS 8+9°G 8¥ss 6¥H'S £se’s rAg 1.2°S 16T 161G 161G ORII]) [H-¢
$0g'¢ ovT'e 061°¢ FE1°E 990°¢ 666C $€6C 048C L08T 99.C 92LT 989°C LY9T 809 BIU0I0D-T
TOGLL IES'LL Q9LLT  069°LL 609°LL  8TSLL  S8HFLL 89€LT  G8TLL LGl 98591 9HTOT  CL6ST 985°ST £o[rep Tedsewa] -]
8LE'EIT  18LTI9L 981TIL ¢€6SI9T TO6'09T SIT09T I1ESGST 0S88ST  TLI'8ST 96 LST €T89ST S86'FST  LPOCST  +L€TST Tuo307) 3O A7) Bupsixyg

2OV V1T 16I°CIT  €£6°'112  689°01C 20T°60C 9202 882°90C 098%0Z 1S¥EO0C 9.0°70C 91L°00Z TOZ'8GL  GGS'SGL Qm%@ uogepdog

0T 20z lgoe 00T 6I0E ~ SI0E LI0Z 910 | S0 ¥I0E €l0E T L0g 0l0e e e e N

£707-010Z ‘eory Aq suonoaloig qof HEW nonm.«an@.m. ..N.% Jqer

HYHHIS YNOYOD) ANV AATIVA TVOSHWHT, SISATVNY TVOSId NOLLYVXHNNY



SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

Table 8-2: Property Tax Allocation by Area, FY 11-12
lemeseal Valley Area © Transfor Estimates by Study Arca

Lixisting, “Leapsfer Existing At ansfer ~ Home
_ _ Shre' Shae® Y Amt  Coronitn I Cerito.  Gardens

Property Taxes $22955495 $2543345 $1,059829 $3.806,666 $5,026,419

Net of Redevelopment 21,452,642 2543345 1,659,829 1,163,545 3,749,101

Redevelopment Successor 1,502,854 0 0 2,643,120 1,277,318
Affected by Annexation 234%  11.9% 5,023,125 2,543,345 196,778 137,942 444467

Riverside County General 154% 3.9% 3,306,373 826,593 63,955 44,833 144,457

Riverside County Fire 6.4% 6.4% 1,379400 1,379,400 106,721 74,812 241,054

Riverside County Library 1.6% 1.6% 337,352 337,352 26,102 18,297 58,956
Unaffected by Annexation

School District 41.9% 0 8,996,355 0 0 0 0

Community College 6.2% 0 1,323,199 0 0 0 0

Other Education & ERAF 21.3% 0 4,558,841 0 0 0 0

Regional Patks/Open Space 04% 0 81,611 0 0 0 0

Flood Control 4.8% 0 1,031,786 0 0 0 0

Water Agencies 1.8% 0 383,900 0 0 0 0

Resource Conservation 0.3% 0 53,825 0 0 0 0
Assessed Value (31,000s)

Geocoded Assessor SBF Gross S 2,536,270 S 187446 S 429889 S 567,637

Auditor Calculation FY 11-12

Net of RDA S 2,145,264 $ 163,983 8§ 116,355 § 374,910
Auditor Net as % of Geo SBF 84.6%
One percent of Net S 21,452,642 81659829 § 1,163,545 § 3,749,101

Sources:  Riverside County Auditor-Controller: 1) Estimated Tax Transfer: Annexation for County Fire for Temescal Canyon, May 30, 2012, 2) Secured
Roll for Temescal SO TRAs, 3) Unsecured Roll for Temeseal SOLTRAs, and 4) Property Tax Allocation FY 11-12, Now, 2011; GIS Analysis of Riverside
County Assessor's Secured Basic File abstract, 2012.

Notes:

(1) For the Temescal Valley area, the existing share was calculated as the average (weighted by assessed value in each TRA) across TR As after accounting
for redevelopment and ERAF. TRAs included in the analysis were: 059-011, 059-018, 059-041, 059-050, 059-051, 059-052, 059-061, 059-088, 059-
089, 059-090, 059-094 through 059-099, 059-102, 059-109, 059-116 through 059-120, 059-123 through 059-128, 059-130, 059-131, 059-135, 059-136,
059- 140 through 059-145, 059-151, 059-153, 059-154, 059-160, and 059-162. Additional TRAs subsequently identifed by the Assessor's affice mapping
secticn are 059-122, 059-164, and 065-031 (Correspondence from Assessor’s Office Mapping Scetion to Riverside LAFCO, Apnl 10, 2013); teansferable
shares, if any, from these additional TR As are not reflected in the table.

(2) The transfer share is based on the 1981 Master Property Tax Trasnfer Agre¢ment between the City of Corona and County of Riverside Relating to
Annexations to the City of Corona (Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 81-83. As noted elsewhere in the seport, due to otherwise unmitigated negative
fiseal impacts oo the County, the actunl transfer of property taxes is subject to negotiation,

(3) The existing amount of propecty taxes generated in the Temescal Valley area is based on estimates provided by the Riverside County Auditor-Controllee
n 2012,

(4) Bor the annexation study areas, property tax transfer estimates are approximated based on the total assessed value deteemined to be in the wespective
arca as reflected in Assessor Secured Basic File Abstract.  Bstimiates assume that the "Temesenl Valley allocations by agency are campaable in the annexation
study neeas; revenues accruing (o the redevelopment agency successor in the other annexation study areas were provided by the successor apeacy.
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS:

TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Table 8-3: County Fiscal Impact Estimates, FY 11-12 Through FY 13-14
Countywide Temescal Valley
=2)ls ]| LY 11-12 BY 124080 EY13-140 RY 1S12 EY 12-130 EY 1514
Total General Affected Revenues 275,687,065 277,358,720 288,449,792 4,892,836 4,951,871 5,179,647
County General Fund 264,805,138 265,901,706 277,008,946 4,555,484 4,596,691 4,824,968
Property Tax
General 178,983,963 178,466,411 185,203,202 826,593 824,203 855,315
Structural Fite 32,559,978 33,105,197 33,672,825 1,379,400 1,402,498 1,426,545
Sales & Use Tax 25,549,177 26,800,000 29,250,501 1,544,821 1,620,451 1,768,620
Other Taxes
Documentaty Transfer Tax 9,365,385 10,600,000 11,500,000 87,579 99,125 107,541
Transient Occupancy Tax 1,423,195 1,686,000 1,686,000 0 0 0
Licenses & Permits
Franchise Fees - Electric, Gas, Solar 5,723,186 5,000,000 5,000,000 160,840 129,684 130,513
Solid Waste Franchise Fees 105,033 106,367 104,410
Cable TV Licenses 3,036,065 3,360,000 3,360,000 129,345 146,483 145,794
Business Licenses 498,598 531,180 559,121 1,851 1,972 2,076
Animal Licenses 660,325 405,430 871,000 28,132 17,273 37,107
Abandoned Property 209,307 98,280 100,000 8,917 4,187 4,260
Fines & Forfeitures
Vehicle, Traffic, Asset Fotf. 5,178,193 3938197 3,833,912 213482 162,360 158,061
Code Enforcement 1,617,766 1,911,011 1,972,385 69,492 82,089 84,725
Library Revenues
Property Tax 10,881,927 11,457,014 11,440,846 337,352 355,180 354,679
Total General Affected Expenditures 268,636,270 274,033,617 269,901,201 2,285,030 2,330,131 2,246,363
County General Fund 248,018,790 249,623,707 248,910,807 2,285,030 2,330,131 2,246,363
Shetiff Patrol NCC 76,222,945 82,045,153 76,733,084 1,587,701 1,708,976 1,598,327
Animal Services (net charges) 9,607,773 9,039,723 9,396,294 57,305 53,917 56,043
Code Enfotcement (net grants, charges) 11,765,385 9,001,188 9,744,754 250,620 191,738 207,577
Planning (net county cost) 2,060,155 1767364 1811815 89404 76,698 78,627
Fire Department 148,362,532 147,770,279 151,224,860 300,000 298,802 305,788
County Library 20,617,480 24409910 20,990,394 0 0 0
Net Fiscal Impact -2,607,807 -2,621,739 -2,933,284
General & Fire Funds -2,270,455 -2,266,559 -2,578,605
Library Fund -337352  -355,180 -354,679
TRANSPORTATION FUND
Transportation Revenues
Gas Tax 47,310,686 41112206 54,698477 96,022 83,442 111,017
Measure A 4,722,699 4538966 4,313,923 256,483 246,505 234,283
Road Maintenance 109,495,579 95,306,221 123,487,967 1,448439 1,260,738 1,633,534
Net Hiscal Impact 1,095,934 930,792 1,288,235
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