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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

FROM: Executive Office

Management District and Detachment from County Service Area 134.

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:

1. Receive and File the County of Riverside’s fiscal analysis; and

2. Direct the Executive Office to submit the County’s response to LAF

3. Direct the Executive Office to begin negotiations with the City of
recommendation on the annexation dependent upon mitigation
Corona.

Summary: The fiscal impact of the proposed annexation proceeding \
agreement is negative $3 million in the short-term and as high as
term,

BACKGROUND: In April 2013, the City of Corona submitted an

The Annexation is referred to as LAFCO 2013-05-1 — Reorganization to

Continued on the next page

| SUBMITTAL DATE:

July 19, 2013

SUBJECT: LAFCO 2013-05-1 — Reorganization to Include Annexation 114 to the City of Corona
(Temescal Valley), Concurrent Detachment from the Riverside County Waste Resources

*CO; and
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agreed to by the City of

wvithout a fiscal mitigation
$6 million in the long-
application to initiate an

nclude Annexation 114 to

annexation of the Temescal Canyon area to the Local Agency FormatiTn Commission (LAFCO).

the City of Corona (Temescal Valley), Concurrent Detachment from the Riverside County Waste
Resources Management District and Detachment from County Service At‘rea 134.

CurrentF.Y. Total Cost: $ N/A

FINANC _ ;;;Budget: N/A
NCIAL Current F.Y. Net County Cost: $ N/A Budget Adjustment N/A
DATA Annual Net County Cost: $ N/A For Fiscal Year: N/A

SOURCE OF FUNDS: N/A
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County Executive Office Signature
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d duly carried, IT WAS
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staff send a letter opposing the annexation request by the City of Corona and request withdrawal.

Kecia Harper-lhem
Cletk of the Board
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BACKGROUND continued: The proposed area to be annexed is located in Supervisorial
District 1 and is described as 15.58 square miles adjacent to the City of Corona’s southern
boundary at Weirick Road extending east and west of the Interstate 15 to just south of
Indian Truck Trail. The population was 15,586 (Census 2010), and the dssessed value of
the study area was $2.2 billion in fiscal year 2011/2012. , 1
Once an application is deemed complete by LAFCO it is distributed to affected agencies
and interested parties for comment. Comments are usually requested within 30 days. The
county requested and received an extension until July 30, 2013. \

|
Annexations are covered under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code §§ 56000 et seq). In addiﬂion, the Riverside
LAFCO has adopted policies governing local boundary changes. One such policy is
LAFCO Policy 3.1.3. It requires the initiating agency to enter into discussions prior to
submitting an application to LAFCO with an affected agency if there is a si nificant negative
impact on the affected agency. In this case, the City of Corona’s fiscal analysis determined
that the annexation would result in a small positive impact to the county |in the short-term,
and a negative impact in the future. As a result, the city did not initiate n gotiations before
submitting its application to LAFCO. ‘
Board Policy A-46 states that the “Board of Supervisors may elect to st:ate its position in
support or opposition to any proposed or pending LAFCO action that the Board deems will
adversely impact the County of Riverside,” and that this decision will be based on findings
that “demonstrate a significant operational impact upon the county. . .” | Policy A-46 also
states that the Board may seek reimbursement for public works projects. This relates to
LAFCO's Transportation Reimbursement Policy. |

|
Due to the size and location of the proposed annexation, the Executive Office sought the
expertise of the county’s fiscal advisors at C.M. de Crinis and its subcontractor Burr
Consulting. These organizations have extensive knowledge of the county’s fiscal
complexities and have dealt with major incorporation and annexation prop‘?osals in the State
of California.

The County of Riverside’s fiscal analysis is attached. The study has determined that there
would be a significant immediate and long-term impact to the county. The county’s study
estimates that annexation would initially have a negative impact on thﬁ county’s general
and fire funds of $2.3 million annually (in FY 11-12 dollars), in addition to a negative impact
of $0.3 million annually on the county library. Over time, the negative impact increases as
the economy and real estate markets recover and approved specific plans are built. The
study projects that the negative fiscal impact would grow from $2.6 million (FY 11-12
actuals) to $2.9 million (FY 13-14) due to budding recovery in county property and sales tax
revenues. In the long-term, annexation would shift future revenues from the county to the
City of Corona as the county-approved Serrano (6.8 million square feet of commercial
development capacity), and Toscana (1,364 housing unit capacity) Spejiﬁc Plans come to
fruition. ‘ S :
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The county’s fiscal analysis found there would be a positive $1.1 million impact on the
county’s transportation fund. The net impact on roadway funding is| positive because
annexation would not reduce the county’s gas tax and Measure A allocations to the same
extent as the county’s annexation-related add savings on roadways. This positive impact
does not offset the negative impact on the county’s general, fire, and library funds, because
gas tax and Measure A funds may only be used for road and transpbdation purposes.
Consistent with Board and LAFCO policy, county-city negotiations would involve the city
reimbursing the county for recent capital projects in the annexation area. w

area generated $1.5 million in Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) revenues
in FY 11-12. The county’s former Redevelopment Agency (RDA) had financed construction
of a regional sports park and funded design for street widening in Teme,%cal Valley before
the State dissolved RDAs. RPTTF revenues are pledged to repay debt service for bonds
that mature in 2037. Due to the complexity of the RDA wind-down, it r\#ay be prudent for
the county to negotiate related matters directly with the city. ‘

A commercial segment of Temescal Canyon Road in the County’s 1-19§6 redevelopment

The county’s study includes three additional study areas that are in the city’s sphere, which
the city did not analyze. The county’s analysis shows that the annexation of Coronita, El
Cerrito, Home Gardens would have a positive fiscal impact on the cm}mty. There have
been previous annexation attempts on these areas except for Home Gardens. The
annexation of Home Gardens would have the most positive impact on the‘ county.

County staff shared preliminary findings with the city in July and initiated discussions on the
report findings. Specifically, the county explained its findings and how it differed from the
city's report. The summary of the differences are included at the end of Chapter 6 of the
attached county fiscal analysis. The Executive Office solicited input of many county
departments and held multiple meetings with key departments as part of the data discovery
portion of the project. The county also used the most current budg?t, which was not
available to the city. The complexity of the county budget may have contributed to
differences as well. Although there is a net loss to the county, which is| different from the
city’s conclusion, some differences were found to have a positive impé;ct on the county,
such as the previously mentioned transportation fund.

The Waste Management Department has raised concerns about the Lnnexation of the
access road to the El Sobrante landfill. Those concerns may be addressed by exclusion of
the road and some buffer parcels from the annexation area. ‘

Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors direct the staff to submit\the county’s fiscal
analysis to LAFCO with a letter signed by the Executive Officer or his designee stating the
intent of the county is to begin formal negotiations with the city, and depending on the
outcome of the negotiations and any mitigation agreed to by the city, reserve taking a vote
of no position, opposition, or support of the annexation.

|
The Board’'s action today will allow staff to submit the fiscal analytsis, begin formal
negotiations, with the intent to have staff return with a recommendation for position on the
annexation. |

i
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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
Office.

CAVEATS

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

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

This report was prepared in 2013 based on information and knowledge avail;
This draft report has not yet been teviewed by the City or LAFCO, and is pote
revision. Comments and suggested revisions may be submitted to the Riverside Co

CREDITS

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

. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

JITIVE 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|
by law, and has been prepated at the request of Riverside County for purposes of|
and conditions for the proposed annexation.

ASSUMPTIONS

Annexation is the transfer of governance and municipal service responsibilities
a city. In this report, annexation is assumed to include detachment of affecte
County Service Area (CSA) No. 134, the Riverside County Waste Resources Man;
and the Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District No. 89-1, and transfer of ass
and responsibilities from Riverside County to the City of Corona. It is also assum
fees levied in the City would be imposed in the annexation study areas, and that e
assessments would transfer from the County to the City. Although the report
annexation study areas, the boundaries of those areas are for analysis purposes 3
during the course of the annexation process. Finally, this report presents both st
fiscal estimates. Static estimates are based on actual revenues and expenditures in |
12 whereas dynamic estimates account for projected growth and inflation.

Annexation would involve a change in the existing setvice providers for law
protection, local governance, street maintenance, landscape maintenance, stormwa
land use planning, code enforcement, library, parks, and recreation.

ANNEXATION PROCESS

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

The next step in the annexation process involves negotiation of fiscal mitig
conditions by the City and Riverside County. When an annexation proposal will p
significant negative fiscal impact upon the County, the annexing agency is requireq
mitigation with the County. This report found that the proposed annexatio
significant negative impact on the County’s General Fund, Fire Department, and Li

After fiscal terms are resolved, LAFCO teviews the application and decides wh

is not mandated
evaluating terms

from a county to
d territory from
agement District,
ociated revenues
ed that taxes and
xisting taxes and
focuses on four
and could evolve
atic and dynamic
Fiscal Year 2011-

enforcement, fire
ter and drainage,

n over decisions
for annexation of
submitted a plan

ration terms and
otentially cause a
1 to discuss fiscal
n would have a

brary.

1ether to approve

the annexation and under what conditions. If approved by LAFCO, registered voters in the subject

area will have an opportunity to voice their opinions at a protest hearing. D
outcome of the protest hearing, annexation might be approved, terminated, or
voters to decide the matter at the ballot.

STUDY AREAS

LAFCO has designated lands for probable future annexation to the City of Co
City’s LAFCO-adopted Sphere of Influence (SOI). Unincorporated areas withi
include Temescal Valley as well as the unincorporated islands of Coronita, El Ce
Gardens. This study focuses primarily on Temescal Valley, but also includes in
impacts of annexation on the othet unincorporated areas in the City’s SOL

epending on the
forwarded to the

rona through the
n the City’s SOI
errito, and Home
formation on the
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Temescal Valley and the other areas within the City’s SOI differ in hot

commercial growth potential. Temescal Valley is a relatively affluent area where

higher than in the City limits, and many residents live in new, gated communiti
homes in Coronita, El Cerrito, and Home Gardens atre older and values are lower

limits. Another difference is the availability of vacant commercially-zoned land.
has capacity for 8 million additional square feet of commercial development.
extensive in El Cerrito, substantially less in Home Gardens, and inconsequential in

FISCAL IMPACTS ON COUNTY

While annexing Temescal Valley to the City would have a negative $2.6 million
on the County General, Fire and Library funds combined, annexation of all of th

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

approximately $2.3 million on the County’s General Fund. The primary General

Temescal Valley is law enfotcement. Due to relatively low crime rates and sery

enforcement as well as extensive private roads in gated communities where patrol
the County’s existing law enforcement costs for serving Temescal Valley is relative
with other unincorporated communities with higher ctime rates and more extenstv,
The net budget impact for Sheriff’s patrol services is $1.6 million.

Temescal Valley annexation would also have a negative impact on the River
Department (RCFD) operations and costs. This impact on RCFD adds to the Gen
since RCFD budget shortfalls are financed by the General Fund. The actual impag
approach taken to setve Temescal Valley and adjacent Horsethief Canyon, bo

ising values and
home values are
es. By contrast,
than in the City
Temescal Valley

Vacant lands are

Coronita.

financial impact
e Corona sphere

fiscal impact of
Fund expense in
rice calls for law
is rarely needed,
ly low compared
e patrolled areas.

side County Fire
eral Fund impact
t depends on the
th 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
No. 64 for setvice to Horsethief Canyon, 2) RCFD relocation of FS No. 64 to H.
with an ongoing negative impact of $1.4 million annually in addition to capital ca
station, and 3) RCFD FS No. 64 continues to setve Temescal Valley as a contract se

By compatison, the City’s Fiscal Impact Analysis estimated that annexation w
million positive fiscal impact on the County General Fund. The City assumed that
the County Shetiff would reduce its budget by $1.8 million more than the Count
County Library’s budget would decline by $0.4 million more than the County estim;
did not estimate the net fiscal impact on the Riverside County Fire Department (wl
analysis estimated at $1.1 million).

The $2.6 million negative fiscal impact on the County was estimated based on
Fiscal impacts tend to be understated in recessionary years due to relatively low reve

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 anne
County-apptoved Setrano specific plan has capacity for 6.8 million square fee
development. The Toscana specific plan has capacity for 1,364 housing units; res
also expected in Sycamore Creek. This repotrt estimates that annexation of such gr
have a negative impact of at least $2.9 million (in addition to the impact discussed a

In order to effectuate annexation, the City and County must agree on a propett]
a fiscal mitigation arrangement.
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2. ANNEXATION

This chapter provides an ovetview of the Local Agency Formation Comr

annexation process.

ANNEXATION

mission, and the

LAFCO OVERVIEW

The Local Agency Formation Commission has jurisdiction over decisions abou

incotporation. This section provides an overview of LAFCO’s history, powers and

After World War II, California expetrienced dramatic growth in populatiot
With this boom came a demand for housing, jobs and publ

development.
accommodate this demand, many new local government agencies were formed,

forethought as to the ultimate governance structures in a given region, and existin

competed for expansion areas. The lack of coordination and adequate planning led

overlapping, inefficient jurisdictional and service boundaties, and the prematut

California’s agricultural and open-space lands.

Recognizing this problem, in 1959, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Sr
Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems. The Commission's charge was to

recommendations on the “misuse of land tesources” and the growing com
on loci
reorganization were introduced in the Legislature in 1963, resulting in the creation g

governmental jurisdictions. ~ The Commission's recommendations

Formation Commission, or LAFCO, in each county.

The Riverside LAFCO was formed as a countywide agency to discourage u
encourage the ordetly formation and development of local government agenc
responsible for coordinating logical and timely changes in local governmental bour
annexations and detachments of territory, incorporations of cities, formations of
and consolidations, mergers and dissolutions of districts, as well as reviewing wa
simplify, and streamline governmental structure.

LAFCO regulates, through approval, denial, conditions and modification, b
proposed by public agencies or individuals. It also tegulates the extension of public
and special distticts outside theitr boundaries. LAFCO is empowered to initiate upg
and proposals involving the dissolution ot consolidation of special districts, merge
of subsidiary districts, formation of a new disttict or districts, and any reorganizatic

~ Riverside LAFCO consists of seven regular members: two members from the
Boatd of Supetvisors (BOS), two city council membets, two independent special
and one public member who is appointed by the othet members of the Commis
alternate in each category. All Commissioners are appointed to four-year terms.
memberts are shown in Table 2-1. ’

t annexation and
responsibilities.

n and economic
ic services. To
often with little
1g agencies often
to a multitude of
e conversion of
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study and make
iplexity of local
il governmental
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n including such
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district memberts,
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Table 2-1: Commissig

Two members from the Boarf erviss v

Kevin Jeffries
e

appointed by the Board o Supervlsors o ‘

. th : etwn, ngy ofLa
Eugene Montansez Gy qy’
Corona:

1 y a c1ty officer and appomted by the Crty
Sclecnon Comm:ttee ‘

Jamesg

Two members representing the independent special =~ Phil Williams, Elrmore Va//g/

districts in the County. Must be a district governing  Municipal Water District Water
body member and appointed by the independent Nancy Wright, Mission Springs

speclal district selecuon cornrmttee Water Dm‘rzﬂ

the cther six Comnnssmners

n Members, 2013

Cioffi, Desert
\Agency

ANNEXATION PROCESS

PRECONDITIONS

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

Sphere of Influence

A pre-condition for annexation is that the proposed annexation area must lie
sphete of influence (SOI). An SOI is a LAFCO-approved plan that designates an 2
future boundary and service atea. Sphetes are planning tools used to provide guidat
boundary change proposals and are intended to encourage efficient provisi
community setvices, discourage utban sprawl and premature conversion of agric
space lands, and prevent overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of setvices.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzbetg Act requires LAFCO to develop and determine
local governmental agency within the county and to review and update the SOI
LAFCOs are empowered to adopt, update and amend the SOI. They may do so w
application and any interested person may submit an application proposing an !
The City or any interested party may apply to LAFCO for an amendment to
LAFCO must notify affected agencies 21 days before holding a public hearing to

and may not update the SOI until after that hearing. The LAFCO Executive Offi

report including tecommendations on the SOI amendments and updates under
least five days before the public hearing.

! Government Code §56744.
? Government Code §56375.5.
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For the most patt, the annexation study areas are within the existing SOI,

portion of the Temescal Valley study area lies outside the City’s existing SOI. Th

most recently amended in 2006 to include 63 actes in the Toscana Specific Pl
previously been in the City of Lake Elsinore’s SOI.

The City has filed an application in 2013 for an SOI amendment to expand it
106 acres composing nine parcels in the Toscana Specific Plan that are presently inj

Elsinore’s SOI, and seven acres in the Trilogy community that appear to have b

excluded from the City’s SOL. That application had not yet been processed whet
written and no LAFCO hearing date had yet been set. The proposed SOI expansia

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 ann

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

The City is requited to pre-zone the annexation study ateas prior to initiating
City would be precluded from changing these land use designations for a two-year
annexation.’ In 2013, the City amended its 2004 General Plan land uses for the

area for consistency with the six County-adopted specific plans, to accommodate ¢
already established or entitled by Riverside County’s General Plan. Some of the af

also include an additional ovetlay zone to accommodate animal keeping and agric

these allow nonconforming uses so that the Temescal Valley annexation area main

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 Feb
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
which setvices will be extended to the territory, along with information o

infrastructure requitements and setvice financing. The City has prepared a service |
CEQA study.

LAFCO has 30 days in which to teview an annexation application and det
complete for processing.

? Government Code §56375(¢).
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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 jutisdiction, Riverside LAFCO Policy 3.1.3 trequires the annexing agency to discuss fiscal
mitigation ptiot 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.

Befote the LAFCO executive officer issues a certificate of filing, the involved city and county
are tequited to negotiate the allocation of property tax revenues during a 60-day mandatory
negotiation petiod.” In this case, fiscal terms relating to property tax transfers are contained in 2
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. Moreover, 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 soutces
other than property taxes. As a result, the tax sharing agreement does not address fiscal mitigation
in the modern wotld of municipal finance.

. The propetty tax tate was capped at one petcent (excluding tax overrides for repayment
of votet-approved bonds) by Proposition 13 in 1978. The property tax was allocated
among local agencies setving 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
shate of property taxes in unincotporated 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 were diverted from local governments into the Educational Revenue
Augmentation Fund (ERAF) and transfetred to school districts and community college

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

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

7 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 LAFCO hearing shall be held (71 Ops. Cal.
Atty. Gen. 344 (1988)).

8 County of Riverside Board of Supervisors, Resolution' No. 81-83: Master Property Tax Transfer Agreement between the City of Corona and
County 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 age
the State lost significant property tax revenue due to this shift.

ncies throughout

LAFCO Consideration

Once the application has been accepted as complete, LAFCO staff will analy
annexation in light of the commission's state mandated evaluation criteria and respq
own adopted policies. The annexation proposal is reviewed by LAFCO staff. LAF
a report with analysis and recommendations; the report is published at least five d
seven days) prior to the LAFCO hearing.

rze the proposed
nsibilities and its
CO staff prepares
ays (but typically

LAFCO reviews the application, and may choose to approve or terminate t
public hearing. LAFCO publishes notice of the hearing date online and in th
(notices section) at least 21 days before the hearing. LAFCO decides not only wh
the annexation but also any terms and conditions for its approval. In making
LAFCO considers factors including the City’s ability to provide and finance
annexation area, anticipated growth, land use, service needs, service adequacy,
needs, effects on adjacent areas, and the comments of affected agencies and landg
is authotrized to establish annexation conditions, such as the effective date,
boundaries, extension or continuation of taxes by the City or the County, levying
new bonded indebtedness for the annexation area and improvement district chz
taxes, such as business license taxes, and assessments in the annexing city would b
annexation area at the same rates as are imposed in the City of Corona." Typic
areas are detached from County-dependent road, street lighting and landscape distri

he proposal at a
e Press Enterprise
ether to approve
these decisions,
services in the
regional housing
wners.” LAFCO
annexation area
of special taxes,
inges.'”  Existing
e imposed on the
ally, the annexed
cts.

Within 30 days of the LAFCO decision, an affected agency or any other pet
reconsideration of the LAFCO decision based on new or different facts.? R
conducted at the requesting party’s cost. When LAFCO receives a tin
reconsideration, the mattert is placed on the agenda of the next LAFCO meeting.

'son tnay request
econsideration is
rely request for

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 voters in the affected area file a written protest.”” If 25 to 50
petcent file written protest, LAFCO submits the annexation question to the voters, and a majority

® Government Code §56668.

! Government Code §56886. LAFCO terms and conditions may not directly regulate land use, property deve
requirements.

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

2 Government Code §56895.
" Government Code §57075.

opment or subdivision

law. The annexing city
taxes and assessments
rop 218 requirements.
it should be noted that
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

of voters decide the matter. LAFCO tetminates annexation proceedings if a majority of voters file a
written protest.

Upon annexation, tesidents of the annexed area have the same rights and duties as if the
tetritory had been a part of the city upon its otiginal incorporation. Upon annexation, the City
assumes tesponsibility for providing and/or financing municipal services, such as law enforcement,
road maintenance and public landscaping.
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3. STUDY AREAS

STUDY AREAS

OVERVIEW

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

EXISTING CITY OF CORONA

The City is located south of the City of Notco, southwest of the City of Rivers
the Cleveland National Forest. Unincorporated Riverside County borders the City a
of its eastern and southern extents.

The City of Corona originally incorporated in 1896. The City has grown over t
most dramatically between 1990 and 2000. Now, the third-largest of the Coun
City’s population reached 156,823 in 2013, according to the California Department

Corona is a highly urbanized atea with limited vacant parcels available for furt
of land. Within the city limits, there is capacity for 3,478 additional housing units
include vacancies and foreclosures for existing housing units. Non-residential si
rezoned to residential use are largely found along N. Main Street, north of “the c
area) and west of Interstate 15 (I-15), with a few other sites located in other sec
There are large, underutilized residential parcels at Parkridge Avenue east of
Avenue at Fullerton, Santana Way at Kellogg Avenue, E. Foothill Parkway at Ta
the intetsection of Border Avenue and Oak Avenue. Smaller, vacant residential p
east, south, and west of the citcle area.

The boundaty atea is now 38.5 squate miles, with an additional 34.0 square
outside the city limits that is within the City’s LAFCO-adopted sphere of infl
considered a SOI reduction in its most tecent report on Corona.”” The unincorpors
of Temescal Canyon, Coronita, El Cerrito and Home Gardens are within the City’s

Table 3-1:

Acreage by Land Use Ty,

Thete are 21,031 actes
within the existing city limits.
Land use is varied with 32
percent of total acreage
undeveloped. Temescal

annexation study

ide, and north of
long the majority

he years, perhaps
ty’s 28 cities, the
of Finance.

her development
1“4 This does not
tes that could be
ircle” (center city
tions of the City.
[-15, E. Ontario
marisk Lane, and
arcels are located

miles of territory
uwence. LAFCO
ited communities

SOL.
pe and Area, 2013

Vilklﬁy t]flls Stgi slgrgeSt ire? 5,281 1,756 123
the land is undeveloped. El Haeawa L e - 2 e
Certito also contains |Total 21,031 9,095 297 3,207 816
Signiﬁcant undeveloped Sources: Riverside Assessor-Clerk-Recorder (secured basic file abstract), Riverside County
acreage. IT (GIS analysis)

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

Y LSA Associates, Inc., Final Draft Municipal Service Review for the Western Riverside County: Report 1o Riverside Couty LAFCO, 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 pr

The area contains master planned residential communities, open space, business
mining operations. The proposed annexation atea is depicted in Map 3-2.'

Figure 3-2:

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 atea: The Retreat, Wildrose,
Mountain Springs (also known as Trilogy), Sycamore
Crecek, Toscana, and Serrano. 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 a master-planned community located in the northwest portion ¢

study area. This is a gated community with high-end homes, a golf course, parks,
The County approved up to 545 dwelling units in this subdivision.™

Wild Rose is a master-planned community located just south of The Retreat

portion of the annexation study area.

industrial (45 actes), an elementary school and a wastewater plant. Commercial
Wild Rose Business Park.

Trilogy is a master-planned community located south of Wild Rose in the cents
annexation study area next to Glen Ivy Hot Springs Spa. This is a gated retirement

55 and over) with a golf course, clubhouse, fitness center, parks, pools and o
community was developed between 2001 and 2009 and contains condominiun
homes; approximately 1,317 homes were built to date. The County approved up
units in this subdivision.
Just south of Trilogy is a cluster of sand and gravel mining and concrete operati
Sycamore Creek is a master-planned community in the southern portion of the
The community is comprised of single family and multi-family homes, an aquatic

elementary school, walking trails and a retail commercial center. The County appt
dwelling units in this subdivision.

Toscana is a planned community in the northeast portion of the study area w
homes are targeted. The County approved a Specific Plan with homes, trails, open

16 The proposed annexation area includes nine parcels owned by Waste Management Inc. (WMI) that contain 1
landfill-related habitat conservation. WMI and Riverside County Waste: Management Department have recon
of these parcels from the annexation area.

7 The population estimate for the Temescal Valley study area was developed based on the census blocks that
staff determined to be within the annexation area, and includes a portion of the Temescal Valley County Desig

18 Riverside County, The Retrear: Specific Plan No. 317 Land Use Map, June 25, 2002.
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4.4 acres of commercial retail space.
reportedly intends to finalize the development plans.

Serrano is a planned business community in the study area, which is located e

central portion of the annexation area. The County approved a Specific Plan with
industrial and 17 acres of commercial uses, in addition to open space. Setrrano is
center, including a business park and light industtial employment uses as well as
and retail service. There is capacity for 6.8 million squate feet of commercial devel

6.6 million square feet represents light industrial capacity and 0.2 million square fee
uses.”” The County has not received proposals yet for actual building within this are

Included within the proposed annexation area are approximately 490 acres of pi
USA Waste of California, Inc. in the vicinity of the El Sobrante Landfill. Of th

property includes landfill access roads and landfill-related habitat conservation

reported to be critical to operation of the landfill”*® The remainder of the waste-te

for managing soil excavation from the landfill. In the annexation process, LAFC
that some or all of these lands be excluded from the annexation area.

STUDY AREA 2: CORONITA

The unincorporated community of Coronita is an older, residential comm
surrounded by the City of Corona. Nestled in the foothills of the Santa Ana Moun
a small enclave—approximately 389 acres—containing about 750 ranch-style home

golf course. This area is composed of approximately 389 acres. Built primarily
1960s, the neighborhood is largely built-out.

There were 736 homes in the area in 2010, with an estimated population of 2,

the 2010 Census. The family-owned Mountain View Country Club closed in 20
dwindling revenues and high operating costs. Since the closure, there have been rej

ctime in the area.

Figure 3-3:

The land was re-sold in 2013 to a new

Shuttered Count

STUDY AREAS

v developer who

ast of I-15 in the
372 acres of light
intended as a job
supporting office
bpment, of which
t represents retail
a.
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ese, 196 acres of
that USA Waste
lated land is used
D may determine

unity completely
tains, Coronita is
es and an 18-hole
in the 1950s and

608, according to
09 as a result of

vorts of increased

Coronita 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 yeats
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 requited the City of Corona to initiate annexati

a condition of annexing a larger, adjacent area of land where more than 3,000 1

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

2 Correspondence from USA Waste of California, Inc. Director of Landfill Operations to Riverside LAFCO, J

ry Club, Coronita

on of Coronita as

homes were then

No. 353, adopted Sept.

une 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

protested in 1986 and the proposal was terminated.

In 1990, Corona attempted to annex a 50-acre parcel of Coronita, part of whi
development by the Newpotrt Beach-based Ross Development Co. The proposal ¥
LAFCO due to concetns about dividing the community. In 2009, the City held
meeting in Coronita to discuss possible annexation to the City.

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

STUDY AREA 3: EL CERRITO

El Cerrito is a large, unincorporated community almost surrounded by the Ci
Cerrito has been neatly encircled through a seties of annexations occurring betwee
including Eagle Valley, Eagle Glen, Dos Lagos, and Murdock/Corona Crossings.
region is located north of Cajalco Road. Residential uses make up the largest perce
development in the area.

There were 1,464 housing units in this area in 2010, with an estimated populatio

At the turn of the century, El Cerrito began to grow as a small enclave of citrus
avocado groves. The area attracted a few families to a limited number of small h
including that of author Sinclair Lewis. But it was not until 1945, when Francis A
the El Cetrito Ranch and drilled water wells, that the area became more populat
casual obsetver it still has a rural, ranch-like quality, the community now include
sizes and housing types, with parcels vatying from one-quarter acre to several
number of residents keep horses and animals.

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

EI ¢

Figure 3-4:
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Cerrito Residence

Water rates have been a sticking point between
Corona and some El Cerrito residents since the late 1960s.
At that time, Cofona took control of the local water
company, which also served surrounding unincorporated
areas, and added extra fees. El Cerrito residents pay a 50
percent 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.

Several proposals were made in 2008 to annex territory
west of I-15 and north of Foothill Patkway to the City of Corona, includ
commercially zoned undeveloped land, and 53 actes of residential properties.”? A

?! The population estimate for the El Cerrito study area was developed based on the census blocks that were d
the annexation area based on analysis of Census Bureau block maps.

ling 31 acres of
\ffected residents

etermined to be within
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had the option to finance hook-up to the City’s sewer system through an assess

LAFCO approved the proposals, local residents defeated the proposal through a ma

El Cerrito is not yet built out. The eastern portion of the area is designated for

and agricultural uses. Building constraints include aged infrastructure and costly gra

STUDY AREA 4: HOME GARDENS

Home Gardens is an unincorporated community in the City of Corona’s SOL

_ This small enclave contains a mix of residential, commercial, service, and indust
tight gridwork of streets. To the southeast, the Greenway Farms Specific Plan incl

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 wi
population of 11,570.

Thete is little vacant land available in this area for development. That sal

development potential related to the underdeveloped nature of the community.

constraints involve parcel size.

OTHER AREAS

To the south of the Temescal Valley annexation atea ate two communities withi
adjacent City of Lake Elsinore. This atea is included in analysis of public safety s
inclusion in the setvice area of facilities and personnel setving the Temescal Valley
These communities are also within the Temescal Valley CDP as defined by the
There are a total of 2,194 housing units in the atea with a population of 6,983 bas
2010 Census Bureau maps and data.

Horsethief Canyon Ranch is a master planned community with 1,962 single-far
community was developed between 1989 and 2002. Recreational amenities incly
pools, and parks. The Glen Eden Nudist Resort is a 150-acre private resort wi
camping sites, and social and recreational amenities. While there are about 200 p
the resort, about 100 of the sites are in use by long-term residents.

STUDY AREAS

ment. Although
jority protest.

general industrial
ding.

rial uses within a
udes a variety of

th an estimated

id, there is infill
Development

in the SOI of the
ervices due to its
annexation area.
Census Bureau.
ed on analysis of

mily homes. The
ude a clubhouse,
ith rental cabins,
ermanent sites in

z Geotge Spiliotis, LAFCO 2007-77-2-Reorganization to Include Annexcation 108 to the City of Corona and concur
Riverside County Water Resources Management District, April 24, 2008. Adtiana Romo, LAFCO 2008-07-2-]
Annescation 1084 to the City of Corona and concurrent Detachment from the Riverside County W ater Resources Management 1
Area 135, Oct. 23, 2008.

vent Detachment from the
Reorganization to Include
District and Connty Service
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DEMOGRAPHICS & GROWTH

This section provides baseline estimates of residential and economic activity i

and the existing city limits, as well as projected growth in those areas.

n the study 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 ; Il . l

2010. By comparison, there
are approximately 156,823
residents in the existing city

limits, and 358,827 in the
unincorporated areas as a

150,000 1

100,000 -

whole.  Annexation of all 50,000
areas would increase the I I I I I I l I I
City’s population by about 0

23 percent; whereas
Annexation of the Temescal

. BCorona MTemescal Valley # Coronita #ElCerrito
Valley area would increase

2010 2011 2012 2013.2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2

020 2021 2022 2023

@ Home Gardens

the City’s population by about 10 petcent, and would reduce the unincorporated population by

about four percent.

The resident population in the Temescal Valley study area is approximately 15,
2,608 in Cotonita, 5,151 in El Cetrito, and 11,570 in Home Gardens. Population
annexation study areas were calculated based on Census 2010 data.”® Population
existing city limits and fot the unincorporated areas as a whole were provided
Department of Finance for 2010-13.

 For the Temescal Valley annexation area, population and housing unit counts are based on GIS analysi
census blocks are within the bounds of the annexation area as proposed by the City of Corona. Population a

for Coronita and Home Gardens annexation arcas reflect the respective County Designated Places (CDPs).

Cetrito includes the El Cerrito CDP as well as the blocks (identified based on Census maps) within the annexat

586, compared to
estimates for the
estimates for the
by the California

s that identified which
nd housing unit counts
The estimate for El
ion study area.
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HOUSING

Single-family
housing characteristics
vary amongst the areas.
By focusing on recent

Ciy

of Corona

STUDY AREAS

sales, house values can [Temescal i 36% 02

be compated across |Coronita 156 22% 024  $265452
the areass.  Home |pjcers 256 | 19% 048 1952 $273720
Zii;:; “githm hﬁi’t: Home Gardens 472 24% 017 $208,504
averagfd $3;_y7’000 for [|Sources: Riverside Assessor-Clerk-Recorder (sales report extract, secured basic file abstract),
recent sales between Riverside County IT (GIS analysis)

2009 and 2012. By comparison, home values in Temescal Valley are six percent
Temescal Valley are 26 petcent larger on average than in the city limits. Average
Coronita and El Certito are respectively 23 percent and 21 percent lower than v
limits; El Cerrito homes are on larger parcels than the average home in Corona. T
value in Home Gardens was 40 percent lower than values in the city limits.

Figure 3-7: Projected Annual Housing Growth

higher; homes in
home values in
ralues in the city
he average home

Rates, 2010-2025

Future residential growth is
projected at 0.4 to 3.1 percent
annually between 2010 and 2025.

Projected Annual G
0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% !

rowth Rate
20% 2.5% 3.0%

I

For purposes of this study,

projected residential growth in the Gorona
existing city limits is 0.3 percent Temescal Valley
annually from 2013-2020, matching .
the most recent household growth Coronita
rate projected by the Southern El Certito
California Association of
Governments (SCAG).”* This study Home Gardens
projects that 1,484 new units will be .
developed in the city limits between Horsethief Canyon
2013 and 2023.

SCAG’s 2008 housing growth m2010-15 W2015-20 W2020-25
projections were used for the

annexation study areas because SCAG’s 2012 projections were not available by cens

In the Temescal Valley study area, the projections imply that 913 additional ur
between 2010 and 2023.* By compatison, the Census enumerated 5,446 housing
the atea, and there is capacity for a total of 7,954 units based on existing zoning

# Southern California Assodiation of Governments, Insegrated Growth Forecast, 2012.
B Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecast, 2008.

% Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Temescal Canyon Annescation Area Fiscal Impact Analysis: City of Corona and Co
2013., Table 1.

us tract.

its will be added
units 1in 2010 in
»2 In the other

nty of Riverside, Jan. 10,
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annexation study areas, an additional 303 units are projected in El Cerrito, and 81
Gardens. SCAG’s Coronita projection appears unlikely due to the lack of vacant las

JoBs

Temescal Valley

There wete approximately 2,500 jobs in the Temescal Valley annexation area in

Dun & Bradstreet data indicate thete are approximately 2,510 employees at bus

the Temescal Valley area in 2013; about 613 of these employees were at businesses

since 2005. SCAG data indicate that there were approximately 1,796 jobs in the
area in 2005, with projected growth to 2,516 by 2010.*® By compatison, the

0 units in Home
nd there.

2013.

inesses located in

that had started
Temescal Valley
City’s consultant

estimated there were 1,680 jobs in the annexation atrea based on SCAG data.
Table 3-8:

Significant Temescal Valley Employets, 2013

pectra Color, Inc.
Tom's Farms " :
Gail Materials Szmd and ravelmmmg
,‘stllTechDﬂibng&shmng Spena&y ﬂttactors
W.D. Schock Corp.
. Cemex Materials
Plastic Industries, Inc.
18 TraPowerloe
C le Eqmpment

Corona Chpper
- Prentiss Crowther Corp.
Temescal Valley Elem. School
Todd Blementary School
Polara Engincering
FST Sand & Gravel, Inc.
 Hydro Conduit of Texas

_Naveom Defense Electronics

 Plaster/deywall onsactors.
School
School
Grocery store

. Electronic component manuf,

Wholesale building materials

| Conerere mamtfachuring

Navigation equxpment manuf

o0

1
3

4
5
6
7

8
9 -

s
<

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

Wildrose Business Park is the latgest employment center in Temescal Valley; most tenants are in
the manufacturing and wholesale industries, although there are several furniture stores in the
complex. Significant employets there include Corona Clipper, Polara Engineering, NavCom
Defense Electronics, Spectra Colot, and Plastic Industties. In the center of the annexation area is 2
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 thete are shops, restaurants and family-otiented attractions. The Shops at
Sycamore Creek is a tetail development in the southern part of the annexation area; a grocety stote,

two banks, and several restaurants and retail operations are located there. Employ
adjacent to residential areas include Temescal Valley Elementary School, Todd El
Trilogy Golf Club, Champion Golf Club, Glen Ivy Hot Springs Spa, Wedgewo
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 2
review, 59 percent of the records were located in the Temescal Valley annexation area, 10 percent in the Hors
29 percent in the City of Corona. Of the records in Temescal Valley, 29 percent were located in residen|
employment levels were topcoded at five to reflect probable maximum employment at home-based busines
(identified by phone number or address) were identified and removed. Certain employers were missing from
data (e.g., Angelus Furniture, Lee Lake Water District and Riverside County Fire Department).

8 The source for this job estimate was SCAG’s 2008 growth forecast for census. tracts 419.07, 419.08 an
adjusted for the Temescal Valley area’s share of residential population in these tracts. SCAG had anticip
Temescal Valley area with employment reaching about 2,500 by 2010. The 2008 SCAG projections did not 2
SCAG had anticipated countywide job growth of +3.8 percent annually between 2005 and 2010; by compar
countywide over that period amounted to -2.0 percent annually, according to the California Employment Dey
Countywide job statistics indicate economic recovery began in 2011 when there was a positive 2.0 percent j
2012 projections were not available by census tract.

ers located in and
ementary School,
od Wedding and

ip code 92883. Upon
ethief Canyon area, and
ces; for those records,
ses. Duplicate records
the Dun & Bradstreet

d 420.07; the total was
ated job growth in the
nticipate the recession.
ison, actual job growth
elopment Department.
b growth rate. SCAG

18

JuLy 23,2013




Annexation Study Areas

Figure 3-9: Jobs I

STUDY AREAS

ww Area, 2010-2023

The number of | 100,000

jobs in the annexation | 90000
study areas was about
5860 in 2013. By
comparison, there were
approximately 68,415 60,000
jobs in the existing city 50,000
limits in 2013. In
other wotds,
annexation of all areas
would increase = the | 20,000 1
City’s job base by [ 10,000

80,000
70,000 -

40,000
30,000

about nine percent. 0 -
Within the
Coronita area, there 8 Corona B Temescal Valley Wl Coronita #FElCerrito I}Home Gatrdens

were about 589 jobs.

Located within the unincorporated island’s bounds are Cesar Chavez Elementary $School, Mountain
View Country Club, two carpet stores, a storage facility, two gas stations, a used car dealer, a
prefabricated home dealet, an RV dealer, patio furniture dealer, and a hotel. Just outside the bounds

of the island are several gas stations, car dealers, and neighborhood retail centers.

There are about 499 jobs in the El Cerrito atea. Employers in El Cerrito include El Cerrito
Middle School, a private school, a public library, a residential care center, a gravel mining and

cement manufacturer, 3M manufacturing, and a storage center. Just outside th
unincorporated island are several retail centers.

In the Home Gardens unincorporated island area, there are about 2,262 jobs.

Home Gardens include Villegas Middle School, Home Gardens FElementary
wholesale operations, several auto body shops, a gas station, a small neighborhog

e bounds of the

Employers in
School, several
d 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 ate various retail and industrial centers.

In the Horsethief Canyon atea adjacent to Temescal Valley, there are

about 535 jobs.

Employers in this area include Luiseno Elementary 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
projections) and 2.6 percent by CalTrans through 2020. Thereafter, annual job gt
to slow somewhat in the range of 1.3 percent (CalT'rans) to 1.9 percent (SCAG).”

 California Department of Transportation, Réverside County Economic Forecast, 2013.

by SCAG (2012
owth is expected
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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

be somewhat slower than the

Projected Annual Gr
1.0%

0.0%

2.0%

owth Rate

3.0% 4.0%

countywide rate. SCAG projects
relatively strong job growth in the
annexation areas in the coming years.
Within  the Temescal Canyon
annexation area, there is developable
land in areas zoned for commercial
and industrial uses adjacent to the
Wildrose development, and also
within the planned Serrano business
community.

Corona
Temescal Valley
Coronita

El Cerrito

Home Gardens

It is unclear the degtee to which
the SCAG projections account for
the availability of vacant, developable

R2010-15 W2015-20 M202

0-25

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

24-HOUR POPULATION

In addition to residential population and jobs, this report makes use of a conc
hour population. The 24-hour population was estimated based on both the resid
and the job base. The areas in this study vary significantly in the relative size 9
commercial populations. Not only residents, but also businesses require law
protection, street, and stormwater setvices.

Table 3-11:

The 24-hour population is
estimated as the sum of the
residential population multiplied
by two-thirds, and the job base
multiplied by one-third. The job
base portion of the estimate is
then normalized based on the
number of jobs per resident in the
particular area to the regional ratio
of jobs per resident. The resulting

24-Hour Population Estimates, 2013

land in Coronita
are development

ept called the 24-
ential population
f their respective
enforcement, fire

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

. . Bradstreet, California EDD
as the total regional population.

Notes: 1) The normalized method of calculating 24-hour p:
population by 2/3 and jobs by 1/3, and normalizes the totals
population total.

For detailed estimates over
time, see Table 8-1.

2) 'The additive method of calculating 24-hour population sy
petcent:of jobs; this method was used in the City's Fiscal Imy

hreau, Dun &

pulation weights
to the regional

ams population and 50
act Analysis.
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METHODS AN

4. METHODS AND ASSUMPTIC

This chapter outlines assumptions used in preparing this report, and provides |

of residential and economic activity in the study ateas and the existing city limits, as
growth in those areas over the 10-year analytic time horizon for this study.

D ASSUMPTIONS

)N S

vaseline estimates
well as projected

FisCAL ESTIMATES

KEY ASSUMPTIONS

Annexation of the study areas is assumed to consist formally of not only annes

of Corona, but also County Service Area (CSA) No. 134, the Riverside County

Management District, and the Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District No. §

of associated revenues and responsibilities from Riverside County to the City of Co

The report provides fiscal estimates based on financial data for a base year of|
2011-12.3 Revenue estimates are based on the best available data and cuttent law

to the law were unknown. Hence the study assumed existing law on revenue allocat

Certain formula-driven revenue estimates (e.g., gas tax) are a function of total

xation to the City
Waste Resources
9-1, and transfer
rona.>®

Fiscal Year (FY)
Future changes
ons.

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., park
of residential population, and were estimated based on residential population lev
growth. Many of the estimates are a function of both residential population and da
(i.e., employment) and were estimated based on 24-hour population (a hybrid meast

cs) are a function
els and projected
ytime population
ure of population

based on both residents and employees).

Certain taxes and fees charged by the County and the City of Corona differ.

City levies a business license tax on gross receipts; whereas, the County ch

registration fee. The study assumes that existing taxes and fees in the City would b

annexation study areas. This assumption is consistent with standard LAFCO pra.
and supported by an opinion of the California Attorney General. Existing
Community Facilities District (aka Mello-Roos) taxes in neighborhoods within the
areas are assumed to continue to be imposed at existing rates. This also is consist
LAFCO practices.

METHODS

Fiscal modeling of baseline expenditures in the annexation study areas gener;
the City would provide municipal services to the areas at the City’s existing service
the City’s existing cost structure.

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

3 The property tax shares of the detaching County-dependent districts do not directly transfer to annexing cit
those shares are initially transferred to the County’s general share. Then, the property tax transfer is made fro
general share.

3! Both the County and the City of Corona define the fiscal year as beginning July 1 and ending June 30.
government agencies follow this practice.

For example, the
arges a business
e imposed in the
ctices in the past,
assessments and
annexation study
ent with standard

ally assumed that
levels and within

ies. Upon annexation,
m the adjusted County

Most California local
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS:: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Static estimates 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 are not affected by growth projections. This approach enables the reader to be assured
that estimated feasibility results are not affected by potentially optimistic (or pessimistic) growth

assumptions.

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 estimates.

Data soutces used for purposes of projections are shown at the end of the report.
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MUNICIPAL REVENUES

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 reccive if the atea 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 petrcent), library-related propetty taxes (7 percent), documentary| transfer taxes (2
percent), and miscellaneous revenue streams.

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

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

4892836 1102340 563710 1310503

‘ | Fund . 4555484 1076238 545412 1251547
Property Tax
General 826,593 63,955 44 833 144,457
Structural Fire 1,379,400 106,721 74,81? 241,054
Sales & Use Tax 1,544,821 466,391 362,325
Other Taxes
Documentary Transfer Tax 87,579 6,285 17,786
Transient Occupancy Tax 0 316,814 0
Licenses & Permits
Franchise Fees - Electric, Gas, Solar 160,840 28,944 123,290
Solid Waste Franchise Fees 105,033 18,901 80,512
Cable TV Licenses 129,345 17,248 66,861
Business Licenses 1,851 434 1,668
Animal Licenses 28,132 3,751 14,542
Abandoned Property 8,017 1,189 4,609
Fines & Forfeitures
Vehicle, Traffic, Asset Forf. 213,482 36,338 158,523
Code Enforcement 69,492 9,267 35,922
Fire Department Revenues = ‘ - , -
e U s

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 percent of existing City revenues); this figure does not include the
effect of a negotiated tax sharing agreement or other form of fiscal mitigation payment.
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Notable impacts on residents in the annexation study areas would be new respJ)nsibilities to pay
City fees for EMS services, and businesses in the annexation study areas would be#:ome responsible
for paying City business license taxes. \

Annexation of Temescal Valley would have reduced the County’s transportati%)n 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 reimbursements, reimbursements by contract sFrvice 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.%

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

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

, rtation Revenues 1 ; . - o
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
million in property tax revenues

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

i County General 15.4%
m FY 2011-12. Property tax

revenues are allocated to the County Fire

local agencies serving the areas

based Primarily 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

percent, and limited - annual

growth in assessed value (Le., the Flood Control

tax base) to no more than two

petcent. 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 Riverside, Jan.
10, 2013, Table 3-1. ‘
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MUNICIPAL REVENUES

of property 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 dlstrlcts serving the area
receive 69 percent of property tax revenues, including Educational Revenue Aug]mentaﬂon Funds
(ERAF) allocated by the State. The water setvice 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 transferr%d 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 Cou{ty’s general share
in addition to 100 petrcent 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 major 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 propetty tax tables in this report provide the
estimated transferable property tax amount based on the master tax sharing agreement.”

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

to the County.
e required by the
t would also be a
payment is in the
ed differently.

Property Tax Trend

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

35%
30%
25%
20%
15% 1
10% -
5%
0%
-5% -
-10%
-15%
-20%

During the 2003-7 housing boom,
property 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
revenue growth slowed thereafter to -
3.0 percent in the City, and -20.7 percent
in the County between FY 07-08 and FY
11-12.

B Coronz BCounty

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 property tax growth rate averaged 4.0 p
of Corona and 4.5 percent for the County as a whole.

% Fstimated property tax does not reflect fiscal mitigation payments from the City to the County. Property

ercent in the City

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 Finan

FY 11-12, the City of Corona FY 13-14 Budget, the Riverside County FY 11-12 CAFR, and the Rivers

Recommended Budget.

cial Report (CAFR) for
ide County FY 13-14
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Property Tax Transfers
Figure 5-5:

Estimated Property Tax Transfers, FY 11-12

Annexation of the study areas
would have yielded $3.1 million in
property tax revenues in the base
year of FY 11-12.  Of this
amount, the Temescal Valley area
generated  $2.5 million, $0.1
million in the Coronita area, $0.1

Home Gardens

El Certito

Coronita

Temescal Valley

million in El Cerrito, and $0.3 0

million in Home Gardens. Over
time, revenues would grow as a
result of new development and

. B General BFire MLibr
turnover of properties. For =

$500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000

$2,500 $3,000
Thousands

detailed calculations and
methodology, see Table 8-2.

In calculating the property tax transfer, property tax increment that is pledged
former redevelopment agency debt is not transferred to the annexing city. In the
Valley, the redevelopment successor agency’s shate of property taxes is 6.5 percent.

SALES AND USE TAX
Table 5-6:

Base Year Sales Tax
There

were approximately

$139.6 million in taxable sales in

the Temescal Valley annexation D 421541 186244 32748
area in FY 11125  Of that Sales Tax 948235 421,235 145075 310390
amount, 68 percent was generated Use Tax 029 306 41,169 17,092

by retailers including gas stations,
and the remainder by
manufacturers, wholesalers,
service and repair businesses. In
addition to this direct activity, the

; : 551
Sources: Henderliter de Lllamas, Board of Equalization

Note:

2

(1) Estimates for each area are based on geo-coding of sales a

for repayment of
case of Temescal

Estimated Sales and Use Tax, FY 11-12

nd use tax accounts.

annexing agency would be

credited for an additional $0.2 million in sales tax funds from countywide and stat

ewide “pools” of

revenue that the Board of Equalization (BOE) could not directly attribute to a particular geographic

area.’

The Coronita area is estimated to generate approximately $0.5 million in sales

discussed in Chapter 3, there ate gas stations and other businesses in Coronita tk

% Hindediter de Illamas and Associates, Temescal Canyon Annexcation Area Sales Taxe Revenues, FY 11-12, Decemb:

3 Authors’ calculations based on the following sources: 1) interview with Board of Equalization Local Re

Donna Puchalski; 2) Board of Equalization quarterly Fund Distribution Quarterly Allocation Summary of Bradley Bu
shares); and 3) allocable sales tax generated in each study area.

and use tax. As
1at generate sales

er 5, 2012.

venue Allocation Unit
tns Local Tax (pool and
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tax. The El Cerrito area is estimated to generate $0.2 million in sales and use
limited retail activity and has only a few use tax generating businesses. The

tax; the area has

Home Gardens is

estimated to generate $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
Cotona in FY 11-12, and $59 on
average in the unincorporated
areas as a whole.

Unincorporated
Corona

Home Gardens
Sales tax per resident in

$150

Temescal Valley is lower than ElCerrito

the Corona average but higher . $174
than the unincorporated Coronita

average. In the other Temescal 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 unincotporated area average.
OTHER TAXES

Business Registration

Within unincorporated areas, certain businesses must be licensed by the County and pay a fee

for that privilege. The business registration fees are $45 for initial licensing an

renewal. Fee exemptions are granted for various agricultural activities, certain resid

places of worship, specific non-profit, and any business exempt by virtue of

however exempted business are required to register. Within the unincorporated a

registration revenues amounted to $0.75 per employee on average. Estimated

annexation areas wete based on the average.

The City of Corona levies a business license tax on the basis of gross receip

service providets pay $2 per $1,000 in gross receipts; grocery stores pay $1 pet

receipts, and wholesalers and manufacturers pay $0.75 per $1,000 in receipts.
amounted to $25.29 per employee on average.
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 g
and the City also imposes a TOT rate of 10 percent. Hotel activity was ident

Coronita study atea where there is a 167-room hotel. Hence, TOT revenues wer
zetro in Temescal Valley, El Cerrito and Home Gatdens. TOT revenues in Coroni
assuming 50 percent occupancy on average at the standard nightly rate of $99.

Upon annexation, affected h

d $30 for annual
ential businesses,
constitution law,
reas, the business
revenues in the

ts. Retailers and
$1,000 in gross
The City’s tax

usinesses in the

f hotel bed sales;
ified only in the
e estimated to be
ta were estimated
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Documentary Transfer Tax
Table 5-8:

The County imposes a documentaty
transfer tax (DTT) of $1.10 per $1,000 in
value of property on deeds transferring
property.  Revenue and Taxation Code
§11911 permits general law cities within
counties that have imposed such a tax to
capture half of that amount from the county.

City of Corona $902,115,352

4

13,034,423

The estimated DTT revenues generated

in the annexation areas amount to $124,000 36,884,239

Home Gardens

Documentary Transfer Tax City Share, FY 11-12

88% 435,000

17,786

that would transfer to the annexing city. Corons FY 1213 Budset
rona - udge

Notes:

SUBVENTIONS

(1) Property sales in 2012 were summed from

Sources:  Riverside County Assessor Property S

ales Extract, City of

the Assessor's property

sales extract file. Geo-coding was conducted by Riverside County IT

VEHICLE LICENSE FEES

Cities and counties receive revenue
termed “vehicle license fees” (VLF).
Because VLF revenue is allocated under

Department.

(2) For the City of Corona, actual documentary transfer tax receipts

were known for FY 11-12. The adjustment fai

actual DTT receipts to the product of a) the $0.55/$1,000

ctor is the ratio of

(3) For the annexation areas, the estimated DTT that would transfer

different formulas to counties than to cities,
the fiscal impact on the County is not
symmetric to the fiscal impact on the

to the annexing city is the product of a) the $0
tax rate, b) the 2012 property sales, and c) the
factor.

55/%$1,000 transferable
88 percent adjustment

annexing city.

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

was two percent
rcent.

Histotically, VLF revenue was disttibuted 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.

allocations for existing cities were based on ptior allocations (population). Subseq

Initial
uently, growth in

assessed value affects the allocation. Cities teceive no property taxes in lieu of VLF for the assessed

value within the annexed area at the time of the reotganization, but do receive pro
of VLF for subsequent growth in assessed value in the annexation areas. Betwee
AB 1602 partly remedied the lack of VLF in-lieu property tax for existing develop
areas and newly incorporated areas. AB 1602 provided a population-based
amounted to $50 per capita (in 2006 dollars). However, in 2011, the AB 1602 fix w
the Legislature passed SB 89 and re-directed these revenues to fund state
programs. As a result, the City of Corona would receive only in-lieu VLF based on
assessed values in the annexation areas. That said, the Legislature is considering i
SB 56 (Roth) which would provide for cities to receive in-lieu property tax for a
newly incorporated cities.

perty taxes in lieu
n 2006 and 2011,
ment in annexed
allocation, which
as reversed when
law enforcement

future growth in
n 2013 proposed

nnexed areas and

Counties receive VLF in lieu revenues based on countywide assessed value. Annexation would

not affect the amount of VLF revenues allocated to Rivetside County at the time ¢
or based on subsequent growth thereafter.

f the annexation,
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MUNICIPAL REVENUES

GASs 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 mil¢age and assessed
values of property within the unincotporated 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
counties are based on statewide gas
tax receipts, the countywide
number of registered vehicles,
County-maintained road miles, and
assessed value in the
unincorporated areas of the
County.

! §18,647,179 -$40,059 -$7,932 1$15790 -$20432
4 $16869722 A8 $5656 $11257
® $7271989 -$20,735  -$4,106
tosigngs g0 85 2

$44,060,818 -§89.412 -$17,699 1$35233 -$45,590

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)

The County’s gas tax revenues
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
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.

Notes:
(1) Streets and Highways Code §2103 allocation is'based 75 percent on
countywide registered vehicles, and 25 percent on County-maintained road miles.
(2) Under Streets and Highways Code §2104E, annexation would reduce the
County's allocation by $60 monthly per County-maintained road mile.

(3) Streets and Highways Code §2105 allocation is based 75 percent on
countywide registered vehicles, and 25 percent on County-naintained road miles.
(4) Under Streets and Highways Code §2106, annexation would reduce the
County's allocation due to a decrease in unincorporated ass¢ssed value.

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 formerly
allocated from gasoline sales tax revenues under Proposition 42 (also known as Traffic Congestion
Relief). County allocations under §2103 were temporatily 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 petcent gas tax rate increase and in part to increased fuel sales, and
expects revenues to decrease 26 percent in FY 14-15.%

37 California Local Government Finance Almanac, Shared Revenue Estimates: State Revense Allocations to Cities and Counsies: Highway User
Tax — Revised for 2012-13, May 31, 2013.

REPORT TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CEO 29




ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE i
|

gasoline and diesel consumption. Statewide tevenues declined one percent in 07-08 and 10
percent in FY 08-09 ptiot 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 preferences 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 petrcent annually) related to fuel efficiencies
and use of alternative fuels, and projects long-term increases in petroleum prices.*

Gas tax revenues were projected based on anticipated growth in local popula% and statewide

|
MEASURE A |

The County receives Measure A revenues distributed by the Riverside Coun#y Transportation
Commission (RCTC) through formulaic allocations based on population and sales tax. Measure A
revenues are tevenues from a 0.5 percent sales and use tax which was imposed in 1988 (and
extended in 2002) pursuant to Measute A to fund highway, commuter rail, and transit projects, and
to repair and maintain streets. ‘

Table 5-10: Measure A Local Streets and Roads Revenue Estimates, FY 12 -FY 13

Of the Measure A trevenues
generated in western Riverside
County, 29 percent—Local Streets
and Roads—is = allocated = to -$52,590 -$69,543 -$152,117
jurisdictions based 75 percent on @y 1 ‘ z 1

poplﬂanon and basc‘:d 25 percent 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 jurisdictions (cities and (2010 population in annexation areas), Western Riverside COG (population

the County) received $1 5.61 pet  |projections for affected cities), SCAG Regional Growth Forecast, California Board
Capita on average. The AFA |of Equalization (local sales tax allocations), Hendesliter de Llamas (sales tax by

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

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

0 For FY 12-13, the projected regional sales growth rate is the RCTC projection, or 3.5 percent.
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MUNIC

IPAL REVENUES

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 annual sales to
occupants of the area or two
percent of annual sales derived
from  utility  pipelines  and
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
percent franchise fee on the solid
waste hauler.

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

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

FINES AND FEES

Miscellaneous revenue soutces, such as vehicle fines, code enforcement fine
and fees, that are generated in the annexation study areas were estimated. V.
estimated on the basis of 24-hour population (additive). Animal licenses and ¢
fines were estimated on the basis of the number of housing units.

Not all affected revenue sources were included as revenue impacts; certain reve

Table 5-11: Franchise Fee Estim;

FY 11-12  $3,706,275 -$160,840

-$28.944
FY 12-13 $2,970,000 -$129,684 -$23,202
~ $3,000,000

-$130,513

ates, FY 12 -FY 14

|-$37,764

Fees: Solid Wa -
$2,016911 -$105033 -$18,901 |-$31,086 -$80,512
$2,030,000 -$106,367 -$19,031 |-$31,177 -$80,976
$2,000,000 -$104,410 -$18,618 |-$30,211 -$78,544
ble Television ’ .
$3,036,065 -$129,345 -$17,248 |-$33,842 -$66,861

FY 12-13 $3,360,000 -$146,483 -$19,402 |-$37,810 -$75,057
FY 13-14 $3,360,000 -$145794 -$19,182 |-$37,126 -§$74,051

$47,603 -$123,290
$38011 -$98,726

-$98,180
o |

Sources: Riverside County FY 13-14 Recommended Budget, Ri
Department of Environmental Health, California Department of
housing units), Census 2010 (annexation area population, housin,
growth projections).

Notes:

(1) Electric, gas and other basic franchise fees were estimated as
average unincorporated revenues per 24-hour population, and b)

the annexation area.

(2) Solid waste franchise fees were estimated based on 24-hour p
annexation area, and derive from the average revenues from this
unincorporated areas that are receiving solid waste collection serv
County Department of Environmental Health reported that appr
properties in Temescal Valley and approximately 75 percent of pr
unincorporated areas as a whole receive solid waste collection ser
estimates for each annexation area assume 90 percent receive said

(3) Cable television franchise fees were estimated based on numb

verside County
Finance (population,
y units), SCAG (jobs and

the product of a) the
24-hour population in

opulation in each

ource in the

ices. The Riverside
pximately 90 percent of
operties in the

ivices. The revenue
services.

er of housing units.

5, animal licenses
chicle fines were
ode enforcement

nue streams were

excluded from both the tevenue and expenditure side of the impact analysis for simplicity. Service

charges (e.g., neuter clinic charges)

paid by animal owners throughout the County’s

service area wete

netted out of animal setvices expenditures, and were not included in the revenue impacts for

consistency.
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

6. MUNICIPAL SERVICES

This chapter describes how municipal services are presently provided in the
areas, how setvices would be delivered if the areas are annexed, and relevant infort
cost estimates and assumptions.

annexation study
mation relating to

SERVICE PROVIDER OVERVIEW

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

DIRECTLY AFFECTED SERVICES

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

. General government setvices, including governing board, manage
financial services,

. Law enforcement,”

) Fire protection,”

) Animal control,

. Emergency medical services,

. Code enforcement,

. Building inspection,

. Land use planning,

. Park maintenance and recreation programming,

. Street maintenance, and

[}

Stormwater management and planning.

CONTRACT SERVICES

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

Street sweeping services on public roads (outside gated communities) are prov
Valley by a County contractor, CR&R; upon annexation, the City would contract
Clean Sweep Environmental, for sweeping.

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

*2 Riverside County contracts with the City of Corona to provide fire protection and EMS services to C
northern Temescal Valley.

the study areas.
ticular municipal

he study areas by
1 directly affected

ment, legal and

ontractors; upon

ided to Temescal
with its provider,

ronita, El Cerrito and
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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 Edison; 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 Fl Certito and CSA

21 property taxes in Coronita) would transfer upon annexation of those areas as well.*

UNAFFECTED SERVICES

In many cases, the municipal setvice provider would be unaffected by annexation, because these
services ate delivered by special districts or ptivate 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.

. 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.

o Water distribution setvices 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 presumably continue to be served by Home Gardens Water District upon
annexation.

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

Corona.

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

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

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

] Countywide setrvices, such as regional parks, open space, coroner, and courts, are

delivered by the County to both unincotporated areas and to areas within city
boundaties, and would be unaffected.

* CSA 134 also includes territory in Horsethief Canyon which is located outside the proposed annexation area
* There are 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 Temescal Valley annexation area (in tax rate areas 059-095 and 0591128).
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MUNI

CIPAL SERVICES

LAW ENFORCEMENT

The Riverside County Sheriff provides law enforcement, detective and helicopt

Temescal Valley, El Cetrito and Home Gardens annexation study areas as
unincorporated areas and the neighboring City of Lake Elsinore.

TEMESCAL VALLEY
The Sheriff setves the Temescal Valley area from the Lake Elsinore Sheriff Sta

otganizes patrol service delivery into beats. Beat 71 serves Temescal Valley as wel

the proposed annexation area (Horsethief Canyon and Glen Eden).

Figute 6-2:

Law Enforcement Service Calls pe

er setvices to the
well as adjacent

Hon. The Sheriff

1 as areas outside

r Capita, FY 11-12

Temescal Valley is in the Sheriff’s

Beat number 71. There were 4,588 calls Temescal Valley
for law enforcement setvice in Beat 71 Coronita
El Cerrito

in FY 11-12, of which 70 petrcent

originated in the proposed annexation Home Gardens

area. There were 0.24 calls for service Hossethief Canyon

pet capita (24—hour population) in. | Other Unincorporated

Temescal Valley. By comparison, there City of Corona

were 0.25 service calls per capita in O.IO O.'l sz 0"3 0.’4 05 06
Horsethief Canyon and Glen Eden Service Calls per Capita

combined. Calls for service were more

than double this level in the remainder of the unincotporated areas where there wer
calls, amounting to 0.51 per capita. Calls for service (excluding traffic calls) amoy
capita within the City of Corona in FY 12-13.

e 151,743 service
nnted to 0.41 per

Figure 6-3: Part I Crimes per Capita, FY 11-12
Temescal Valley is a relatively low-
crime area. There were 185 Part I Temescal Valley
crimes committed in the area in FY 11- Coronita
12. Of these, 91 percent were property El Cerrito
crimes, such as burglary, motor vehicle Home Gard
theft, and larceny. Crimes in Temescal ometardens
Valley amounted to 13 crimes per 1,000 Horsethief Canyon
people (24-hour population). By | Other Unincorporated
cqmparison, th'ere. wete slightly more City of Corona
crimes per capita in El Cerrito, Home - ' . - ,
Gardens, and Horsethief Canyon (17). 0 > 10 1> 20 2 30
Crime levels in Coronita. the Clty of Part I Crimes per 1,000 Population Served
Corona, and the remainder of the
unincorporated areas of Riverside County wete roughly double the levels in Temescal Valley.

The Sheriff staffs patrol services in Beat 71 with a minimum of one deputy pe
three 10-hour shifts daily to allow for ovetlapping coverage. Deputies assigned to
be responsible for setvice calls in Beat 72 (Meadowbrook) and for backing up thef
in Beat 74 (Lakeland Village), and Beat 75 (La Cresta).

r shift. There are

Beat 71 may also
r partner on calls
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

Figure 6-4:

Respons

e Times, FY 11-12

Due to the expansive nature of
relatively low-crime 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

access routes, and single routes of

Average Corona

Median Beat 71

Average Beat 71

20 40 60

Response Time (Mir

ingress and egress in several of the areas.

Drive times and response times are

much shorter within neighboring City of MPriority 1 M Priority2 M Prios

80 100

nutes)

ty 3

Corona where the service area is
relatively compact and high-density by comparison.

The Sheriff has a number of specialized units that support patrol including av
device, gang task force, canine, dispatch, hostage negotiations, forensic services, §
Shertiff’s posse, and special investigations. CHP is primarily responsible for traff]
the annexation study ateas. Because sections of the Vehicle Code are not enfot

propetty, traffic enforcement is not petformed in gated communities, such as
Trilogy.

Service Costs

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

Although 4.3 petcent of the 24-hour population within the unincorporated 3
Temescal Valley, only 2.1 petcent of law enforcement service calls from unir
otiginate in Temescal Valley and only 1.4 percent of Part I crimes in unincorporate
in Temescal Valley. The costs of setving Temescal Valley were estimated to be §
11-12 based on the percent of setvice calls originating in the area.

Figure 6-5: Law Enforcement Costs pe

dation, hazardous
earch and rescue,
c enforcement in
ceable on private
The Retreat and

$76 million in FY
er accounting for
ptfsetting revenue

ireas is located in
corporated areas
d areas took place .

1.6 million in FY

2y 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 Cerrito

patrol services amounted to $241 per
capita in the unincorporated areas as a

Home Gardens

X Hotsethief Canyon
whole. By comparison, costs are Other Uni q
. - t
substantially lower in Temescal Valley “ n_mcorporae
due to relatively low levels of setrvice City of Corona | ! ! ! !
calls and crime. $0  $50 $100 $150| $200 $250 $300

Law Enforcement Costs per 1,0

Law enforcement costs per capita in

00 Population Served

other low-crime jurisdictions are
comparable to the estimate for Temescal Valley. For example, patrol costs wete
Eastvale and $102 per capita in Menifee in FY 11-12.

$82 per capita in
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MUNI]

CIPAL SERVICES

FIRE & EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES

The Riverside County Fire Depattment (RCFD) is responsible for providi

wildland fire protection and emergency medical services (EMS) to the annexs
RCFD is staffed and operated by the California Department of Forestry and Fir
Fire) under contract with the County. RCFD contracts with the City of Corona t
to El Cetrito and northern Temescal Valley. Ambulance transport and param

provided by American Medical Response (AMR) in Riverside County.
Figure 6-6:

Existing fire and EMS service to the
Temescal Valley study area is provided primarily
from RCFD Station No. 64. RCFD Station No.
64 is staffed by three personnel, and its primary

apparatus is a Type 1 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 (th

basic life support credentials).

FS No. 64 is located in the southern pottion of the Temescal Valley study area,
setvice provider to the central and southern portions of the study area. About
residential properties in the FS 64 fitrst-in service area are in the proposed
annexation area, and 36 percent are in Horsethief Canyon and the Glen Eden re
responded to 802 service calls in 2011.

RC)

ng structural and
tion study areas.
e Protection (Cal
o provide service
iedic’ services are

FFD Station No. 64

1e remainder have

and is the first-in
64 percent of the
Temescal Valley
sort. The station

Figure 6-7: Fire & EMS Incidents per Capita, 2011
The northernmost portion
of the Temescal Valley study | Horsethief Canyon w 0.0p
area (The Retreat and Wildrose) ‘
was served by RCFD FS. No.
Home Gardens 0.05

15 untl mid-2011. The station
was located in El Cerrito which

D7

it served in addion 0 northern | ricerso N o
Temescal Valley. About 69 |
percent of housing units in the
: : . Temescal Valley 0.06
unincorporated first-in service
area for FS 15 are located in the T y T f y ' '
0.00. 001 002 003 004 005| 006 007 008

Temescal Valley annexation area

and the remainder are in Fl Fire & EMS Incidents per Capita (

24-Hour Population)

Cerrito. FS No. 15 closed in
July 2011 due to budget constraints.
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MUNI

El Cerrito and northern Temescal Valley are now served by City of Corona FS

also provides fire and EMS services to unincorporated Coronita. FS No. 7 respond

calls in the unincorporated areas in 2011. FS No. 7 is staffed by four personnel

whom is a certified paramedic. The primary apparatus is a Type I paramedic engi

contract to RCFD, the City is compensated $0.2 million and $0.6 million resp
services to unincorporated Coronita and El Cerrito. City FS No. 7 responds to abg

service calls in the Temescal Valley study area.

For setvice to a working structure fire, RCFD typically dispatches six engine co

FS No. 64 tesponds to fire incidents in Notrco, Eastvale, Jurupa Valley, Lake E
Temescal Valley,

remainder of southwest Riverside County. For response to structure fires in

RCFD calls on nearby stations FS No. 85 (McVicker Park), FS No. 13 (Home Gan

No. 97 (Lake Elsinore), and seasonal FS. No. 14 (Norco).

Response times to incidents in the annexation study areca vary based on dens

Response time standards for dense urban areas are 6:30 minutes for the 90th perce
petcent of calls be responded in 6.5 minutes or less). For rural areas, such as two-

standard is 10.5 minutes. And for outlying atreas, such as open space, the standard
The County’s goal is artival within five minutes of the fire station receiving the alas
the time. RCFD reported an average response time of 4.5 minutes within Temes¢

petiod of Januaty through October 2012.* By comparison, the City of Corona’s po
within six minutes; the City reported that its response times were 5.2 on average.
ambulance response times is less than 10 minutes in unincorporated areas and less
within the City of Corona.

SERVICE COSTS

Table 6-8: RCFD Costs per Stati
The median cost
per  station  among
contract cities in $62 42?,115 ’1
western Riverside 2386
County was  $1.61 18 $2050
million in FY 11-12; ' $1525713
whereas, the average | . Lake Elsinore | $4,274373

| S6a52340 6
$11,697,68 ‘
3 gt

$3,259,705

Wa | $4440282

Wildomar $1,821,000

cost was $1.56 million.
The median cost was
calculated based on
costs in Beaumont,
Fastvale, Lake Elsinore,

CIPAL SERVICES

No. 7. Corona
ed to 609 setvice
, at least one of
ne company. By
ectively for said
ut 37 percent of

mpanies. RCFD
tlsinore, and the

dens), RCFD FS

ity and location.
ntile (i.c., that 90
acre parcels, the
is 17.5 minutes.
rm 90 percent of
ral Valley for the
licy is to respond
The standard for
than 12 minutes

on, FY 12 - FY 13

$1,705,957

$2,050,000

$1,860,060

5

988,231

E
’ $1,678,686
$1,435,154

Menifee, Moreno
Valley, Norco, Perris,

Sources: Riverside County Fire Department (fire stations), City budgets (fire costs
(unincorporated costs paid by General Fund and structural fire tax)

, County budget

Temecula, and
Wildomar.

* Reported response time statistics for both RCFD and the City reflect turn-out time and travel time, and d
time.

o not include dispatch
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

The RCFD cost of operating fire stations in the unincorporated areas was §1.66 million per
station on average.” The cost was estimated to have increased by 3 percent in FY 12-13. By
compatison, the City of Corona costs wete 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
setvices to northern Temescal Valley and to El Cettito, and $0.2 million for the City’s services to
Coronita in FY 11-12.

Riverside County finances fire and EMS setvices in unincotporated areas with 4 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 ateas. FS No. 64 provides first-in setvice 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 fout-
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 dtiving time of the next closest station, FS 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 larger setvice 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, Notco and Fastvale. FS No. 64 is also part of the regional response system for wildland
fire incidents.

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

1) FS No. 64 continues to setve 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 propetty tax|tevenues, 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
years). 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

a7 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 Vialley. The number of
unincorporated fire stations was 37.7 in FY 12-13, and includes Jurupa Valley.

8 Riverside County Fire 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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CIPAL SERVICES

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
negative impacts on Horsethief Canyon and neighboring cities.

4) RCFD closes FS No. 64: under this approach, the fiscal impact of annex

loss of $1.38 million in property tax revenues, a $0.3 million reduction in

with contractual service, and a $1.6 million reduction in costs associated
station.
Canyon and neighboring cities.

Wildland Fire Protection

Wildland fire protection is provided by Cal Fite to the State Responsibility A

SRA includes unincotporated tettitory, but does not include territory within

Under this approach, annexation would have negative impact

would not have

1tion would be a
costs associated
with closing the
s on Horsethief

rea (SRA). The
the bounds of

incorporated cities, such as Corona. Property ownets within the SRA pay an annual fee of $115-150

pet structure for wildland fire services.* Upon annexation, wildland fire service pro

- made available to the annexation area on a contract basis to Corona. The City wo

tection would be
uld pay for these

setvices at a tate of $23.11 per acre (for the 4,300 affected actes). RCFD has raised concerns about

Cotrona honoting its intent to contract for wildland protection, and reports that

Corona failed to

maintain such an agreement for two previous annexations (Eagle Valley and Fagle 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.
company for ambulance transport and associated pre-hospital care; AMR bills the
insurance provider for these chatges. In addition, the City charges $350 per incide
medical services provided by its Fire Department. Although these charges may n
health insurance, the City offets a subscription fee of $48 annually; subscribing
subject to the $350 per incident charge.

% Owners of habitable structures that are within the boundasies of a local fire protection agency receive 3

habitable structure. The fee has been waived in FY 12-13.

Presently, they are charged by the private ambulance

respective health
nt for emergency
ot be covered by
residents are not

reduction of $35 per
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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 setvices, provides animal patrols for
stray and injured animals, investigated inhumane animal treatment allegations, sells dog licenses,
tescues animals during natural disasters and enforces animal regulations. These services are
provided to the annexation study areas from the Westetn Riverside Shelter located in Jurupa Valley.

The County’s animal setvice costs amounted to $15.2 million in FY 11-12. The
services to unincorporated areas as well as certain cities; cities pay contract billin
County, and animal owners throughout the service area pay service charges (¢
charges). Net of these revenue streams, the cost of animal services was $9.4
amounted to $72 per housing unit in the unincorporated areas in FY 11-12.9
department reported that the majority of its costs of running the affected shelt
reduced as a result of annexation; similatly, costs of the two field officers
unincorporated areas would not be affected. Variable costs that could be reduced
associated with the number of impounded animals (e.g., animal food, medical ca
cleaning supplies) and costs associated with the number of after-hours calls (e.g., st
standby pay). These variable costs amounted to 14 percent of net costs. The
annexation was estimated as 14 petcent of the net cost per housing unit.

County provides
o charges to the
>.g., spay/neuter
million, which

The affected
>r would not be
who serve the
1 are those costs
re, supplies, and
aff overtime and
fiscal impact of

0

prated ateas than
sek), whereas the
Shelter is more
d 21 miles from
miles distance.

Service levels provided to the annexation study areas are higher in the unincorp
in the City. The Western Riverside Shelter is open 41 hours weekly (six days per w¢
Corona Shelter is open 22 hours weekly (four days per week). The Corona
convenient for annexation area residents. The Western Riverside Shelter 1s locate
the center of the Temescal Valley annexation atea, whereas the Corona shelter is 12

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

innexation study
corporated areas,
nts with dogs.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

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

yard.

The City of Corona provides these setvices through its Department

Development. The depattment consists of three divisions: Planning, Community I
Redevelopment. Planning is tasked with short and long-term community plann

Preservation maintains and assures the safety, appearance and value of buildings an
City by conducting code enforcement.”

%0 The net cost excludes revenue sources paid by contract cities and animal owners throughout the service
portion paid by animal license revenue fot consistency with the revenue portion of the fiscal impact analysis.

3 Redevelopment's goal is to revitalize certain portions of the City; create, preserve, and enhance affordal

creative, long-term redevelopment opportunities; however, redevelopment is not affected by annexat

redevelopment project areas within the annexation study areas at present. Redevelopment is financed separatel
road funds that are the focus of this study. Hence, redevelopment is not covered in the AFA.

of Community
Preservation, and
ing. Community

d propetty in the

area, but includes the

ble housing; and seek
jon as there are no
y from the general and
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The annexation study areas presently receive planning services from Riverside County. Upon
annexation, the City’s Department of Community Development would provide theiTe services.

PLANNING

Advance planning services include countywide studies, area/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 lanq use designations
for a two-year petiod 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 disan:tionary 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 setvices—zoning permits, land division and research, application review, impact
analysis and special projects. Cutrent planning services are primarily funded on a fee basis. The
County’s net cost of planning setvices was $9.9 million in FY 11-12, which amoupted to $6.51 per
capita (24-hour); due to budget cuts, the estimated cost in FY 12-13 was $5.53 per d‘aplta

CODE ENFORCEMENT

Code enforcement services are provided by County TLMA, with fire and animal-related
enforcement by the Fire Department 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
Pertis, while the Coronita, El Cettito and Home Gardens areas are served by the ode 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 relating to commercial structures that violate zoning provisions. Fot
purposes of estimating costs in the annexation areas, the costs wete 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 setvices there were estimated as 50
petcent 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 compatison, the City of
Corona spending on code enforcement in FY 12-13 amounted to $11 per housing unit.

52 Government Code §56375(€).
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Both the City and County provide code enforcement inspections upon receis
about potential violations. In cases regarding potential threats to health and safe
and County respond within 24 hours. Examples of threats to health and safety incl
sewage problems, hazardous materials and chemicals.

ring a complaint
ty, both the City
ude fire hazards,

LIBRARY

The Riverside County Library System (RCLS) provides library operations and f;
the annexation study ateas. The County Library has branch locations in Fl Ce
Gardens. The County’s Home Gardens and Lake Elsinore branches are open |
weekly, whereas the El Cerrito branch is open 20 hours weekly.

Based on proximity, the Temescal Valley atea is primarily served by the El Ce
Gardens branches which are located 6.3 and 9.5 miles, respectively, driving di
Trilogy community in Temescal Valley. From the Sycamore Creek subdivision in
the El Cetrito branch is closest (8.5 miles) followed by Lake Elsinore (11.5 miles)
(11.6 miles), and Cotona library (12.9 miles). The Corona branch is closest
annexation atrea.
jurisdiction, and may choose a library based on convenience and amenities.

Library users ate not tequited to patronize a branch within

acility services to
rrito and Home

50 and 43 hours

orrito and Home
stance from the
Temescal Valley,
Home Gardens
to the Coronita
their particular

21,160
22655
54,132
134136

7581 Rudell Rd., 92881 County
Home Gardens 3785 Necce St, 92879 County
Lake Elsinore 600 W. Graham, 92530 County
Coroma 650 S. Main St 92882 Cits
Source: California State Library Statistics 2012

2006 (
1955 7,500
1993 62300

50
43
48,

1,100

r the Corona SOI

California State Library statistics indicate that the County Library operating ca
and Home Gardens combined were $1.0 million in FY 10-11.% Assuming the custqg
two libraries includes Temescal Valley, the operating costs per capita amounted
comparison, the City of Corona library’s operating costs were $2.6 million in 1
amounts to $16.93 per capita assuming the service area includes the city limits as we|

Corona has proposed to serve Temescal Valley residents from the City’s existit
shift $0.3 million in library-related property taxes from the County to the City. U

RCLS would be unable to reduce its library operating costs without having a ne
service levels for residents of the El Cerrito and Home Gatdens areas.

annexed as well.

RCLS v
reduce its opetating costs, however, if the El Cerrito and/or Home Gardens 4

sts at El Cettito
mer base for the
| to $30.25. By
Y 10-11, which
Il as Coronita.

ng library, and to
Jpon annexation,
vative impact on

vould be able to
reas were to be

PARKS AND RECREATION

Riverside County provides patk maintenance, and recreation programming

annexation study areas. County-maintained public parks within the unincorporate
listed in Table 6-10, along with their study area location.

% California State Library, California Library Statistics 2012 (2010-2011 fiscal year), 2012 Note that the County’s

costs (net of fine revenue) are reflected at 18 percent more than total branch operating costs.

setvices to the
d study areas are

total library operating
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Table 6-10: County-Maintained Public Parks in Study Areas
The County
standard for the / ‘ -
prov151.on of parkland in Montecito 6 Ballfields, Tot-lot
Fhe unincorporated areas Coral Canyon Park 9  Ballfields, Tot-lot
is three acres of local
parkland  per 1,000 Deleo Sports Park 25 Ballﬁeld's, splash patk, skateboard park, dog
residents. Actual | .. atk, ,Chﬂdr(;g's play area
developed parkland in E Cenio. . @ . s
the Temescal Valley area |El Cerrito Sports 21 Ballfields, tennis coutts, tot-lots
amounts to 2.4 acres per |Park
1,000 residents. |Home Gasdens l e
Although the area does |[ome Gardens NP = Basketball court, tot-lot
not meet the County’s |- mmunity Center

standard, it should be
noted that there are private parks and recreational amenities within the vario

including golf courses, swimming and hiking trails. Within the El Cerrito annexatic
21-acre El Certito Sports Park; parkland amounts to 4.0 acres per 1,000 residents.

us communities,
n area, thete is a
In Home

Gatdens, there is a community centet. There are no public parks in Coronita. There is no County-

maintained open space within the study areas; however, the County operates neatby

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
space with scattered mountainous residential uses on scattered private in-holdings
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service.

The City of Corona’s standard for the provision of parkland is also three acres
1,000 residents. Actual developed parkland in the City limits amounts to 341 acres

1,000 residents, somewhat lower than the County’s setvice level in Temescal Canyon.

The County finances park maintenance costs with CSA 152, Zone B as
assessment is paid by new development that followed creation of this zone in 200
to $250-$296 per housing unit in FY 13-14. The Zone had a fund balance of ap
million at the end of FY 12-13 available for park financing, with annual revenues of|

Both the City and the County have park fee ordinances in conformance with th
Act (Government Code §66477), requiting new development to dedicate a minimy
of parkland petr 1,000 residents, or payment of in-lieu fees. The County’s in-lieu
based on the fair market value of land and varies depending on the density of the de¢
County reported that a typical subdivision in Temescal Valley (within CSA 152 B) w
$2,608 pet unit in in-lieu fees. The City of Corona’s in-lieu fee is approximately $12
unit for local parkland, in addition to $7,625 for parkland and open space.*
industrial development pays only for parkland and open space.

RECREATION SERVICES

by natural open
and is managed

of parkland per
, or 2.2 acres per

sessments.  The
1, and amounted
proximately $3.3
$0.5 million.

e State’s Quimby
im of three acres
fee is calculated
svelopment. The
rould pay $2,168-
2,708 per housing
Commercial and

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

> City of Corona, City of Corona Develgpment Inmpact 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 transfetred 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 spott ot 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. Thase residents who
presently 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 tepairs, pothole tepair, biweekly street sweeping, tree trimming, graffiti abatement
and sign operation and maintenance. Street lighting maintenance is provided through LLMD 89-1.

Road-related services 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 ot
community management company, and not by the County. Gated communities with private roads
are located in the Temescal Valley study atea, and include The Retreat (northern Temescal Valley)
and the southern portion of the Ttilogy 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 Cotona directly maintains all non-highway (artetial, collector, local and residential)
publicly-maintained roadways within the City. The City does not provide road maintenance to
private roadways and related faciliies.” Road-related services provided by the City of Corona to
approximately 352 centetline 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.

%5 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 centetline miles in Coronita (responsibility shared with City on 0.4 miles),
16.3 miles in El Cerrito (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 compJ)site index called
the Pavement Condition Index (PCI). Each segment of pavement is rated for distress (i.e., cracks
and potholes) and the extent and sevetity 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 beats
maintenance tesponsibility. A PCI of 75 ot 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.

Figute 6-11:  Road Area by Condition, 2013
\

Most of the roads in the study area
are relatively new and in good condition. | Temescal Valley
County-maintained roads within the

Temescal Valley study area are in the Coronita
good to very good range, with local roads
tending to be in slightly better condition ElCerrito

than major roads. The weighted average
PCI in Temescal Valley is 73. By | HomeGardens
compatison, the average PCI is 70 in 0% 0% 0% 60° 80%  100%
Coronita, 67 in El 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 BGood i Fair BPoor

its average PCI is 75.

Service Levels

Table 6-12- Street Service Levels

The County and the ;
City offer comparable ; __ monitored/software
service levels for street pital imy 'y : .
services. Both monitor
pavement conditions
with modern computer
tools, and make mid-
range plans for spending
and investments in the
roadways they maintain.

Biweekly-resid ential
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).

d

% Data on centerline miles of County-maintained roads were provided by the Riverside County Surveyor’s offig
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MUNICIPAL SERVICES
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 AR P il B
. . 11 Cr INOa e
mile was spent on road maintenance, and _ peodingp .
. W Maintenance Total B Reconstruction
$17,458 on street reconstruction.® The

County maintains both utban and rural roads; spending on urban roads, such
annexation areas is generally higher because traffic volume and associated wear an
twice as high on urban roads than on rural roads.

Generally counties receive substantially mote generous gas tax allocations
maintenance services. Riverside County received $18,769 in gas tax per road 1
compared with $11,965 in Corona. Like most cities, Corona relied on general fu
assessments to supplement its available transportation financial resources.

Cost Analysis

The County spent an average of $53,317 per road mile in the unincorporated at
FY 11-12, of which $36,531 was for street maintenance and reconstruction and
construction. The spending level was calculated as the product of the total budget

as those in the
d tear is roughly

o finance street
nile in FY 11-12
nd revenues and

eas as a whole in
$16,787 for new
for the County’s

Transportation fund in the particular year and the propottion of street spending that the County had

reported to the State Controller to be associated with maintenance and reconstructi
as opposed to new construction and right-of-way acquisition; new construction was
a lack of comparability (i.e., developer fees and contributions).

For the Temescal Valley annexation atea, the County reported that it spent
discretionary street maintenance projects within the last three fiscal years, in additio
on the Indian Truck Ttrail interchange. This amounts to $3.5 million annually on av,
per road mile. Major projects completed in this time include resurfacing on Knab
Point Dtive, widening of the Indian Truck Trail interchange ramps, construction
Indian Truck Trail interchange, and slurty sealing in the Wildrose area.

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

7 City of Corona and Riverside County Annual Road Repotts to the California State Controller’s Office
Department of Transportation, 2071 California Pubkic Road Data, October 2012. Strect maintenance expendit
overlay, sealing, storm damage, and traffic signal maintenance; maintenance excludes expenditures for new str
reconstruction and right of way acquisition. This analysis excludes spending on new street construction and pu
so that compatisons could be drawn without reflecting the extent of growth in each respective jurisdiction.

%8 Undistributed engineering and administrative costs reported by each of the agencies was allocated proport
cost activity.

on (68.5 percent)
excluded due to

$2.8 million on
n to $7.7 million
erage, or $87,852
e Road and Pats
of signals at the

o the benchmark

xation areas, the

FY 11-12; California
tures include patching,
eet construction, street
rchase of rights-of-way

onally to the reported
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

The County presently provides building inspection, permit review and plan c

new development and property rehabilitation projects in the annexation study are
for these setvices is largely dependent on the volume of new construction and dej
As the County was determined to have financed these services entirely from buildin

and plan check fees in the Riverside LAFCO incorporation studies, the AFA d
would be reasonable to exclude both revenue and cost impacts associated with
from the fiscal impacts analysis.

DISTRICT SERVICES

Street lighting, street sweeping, and financing of other setvices are provided by
For its proposed annexation of Ten

dependent districts to the annexation areas.
City of Corona has proposed to detach tetritory from the respective County-depen
to transfer associated revenues and responsibilities to the City.

Table 6-14:

- $4047
$12,247

oronits {par)
Coronita (parf)
_ Home Gardens.
Home Gardens

TemescaiVaEey

Lighting
; Stteet nghtmg
Street L1ghtmg

Street Lﬁghmg, Lmdscapmg

. ‘ ’  Sheriff & Parks for new growth
El Cerﬂto Street nghnng

AR

CSA 135 $17845
Csatsz ;

CSA 152B Temescal Valley, $509,961

: . 42,43, 47,135,152, 168) .
Sources RlVCfSldE: LAFCO (MSR on CSAs in Western Rlversde, 2005), Riverside County (Recommended Budget FY 13-14); R1verstde Coul

Report.

County-Dependent Districts Serving

25 Regional sports facility $250-296 a;
El Cerrito
LLMD 871 Tememtwney NP Street Lighting (Zones 10,16, 21,

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 y
extent of landscaping, and extent of drainage basins). Assessments increase annually with inflation, and are tied to specific services detailed in

heck services for
as. The demand
velopment plans.
g permit charges
etermined that it
building services

various County-
rescal Valley, the
dent districts and

Annexation Areas

wmber of street lights,

the respective Engineer's

Stormwater Quality

The County provides inspection and clean-up of storm drains and debr

annexation study areas to temove spills, accumulated sediment and vegetation.”

Depattment is responsible for conducting planning and meeting increasingly str
Upon annexation, th

requirements for stormwater reporting and management.

is basins in the
In addition, the
ingent regulatory
e County Flood

Control District (FCD) would retain tesponsibility for regional flood control and local drainage

infrastructure that meets FCD standards and has been accepted into the FCD sys

% The County is generally not responsible for cleaning storm drains in gated communities, although the Coun
storm drains in gated communities that have been turned over to the District. Otherwise, underground drains
inspected by the County every seven years, and drains in commercial areas inspected every 1-3 years. Drain cle
needed.

% Flood control infrastructure under construction by private developers to be transferred to the County will be
of the City until such time that it is accepted by the County for maintenance.

tem.®

The City

ty FCD does maintain
in residential areas are
an-up is performed as-

come the responsibility
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would be responsible for inspecting and cleaning drains, and meeting regulatory
management planning.

Stormwater fees are charged to property owners to pay for draining water run
when homes, patios, driveways ot other structures prohibit water from seeping into

The County’s street sweeping patcel fee is $40-70 per lot annually, and the C

assessments of $38-43 per parcel. By compatison, the City finances stormwater
CSA 152 assessments, and its general, water reclamation and electric utility funds.

Street Lighting
The County provides funding for street lighting services to the annexation

public roads. Lighting setvices and enetgy costs are funded by assessments paid by,
in the study areas and allocated to Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District N

134.

CIPAL SERVICES

requirements for

ff, which occurs
the ground.

SA 152 drainage
services through

study areas with
property owners
0. 87-1 and CSA

Southetn 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 stre

as assessment revenue is assumed to cover associated Southern California Edis
annexation, the County street lighting assessments would be transferred to the co
The annexation study areas would be detached from LLMD 87-1, and the City wo
lighting services from assessments upon annexation.

Landscape Maintenance

et lighting funds,
on costs. Upon
ntrol of the City.
uld finance street

Landscape maintenance petformed within the study areas in unincorporated Riverside County

occuts through zones of Landscape and Lighting Distticts 87-1, administered by t
Benefiting propetties pay an assessment through their property tax bill to maintair

landscaping and appurtenant improvements within the District. Maintenance costs
are proportionately spread among all benefiting properties within the zone based

ot numbet of patcels, with each propetty being assessed only for the cost of the im
which direct (“special”) benefit is received. Costs associated with improvements

of “general benefit” (benefitting surrounding properties or the public at large) mus
other revenue soutces, and ate excluded from the “special benefit” assessment. Th
and ensure the continued maintenance, administration, and operation of imprd
within the public tights-of-way and dedicated landscape easements associated with
individual parcels within the Districts.

he County EDA.
n and service the
within each zone
on either acreage
provements from
determined to be
t be funded from
e District provide
vements located
rarious tracts.and
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MUNI

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste Collection

Solid waste collection in the study areas is provided weekly by Waste Managen

of single-family homes and apartments with four or fewer units, and to businesses.

WMI revenues in the annexation study areas (net of tipping fees) is paid to the Co
fees. The County’s solid waste enterprise is funded by service charges and fees. F

the enterprise are not modeled in the AFA, as revenue impacts are expected
comparable expenditure impacts.

Table 6-15:

The City has an
exclusive franchise
with - WMI for solid
waste collection both
for residential and
comtnercial service.
The City bills most of
its solid waste
customers directly
through the City’s
water bill, specifically
those within its water
service area; WMI bills
customers outside the City’s water service area. Since the City does not propose
service to Temescal Valley, the area would pay the solid waste rates charged by WM

Green waste service is not provided in Temescal Valley, because residents voic

green waste service due to associated fees. By comparison, the City offers green was

Landfill

The El Sobrante landfill is located to the east of the Temescal Valley annex
landfill is owned and operated by WMI, and Riverside County Waste Managem

operates the associated scale house, implements a load check program, and acts a
CEQA analysis of landfill-related projects.

Nine landfill-related parcels ate located within the proposed annexation area b

parcels ate owned by WMI and contain landfill-related access roads and habitat cot

WMI and Riverside County Waste Management Department have recommended

excluded from the annexation area boundaties to avoid dividing the disposal facility
jurisdictions out of concetn that that would result in a burdensome and costly

entitlement process for future landfill-related projects.®

¢! Correspondence from WMI Director of Landfill Operations to Riverside LAFCO Executive Officer, June 28

Solid Waste Ser

CIPAL SERVICES

nent to residents
Eight percent of
unty as franchise
fiscal impacts on
to be offset by

vice Comparison

to provide water
L.

ed opposition to
te service.

ation area. The
ient Department
s lead agency for

oundaries. These
hservation. Both
these patcels be
r among multiple
/ permitting and

, 2013,
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS:

TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

REDEVELOPMENT

Riverside County formetly operated a redevelopment agency (RDA) with redevelopment areas

in the Temescal Valley, El Cetrito and Home Gardens annexation areas.

In

2011, the State

dissolved redevelopment agencies; successor agencies ate responsible for continuing to make debt

payments. The County RDA financed a number of capital projects in the annexation areas:

0 Deleo Regional Spotts Park in the Temescal Valley annexation area was financed
primarily by the County RDA at a cost of $9.6 million. The RDA successor agency
owns the park 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 Spotts Park was constructed in 2010 at a cost of $13.5 million.

. The Home Gardens Fire Station was completed in 2005 with the assistance of $2 million
in RDA funding.

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

. In Home Gardens, the RDA financed $5.5 million in stteet, storm drain and landscaping
improvements.

Table 6-16: Redevelopment Debt Associated with Annexation Areas

The RDA-

funded capital {figed L

projects were  |Deleo Regional Sports  Temescal $9.6 2006 Series B FY 2036-37 $33.3

financed with tax [Park Valley

allocation  revenue ‘Tcmﬁwd Cmgmn Rd Tenwscai %«3 %ﬂﬁ

bonds that are [Widening ~  Valley _ :

secured by ptoperty |El Cerrlto Sports Park El Cerrito $13‘5 2006 Series B FY 2036-37 $33.3

tax increment [Haoi 1e‘Gardens Fire j Home ' FYZT?)&&S’T

revenues generated |Smtion  Gardens -+ | .

both - within and |Home Gardens lerary Home $4.0 2005 Series 2034 $15.5

outside the |& Community Center ‘anrdeps . B

annexation  areas. |Home fﬁardmﬁwwﬁw  Home o ’f@?}?‘ & % .

The RDA’s long- and Landscaping Gardem o

term debts were |Sources: Riverside County RDA, Annual Audit Report for Period Ended ]anuary 31, 201 2 Gontmumg

trans f erre d to the Disclosure Ta.bles for the Rfversxde County Public Financing Authority Tax Allocation Bo nds Series 2004, Series
N 2005 and Series 2006-B; Riverside County CEO.

County’s successor

agency, and remain enforceable obligations.
(Govetnment Code §56121), the associated revenues, assets and debt obligations

Given protections for bondholders

remain with the County’s successor agency until the debts have been repaid.

in the CKH Act
are assumed to
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SUMMARY
Table 6-17:  Annexation Impacts on County Costs, FY 11-12

County General Fur o oy ; 451585 4482878
Sheriff Patrol NCC 1,587,701 978,989 2,535,576
Animal Services (net charges) 57,305 7,641 14,99 29,622
Code Enforcement (net grants, charges) 250,620 66,339 259,099
Planning (net county cost) 89,404 16,089 68,532

re Department 190016 1,590,000

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 toad 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: Comparison 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 [EEETST—— L EEEE—
that annexation would have a
$0.4 million positive impact
on the County general fund wod , o .
(excluding RCFD impacts), a Net Impact  -$2,261,704  -$2,269,199  -$2,580,188 $375,689
nearly neutral impact on Revenues -$4,546,734 -$4,599,330  -$4,826,551 -$3,578,154
County Libraty, and a $0.1 | Costs _ $2285030  -$2330,131  -§2246363  -$3,953843
million negative impact on [Libs . ...
the County Transportatjon Net Impact -$337,352 -$355,180 -$354,679 -$8,410

Fund in FY 12-13. Revenues $337,352  -$355180  -$354,679 -$381,098
‘ , Costs $0 $0 $0 -$373,588

The primary differences |gree gewm o amee . D
between the City and County | Nermpaer  $1095934  $930792  $1288235  -$114244
estimates  relate to law Revenues -$352,505 $320946  -$345299 -$330,579
enforcement costs, County Costs $1,448439  $1260,738  -$1,633,534 $216,335

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

The County’s fiscal analysis estimated law enfotcement cost impacts based on a case study
approach for service in Temescal Valley; whereas, the City’s analysis estimated cost impacts using a
per capita approach that assumes that service needs in Temescal Valley are representative of the
unincorporated areas as a whole. This difference amounts to $1.8 million. The County estimates its
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: TEMESCAL VALLEY AND CORONA SPHERE

annexation-related law enforcement cost savings would have been $1.7 million (in H
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 n
impacts to County Fite. The County general fund suppozts 65-70 percent of fire
unincorporated ateas; for that reason, the County’s analysis includes fire impacts y
fund. The County’s analysis found that annexation would have a net impact of
County Fire; associated property tax revenues would shift to the City but the Co

only $0.3 million in contract costs without reducing setvice levels in Horsethief C:

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 nega
the County’s analysis consideted to be overstated. The City’s analysis reported

impact for animal licenses and charges than did the County for animal licenses (a
difference). The City reported a greatet impact on general property taxes ($0.1 mi
The City’s analysis included annexation-telated revenue impacts on federal in-lic
earnings, rents, and miscellaneous revenues; the County’s analysis found these rey
latgely unaffected ($0.1 million difference). The City’s analysis did not include cos
to Animal Services, whereas the County’s analysis included those impacts ($0.1 milli

The City’s analysis estimated that the County Library would shed $0.4 millios
aftet annexation. This was calculated using a per capita methodology assumes tha
Temescal Valley tesidents rely on County Library services to the same degree as
County Library setvice area as a whole, and 2) that County Library could proportig
budget after annexation to effectively provide library services to the remaining s
City’s assumptions are not mitrored in its analysis of annexation fiscal impacts on th
teport assumed that the City is alteady serving Temescal Valley and that after ant
would not spend additional funds on library setvices for Temescal Valley.

For Transportation Fund impacts, the City estimated the cost impacts on the C
per capita methodology that assumes that street-related spending in Temescal Valle
to per capita spending elsewhere in the County. By contrast, the County’s analysi

Y 12-13 dollars);

ot include fiscal
>-related costs in
nder the general
$1.1 million on
unty could shed
anyon. The City

tive impacts that
1 higher revenue
net $0.2 million
llion difference).
u taxes, interest
renues would be
t impacts related
on difference).

1 in library costs
t assumes that 1)
residents of the
nately reduce its
rrvice area. The
1e City; the City’s
nexation the City

ounty based on a
y is proportional
s focuses on the

County’s average spending pet County-maintained road mile for purposes of maintenance and

reconstruction.

Fiscal Mitigation Payment

When an annexation proposal will potentially cause a significant negative fis
another jurisdiction, the annexing agency is tequired to discuss fiscal mitigation 3
jurisdiction, as discussed in Chapter 2.

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

Flexibility in negotiations affords the oppottunity for the County and City t
other than those LAFCO would impose. For example, tax sharing could be accom]
combination of property and sales tax so that both parties could reduce the risk
reliant on one or the other revenue stream. Recent financial events have d
differences in timing of economic cycles on the two tevenue streams. The disadvar

cal impact upon

with the affected

million negative
ough annexation
re required to be
re impacts on the

o consider terms
plished through a
. of being overly
emonstrated the
ntage of the City-
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\

County negotiation process is that the parties may fail to reach agreement. Even if ‘Fhe public favors
annexation, it cannot be forced upon the County if it would harm the County finandially.

Futute 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 resetves); 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 opportunity to consider a longer planning petriod than just a single year, and
perhaps 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 Setrano specific plan has capacity for 6.8 million square feet of commercial
development, the County’s fiscal impact analysis of Settano estimated the project would have a $0.7
million positive impact on the County genetal fund.®? The Toscana specific plan has capacity for
1,364 housing units; residential growth is also expected in Sycamore Creek.

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 analysi included a $1.7
million negative impact on propetty taxes in lieu of vehicle license fees; howeyer, this County
tevenue 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
overstated 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 General, Fire and Library funds combined, annexation of all of thﬁ Corona sphere
ateas 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 El
Cetrito 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 Annexati#n Area, FY 11-12

County General Fund -2,270,455 -223,294 906,173 3,231,281
County Library -337,352 -26,102 201,727 725,200

6 Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Servano Specific Plan Fiscal Impact Anatysis, 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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FiscAL IMPACT ON CITY

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

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
should be

approximate
reasons:

analysis
considered
for several

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 L

General Fund

Rﬁvm f
Property tax
Property tax in liew of VLF
Sales and use taxes
Business license taxes
Other taxes
Licenses and permits
Fines & forfeitures
Intergovernmental
Other sources

st
Police
Fire
Public Works
Community Development
Library
Parks & Recreation
General Government
Other

Net Fl&ﬁsi himfgmt

revenue impacts
associated with

Source:. Stanley R. Hoffman Assodiates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fz.rm/ Impact
Analysis , 2013.

$2,841,107 $22 4004

$5,045,111
$0 $1,338,152 $1,338,152
$1,554,041 $2,903,540 $4,457,581
$38317 $249,929 $288,246
$225,699  $126,026 $351,725
$420,682 $313,486 $734,168
$119,100 ETZ 129 $211,229
$27,239 2,618 $39,857
$808 007 $6l7 983 $1.475.,990
. $5989914 $53 ;
$2,500,000 $2,312,359 $4,812,359
$2.165,024 $1,400,000 $3,565,024
$726,085 $561,659 = $1,287,744
$122,873 $95,048 $217,921
$0 $96,902 $96,902
$0  $391,746  $391,746
$453,949 $405,513 $859,462
$21,983 7,»567

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

$109 550

recteation in Temescal Valley, but does not post associated expenditures. The study explains
that the City is currently providing patk, 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 Fisal 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
Temescal Valley would
have an undetermined

fiscal impact on the
City’s road funds. Road-Related Funds

The Temescal Valley Revenues . - L
Study area would Operatlons & Maintenance

generate approximately (?as Tax $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

$295955  $137,002  $433,047

fiscal impact analysis.® ' E penditures ‘ NP Pl
There would be no Operations & Maintenance

fiscal mitigation payment Transfer to General Fund  $106,153  $49,172  $155,325

from the City to the

~ Capital Funds NP ~ NP ‘ NP
County associated with et o - NP
road funds, because the Source: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Impact
County’s cost savings |Asapsic, 2013.
exceed revenue losses.

6 Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc., Temescal Canyon Annexation Area Fiscal Impact Analysis, 2013.
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7. SOURCES

DATA SOURCES

Popnlation and Housing Units

unincorporated areas as a whole

Assessor parcel-level data

2010 Census of Population and Housing

Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growt
(estimated number of by census tract and by city)

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Cutrent Employment Statistics
estimates and trend)

Growth Projections

. Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Grows

(projected housing, population and job growth by city)

Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growy
(projected housing, population and job growth by census tract)

County Planning response to consultant request for information on p
and approved development activity by area

. Analysis of aerial and street-view photographs (google.com)

Housing Prices
[ ]

Riverside County Assessor parcel-level data on homes sold, 2009-2012

Federal Housing Finance Agency (formerly Office of Federal Ho
Oversight) data on historical real housing appreciation rates

Commercial Real Estate Prices

. Riverside County Assessor patcel-level data on properties sold

o LoopNet.com data on asking prices for commercial real estate

National Burean of Economic Research Working Paper 14708 (February

histotical commercial price appreciation rates

Taxable Sales

California Department of Finance data on housing units and populati

Riverside County Assessot parcel-level data on housing units by study ar

Riverside County GIS census tract geo-coding of Census 2010 data, an

Dun & Bradstreet, Hoover’s data on businesses in Temescal Valley, 201]

on in cities and

ca

id geo-coding of

h  Forecast, 2012

countywide job

p Forecast, 2012

h Forecast, 2008

ending, recorded

using Enterprise

2009) data on
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Subventions

Municipal Revenue Trends and Projections

Roadways

Hendetliter de Lllamas

Board of Equalization quartetly Fund Distribution Quarterly Allocation S.
Burns Local Tax (taxable pool and shares)

Board of Equalization quarterly Taxable Sales reports (

SOURCES

ummary. of Bradley

California State Controllers’ Ofﬁée, Monthly Highway Users Tax Apportionments, FY 12-13.

U.S. Energy Information Administration, Annnal Energy Outlook 2013.

California Local Government Finance Almanac.

California State Controllet, Streets and Roads Annual Report FY 09-10, 201
City of Corona, Streets and Roads Annnal Report FY 11-12, 2012.

City of Corona budget documents, 2013.

Rivetside County budget documents and correspondence from CEO, 2(
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

CalTrans HPMS data, 2012

1.
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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

Henderliter 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, Katen Johnson, Elizabeth Olson, Rohini
Dasika

Riverside County Department of Environmental Health: John Watkins
Riverside County Fite Department: John Hawkins, Steve Cutley, Diane Sinclair, Tony Mecham
Riverside County EDA: Suzanne Holland, Amber Jacobson

Rivetside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District: Mark Wills
Riverside County I'T: 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

Rivetside County TLMA: David Jones, Greg Flannery, Tracey Towner, David Mare

w

Riverside County Waste Management Department: Ryan Ross
Riverside LAFCO: George Spiliotis

Stanley Hoffman Associates: Stan Hoffman, Marcine 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, FY 11-12 Through FY 13-14
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SUPPLEN

Table 8-2: Property Tax Allocation

Auditor Calculation FY 11-12
Net of RDA

Auditor Net as % of Geo SBF 84.6%

One petcent of Net $ 21,452,642 51659829 § 1,1

$ 2145264 § 165983 § 1

AENTAL TABLES

by Area, FY 11-12

etty Taxes 5  $1659829 66 $5.026419
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 Asnexation. 119% 5023125 25435345 ; 444,467,
Riverside County General 3.9% 3,306,373 826,593 63,955 44833 144,457
Riverside County Fire 6.4% 1,379,400 = 1,379,400 106,721 74,812 241,054
_ Riverside County Library 1.6% 1337352 337,352 18297 58956
{Unaffected by Annexafion . o ¢
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 Parks/Open Space 0.4% 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
_ Resoutce Consetvation 0.3% 0 53,825 0 0 ' 0
Assessed Value ($1,0008 = ‘ . .
Geocoded Assessor SBF Gross $ 2536,270 $ 187446 § 429889 $ 567,637

16,355 § 374,910

63,545 § 3,749,101

Sources: Riverside County Auditor-Controller: 1) Estimated Tax Transfer: Annexation for County Fire for Temescal Canyon, M
Roll for Temescal SOI TRAs, 3) Unsecured Roll for Temescal SOI TRAs, and 4) Property Tax Allocation FY 11-12, Nov. 2011;
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)
for redevelopment and ERAF. ‘TRAs included in the analysis were: 059-011, 059-018, 059-041, 059-050,.059-051, 059-052, O
089, 059-090, 059-094 through 059-099, 059-102, 059-109, 059-116 through 059-120, 059-123 through 059-128, 059-130, 05

059-140 through 059-145, 059-151, 059-153, 059-154, 059-160, and 059-162. Additional TR As subsequently identifed by the
section are 059-122, 059-164, and 065-031 (Correspondence from Assessor's Office Mapping Section to Riverside LAFCO, April
shares, if any, from these additional TRAs are not reflected in the table.

(2) The transfer share is based on the 1981 Master Property Tax Trasnfer Agreement between the City of Corona and County of K
Annexations to the City of Corona (Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 81-83.  As noted elsewhere in the report, due to otherw
fiscal impacts on the County, the actual transfer of property taxes is subject to negotiation.

(3) The existing amount of property taxes generated in the Temescal Valley area is based on estimates provided by the Riverside
in 2012.

(4) For the annexation study areas, property tax transfer estimates are approximated based on the total assessed value determined
area as reflected in Assessor Secured Basic File Abstract. Estimates assume that the Temescal Valley allocations by agency are cony
study areas; revenues accruing to the redevelopment agency successor in the other annexation study areas were provided by the suc

ay 30, 2012, 2) Secured
BIS Analysis of Riverside

TR As after accounting
9-061, 059-088, 059-
-131, 059-135, 059-136,
Assessor's office mapping
10, 2013); transferable

{iverside Relating to
ise unmitigated negative

lounty Auditor-Controller

to be in the respective
nparable in the annexation

JCESSOr Agency.
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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

687,065 277,358,720 9792 4892836 :
264,805,138 265,901,706 277,008946 4555484 4,596,691 4824968
Property Tax
General 178,983,963 178,466,411 185,203,202 826,593 824,203 855,315
Structural Fire 32,559,978 33,105,197 33,672,825 1,379,400 1402498 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
Documentary Transfer Tax 9,365,385 10,600,000 11,500,000 87,579 99,125 107,541
Transient Occupancy Tax 1423195 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 104410

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 & Fotfeitures

Vebhicle, Traffic, Asset Forf. 5,178,193 3938197 3833912 213482 162360 158,061

~Code Enforcement 1,617,766 1,911,011 1972 385 69,492 82,089

1 440 846 337 352 355,180
, 269;901,20 2285030 2330,131 2.4
e 248 018‘,790 249,623, 707 248910807 2285030 25330131 2246363
Sheriff Patrol NCC 76222945 82,045,153 76,733,084 1,587,701

'81',927 '

fec‘_ d,;Expendxtutes

)

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 Enforcement (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 1,767,364 = 1,811,815 89,404 76,698 78,627
Fire Department | 148,362,532 147,770,279 151,224,860 300,000 298,802 305,788
|County Library 00617480 24400910 209903%4 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
Libraty Fund -337,352 355,180 -354,679
TRANSPORTATION FUND B
|Transportaﬁmlﬁe’vetw “ o . e ‘
Gas Tax 47310,686 41,112,206 54,698,477 96,022 83,442 111,017
Measure A V 4,722,699 4538966 4 ‘313 923 256 483 246,505 234,283
|Road Mainterunce = 109495579 95306221 123487967 14 9 1260738 1 4
Net Fiscal Impact 1,095,934 930,792 1,288,235
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The executive summary presents the projected fiscal impacts to the City of Corona and Riverside
County for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area. As shown in Figure 1, the aLmexation area is
adjacent to the southern boundary of the City of Corona and extends from about W | irick Road on the
north to below the Sycamore Creek Shopping Center at Indian Truck Trail intersection along
Interstate 15. The El Cerrito/Temescal Canyon Sub-Area of the former Riverside County
Redevelopment Project Area (RDA) 1-1986 is located within the annexation area.

L)

The projected fiscal impacts for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area to the thy of Corona and
Riverside County are summarized in the Executive Summary. Fiscal impacts are‘ projected for the
Corona General Fund, the recurring City State Gas Tax Fund gasoline revenues, and the City
Measure A/Local Streets Fund revenues. Recurring fiscal impacts for Riverside County are
projected under two scenarios: 1) Prior to annexation of the area to the City of Corpona; and 2) Upon
annexation of the area to the City. Fiscal impacts are projected for the following Riverside County
funds both prior to and upon annexation:

General Fund

Fire Department
Library District
Transportation Fund

\

|
The County services provided by the above County funds and districts represent th% services that will
become the responsibility of the City of Corona upon annexation of the Temescal Canyon area.

Fiscal impacts are projected in constant 2013 dollars, with no adjustment for futyre inflation.

Development Description
The existing development description for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area is based on

Geographic Information System (GIS) shape files provided by City staff, assessor parcel number

(APN) files from the City, Census 2010 information, the Southern California Association of
Government RTP 2012 Growth Forecast and a Google Earth survey. Incremental growth for the
annexation area is based on proposed projects, the City’s General Plan, other documents provided by

the City and discussion with City staff.

Residential Development. As shown in Panel A of Table 1, a total of 7,954 residential units are

included in the total Temescal Canyon Annexation Area after buildout, with an ‘stimated 5,433

Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
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Table 1

Development Summary
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
Category Existing Incremental Total
A. RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Residential Units
Single Family 5,433 1,822 7,255
High Density nla 698 699
Total Residential Units 5,433 2,521 7,954
Population (@ 2.86 per unit) ! 15,565 7,210 22,775
B. NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Non-Residential Square Feet
General Commercial 2
Retail Commercial 146,190 552,040 698,230
Service Commercial n/a 97.419 97.419
Subtotal General Commercial 146,190 649,459 795,649
Office n/a 706,339 706,339
Light Industrial/Business Park 1,257,557 6,639,347 7,896,904
Heavy Industrial 75,500 n/al 75,500
Total Non-Residential Square Feet 1,479,247 7,995,145 9,474,392
Employment * 1,680 10,958 12,638

Note: 1. Existing units and population are based on block level data from Census 2010 for the annexation area. The Census 2010 persons

per unit factor of 2.86 is used to project population for the incremental units.

2. The fiscal analysis assumes that 85 percent of the incremental general commercial square feet is retail commercial and the
remaining 15 percent is service commercial square feet.

3. Existing employment is estimated based on data from Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).

Sources: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.
Census 2010
Corona General Plan Update, Figure 2.1-20, Sphere of Influence, South Sphere Potential/Approved County PnTcts

and Specific Plans, prepared by EIP, 09/19/02
City of Corona, "2006 Proposed Specific Plans/Projects” and January 2013 Updates
Riverside County Planning Department, Sycamore Creek Specific Plan No. 00256, Am!
Tentative Tract Map No. 36316 and 36317, December 13, 2010
Google Earth, 2011 }
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), RTP 2012 Growth Forecast, November 2010 }

existing residential units based on Census 2010. Additional units of 2,521 unitslare projected for

dment 2, Scr heck rlo. 3,

development based on proposed plans and the City’s General Plan. Based on ?ensus 2010, the
existing population for the Temescal Canyon area is estimated at 15,565.. The incremental
population growth is projected at 7,210 for the area, assuming about 2.86 persons per unit (per
Census 2010 for the area). Total population for the area is projected at 22,775 aﬁer buildout.

Non-Residential Development. Panel B of Table 1 presents the non-residential dev lopment. A total
of about 9.5 million square feet are included in the total Temescal Canyon Annexation Area after
buildout. About 1.5 million square feet are estimated for existing uses, with about 8.0 million

incremental square feet planned for the area.

General commercial square feet is estimated at 795,649 after buildout of the proposed projects.

Existing general commercial is estimated at 146,190 square feet and new general commercial square

Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.
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feet are estimated at 649,459. The fiscal analysis assumes that 85 percent of the new general

commercial uses will be retail commercial and the remaining 15 percent will be service commercial.
Office uses are planned for 706,339 square feet after buildout. All of the office uses are planned for

incremental development with no office uses estimated for existing development.

Existing light industrial/business park uses are estimated at about 1.3 million square feet and about

83 percent of the incremental growth (or about 6.6 million square feet) are planned for light
industrial/business park development. Existing heavy industrial uses are estimated at 75,500 square

feet, with no heavy industrial uses estimated for incremental development.

Existing employment for the annexation area is estimated at 1,680, and is projected to increase to

12,638 after the incremental development is built.

City of Corona Projected Recurring Fiscal Impacts
City Operations and Maintenance Impacts. As shown in Panel A of Table 2, a recurring surplus of
about $2.8 million is projected to the City for the total Temescal Canyon area upon annexation after
buildout of the incremental development. A surplus of $190,715 is projected for the existing
development with a recurring surplus of about $2.6 million projected for|the incremental
s include the net
impact to the City General Fund and the projected recurring revenues form Gas Tlax Fund 222 that

taff, about half of

development in the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area. The projected impact

are utilized for operations and maintenance costs. Based on discussion with City s

the City’s State Gas Tax Fund revenues are utilized for road-related operations and maintenance.

Key recurring revenues to the City General Fund include property tax and sales and use tax. Major

recurring costs to the General Fund include police protection, fire protection and

City Road-Related Capital Revenues. The City receives state gasoline tax and Me‘
for road-related expenditures. Based on discussion with City staff, about half of th

Tax Fund 222 revenues are utilized for road-related capital expenditures and

public works.

asure A revenues
e City’s State Gas

almost all of the

Measure A revenues are allocated to road-related capital expenditures. City road-related revenues
for capital expenditures for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area are shown in Panel B of Table 2,
and are projected as follows:

—  Existing Development: $442,391

— Incremental Development: $204.924

— Total Development: $647,315
Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
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Summary of Projected Recurring Fiscal Impacts, City of Corona
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
(In Constant 2013 Dollars)

Table 2

Existing Incremental Total
Category Development Development Development
A. RECURRING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE IMPACTS
General Fund
Annual Recurring Revenues $6,034,193 $7,907,866 $13,942,059
Annual Recurring Costs $5.989.914 $5.350,795 $11.340,709
General Fund Net Annual Surplus $44,279 $2,557,071 $2,601,350
Gas Tax Fund 222 Revenues ' $146,436 $67,832 $214,268
(for operations and maintenance costs)
Total
Annual Recurring Revenues $6,180,629 $7,975,698 $14,156,327
Annual Recurring Costs $5,989.914 $5.350,795 $11,340,709
Total Net Annual Surplus $190,715 | $2,624,903 $2,815,618
Revenue/Cost Ratio 1.03 1.49 1.25
B. RECURRING ROAD-RELATED CAPITAL REVENUES
State Gas Tax Fund 222 (for capital costs) ' $146,436 $67,832 $214,268
Measure A/Local Streets Fund 2 $295,955 $137.092 $433.047
Total Other Funds Recurring Revenues $442,391 $204,924 $647,315

Note: 1. Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff, about 50 percent of Gas Tax Fund 222 revenues
are utilized for road-related operations and maintenance services. The remaining amount of Fund 222
revenues are used for road-related capital expenditures.

2. Almost all of Measure A Fund revenues are utilized for road-related capital expenditures.

Sources: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.

City of Corona, California, Fiscal Year 2012-13 Adopted Annual Budget

City of Corona, Finance Department

Stanley R. Hoffman Inc.
December 17, 2012; Updated January 10, 2013
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Riverside County Fiscal Impacts

Fiscal impacts are projected to Riverside County both prior to and after annexatlotr of the Temescal

Canyon Annexation Area to the City of Corona. ;

Prior to annexation, the County of Riverside provides police protection, developr?ent services and
Countywide services to the project area through the County General Fund. Fire protection, library
service and road maintenance services are provided by other County funds, departments and districts

prior to annexation.

Upon annexation to the City of Corona, the City provides police, development seryices, fire, library
and road maintenance services to the area. Upon annexation, the County General Fund continues to
receive reduced amounts of property tax revenues, property tax in lieu of vehicle license fees and

property transfer tax for provision of Countywide services

County General Fund. Panel A of Table 3 presents the recurring fiscal impacts to the Riverside

County General Fund both prior to and upon annexation of the annexation area to the City of Corona.
e Prior to annexation, and assuming buildout of the annexation area, a redurring surplus of
about $6.0 million is projected to the County General Fund. The projected Furplus includesa

projected surplus of about $3.0 million for existing development and a pr(;ujected surplus of

about $3.0 million for incremental development. }
¢ Upon annexation to the City, a recurring surplus of about $4.1 million i% projected to the
County General Fund for the total annexation area after buildout. This 1projected surplus
includes a recurring surplus of about $3.4 million for the existing developflrlent and a surplus

of $751,003 for incremental development. ‘

|
County Fire Department. The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) provides fire protection to

the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area. The RCFD property tax revenues are projected at 6.4
percent of the basic one percent property tax levy for assessed valuation outside the County RDA.
Based on discussion with County RCFD staff, fire protection is provided to the amlexatlon area from
several County fire stations. However, County fire department staff were not able to provide any
information about the cost of fire protection services specifically to the Temescal Canyon
annexation. Therefore, in Panel B of Table 3, only the property tax revenues are shown, which

increase from an estimated $1.5 million for existing development to about $2.7 million by buildout.

Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
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Table 3
Summary of Projected Recurring Fiscal Impacts, Riverside County
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
(In Constant 2013 Dollars)
Prior to Annexation Upon Annexation
Agency/Category Existing incremental Buildout Existing Incremental Buildout
A. COUNTY GENERAL FUND '
Recurring Property Tax Revenue $8,631,058 $8,685,722 | $17,316,780 $5,052,904 $2,202,006 $7,254,910
Recurring Costs $5.613,529 $5,709,906 | $11,323,435 $1.659.686 $1,451,003 $3,110,689
Net Recurring Surplus $3,017,529 $2,975,816 $5,993,345 $3,393,218 $751,003 $4,144,221
Revenue/Cost Ratio 1.54 1.52 1.53 n/a nia n/a
B. COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT 2
Recurring Property Tax Revenue $1,527,991 $1,185,346 $2,713,337 nla nla nl/a
Recurring Costs n/a n/a n/aj n/a nla n/a
C. COUNTY LIBRARY DISTRICT ®
Recurring Property Tax Revenue $381,998 $296,337 $678,335 nla nfa na
Recurring Costs $373,588 $173.,053 $546.641 n/a nfa nla
Net Recurring Surplus $8,410 $123,284 $131,694 n/a n/a n/a
Revenue/Cost Ratio 1.02 1.71 1.24 n/a nla n/a
D. COUNTY TRANSPORTATION *
Recurring State Gasoline Tax $330,579 $153,131 $483,710 n/a n/a n/a
Recurring Costs $216,335 $230,468 $446.803 nfa nfa nfa
Net Recurring Surplus $114,244 ($77,337) $36,907 nfa n/a nla
Revenue/Cost Ratio 1.53 0.66 1.08 n/a n/a n/a
E. FORMER COUNTY REDEVELOPMENT AREA °
Annual Property Tax Increment $1,314,556 $957,159 $2,271,715 $1,314,556 $957,159 $2,271,715

Note: 1. Prior to annexation, the County General Fund provides municipal-type services of police protection and de

lopment services

to the annexation area, as well as Countywide services that are provided to all residents of the County. Ugon annexation,
the municipal-type services currently provided by the County to the annexation area will become the responsibility of the City

of Corona. The County General Fund will continue to receive a reduced amount of property tax, property t;

in fieu of vehicle

license fee revenues and property transfer tax revenues. The County will continue to provide Countywide §ewices to the

annexation area.

2. The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) provides fire protection to the unincorporated County area and to the Temescal

Sources:

Canyon Annexation Area from more than one station. RCFD staff are not able to provided specific costs f
area. At this time, the projected property tax revenues to the RCFD from the annexation area are assume
cover Temescal Canyon's share of fire protection services. Incremental growth in the annexation area will
development impact fees specified in Ordinance 659 of the Riverside County Code.

. The fiscal analysis projects County Library costs for the annexation area based on the average cost per caj

service population. Upon annexation, the current property tax allocation to the County Library from the an
to the City of Corona, and the City will be responsible for library services to the annexation area.

. County transportation costs for the annexation area are projected based on the average cost per capita an

Upon annexation, the City of Corona will be responsible for transportation services to the annexation area.

. Based on discussion with Riverside County Economic Development Agency staff, upon annexation of the T
area to the City, the County Successor Agency would continue to administer the former Redevelopment Ar
Project Area and the property tax increment for development within the RDA project area would continue tg

Agency until bonded indebtedness is paid, in approximately the year 2036.

Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.
County of Riverside, Fiscal Year 2012-13 Adopted Budget
Riverside County, Employment Development Agency
Riverside County Auditor-Controlier, Property Tax Division, 2012
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At this point, it is assumed that the projected property tax is adequate to cover the Temescal
Canyon’s share of fire protection services. Upon annexation, fire protection services become the
responsibility of the City, and the City will receive the current 6.4 percent of the basic one percent

|
levy for property outside the County RDA. i
|
|

County Library District. As shown in Panel C of Table 3, the Riverside County Library District
provides services to the project area prior to annexation. The County Library Distiirict is projected to
have an estimated annual recurring surplus of $131,694 prior to annexation and after buildout of the
annexation area. The existing surplus to the County Library is projected at $8,41‘0 and the surplus
for incremental development is projected at $123,284. The County Library re%ceives about 1.6
percent of the basic one percent property tax levy for assessed valuation outside t:he County RDA.
County Library costs are projected at the current average per capita of abouk $24.00. Upon

annexation, library services become the responsibility of the City and the City receives the current

1.6 percent of the basic one percent levy for property outside the County RDA.

County Transportation Fund. A recurring surplus of $36,907 is projected to Counfr Transportation
after buildout of the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area and prior to annexation, as shown in Panel
D of Table 5. Prior to annexation, a recurring surplus of $114,244 is projected for the County

Transportation Fund for existing development and a deficit of $77,337 is projected for incremental

development prior to annexation. Recurring gasoline taxes are projected for the Tra‘msportation Fund
and recurring costs are projected at the average Countywide expenditures pérr capita and per
employee for road-related services. Upon annexation, road maintenance is proviéped by the City of

Corona and the City will receive gasoline tax revenues for the population in the i‘mnexation area.

Former County Redevelopment Project Area

A portion of the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area is located in the El Cerrito/ | emescal Canyon
Sub-Area of the County Redevelopment Area (RDA) Project Area 1-1986. The recurring property
tax increment in the RDA is projected at about $2.3 million after buildout and is cjomprised of about
$1.3 million for existing development and $957,159 for incremental developmenﬂ:. Redevelopment
has been eliminated by the State of California. Based on discussion with stjff of the County
Successor Agency for the former RDA, upon annexation the property tax increment for development

within the former RDA area will continue to go to the Successor Agency until boﬁded indebtedness

is paid, approximately by the year 2036. ' |
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Key Fiscal Assumptions
Property Tax. The Riverside County General Fund, County Fire Department and County Library
currently receive a share of the basic one percent property tax levy for existing development located
outside the Redevelopment Area (RDA) in the annexation area. Upon annexation, the City General

Fund is currently projected to receive about 11.9 percent of the basic one percent property tax levy

for provisions of munfcipal services, including police, fire and library services; and the County will
continue to receive about 11.6 percent of the basic one percent levy on property located outside the
RDA for provision of Countywide services to the entire annexation area. Existing aLssessed valuation

| sessed valuation

for parcels in the area as provided by the City staff. Assessed valuation for increméFntal development

. . . \
is projected based on the average value of recent sales in the area. |

for the annexation area is based on the Riverside County Fiscal Year 2011-2012 a

Property Tax in Lieu of Motor Vehicle License Fees (MVLF). These revenues are recf:ived to offset the
State reduction of motor vehicle license fees. The amount received is calculated by the State and
grows with the change in gross assessed valuation of taxable property in the juripdiction from the
prior year. Per State law, when an annexation occurs the existing valuation in the area that is being
annexed cannot be used in adjusting the base amount of assessed valuation in the annexing City.
Prior to the recently passed SB89 legislation, the City received property tax in lie ‘ of MVLF at $50
per capita annually, based on the estimated population of the annexation ardj:a at the time of
annexation. With the passage of SB89, the annexing City does not receive any arjnount of property
tax in-lieu of VLF based on the existing assessed valuation or population in thi annexation area.
After annexation, the County will continue to receive the base amount of property 1tax inlieu of VLF
for the annexation area. For new development that is projected to occur after annexation, property

tax in lieu of MVLF accrues to the City and is projected based on the Citywide average change in
assessed valuation. 7

Sales and Use Tax. Sales and use tax for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area for fiscal year
2011-2012 was provided by Hinderliter de Llamas and Associates (HdL). Sales tax for incremental
development is projected based on factors developed for the City’s General jlan Update. For
purposes of projecting sales and use tax, the fiscal analysis assumes that 85 percent of the
incremental development designated as General Commercial will be retail commercial land uses and

the remaining 15 percent will be service commercial land uses.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This report presents the fiscal impact analysis to the City of Corona and the (

districts representing the services that will become the responsibility of the City

annexation of the Temescal Canyon area. Fiscal impacts are projected in constant

no adjustment for future inflation.

Recurring revenues and costs to the Corona General Fund and recurring State Gas
revenues and Measure A/Local Streets Fund recurring revenues are projected upon

area to the City. Recurring fiscal impacts to Riverside County are projected under

Prior to annexation of the area to the City of Corona; and 2) Upon annexation of
Fiscal impacts are projected for the following Riverside County funds both
annexation:

General Fund

Fire Department
Library District
Transportation Fund

1.1 Introduction

The proposed Temescal Canyon Annexation Area is adjacent to the southern boun
Corona at Weirick Road and extends east and west along Interstate 15 to just bel
Creek Shopping Center. The southern boundary of the annexation area extends we

Trail intersection with Interstate 15 at the Sycamore Creek Shopping (

Cerrito/Temescal Canyon Sub-Area of the Riverside County Redevelopment Proj

located within the annexation area.

After buildout of the incremental growth, the Temescal Canyon Annexation An
have 7,954 units and a population of 22,775. The existing residential developn

estimated at 5,433 units with a population of 15,565. Therefore, the annexatioz

estimated 2,521 units and an additional 7,210 people.

A total of about 9.5 million square feet of non-residential development is

annexation area after buildout of the proposed incremental development. About

development is light industrial/business park and the remaining development is ¢

County funds and
y of Corona upon

2013 dollars, with

l'ax Fund gasoline
annexation of the
two scenarios: 1)

e area to the City.

t
rior to and upon

dary of the City of
ow the Sycamore
st of Indian Truck
The El
ect Area 1-1986 is

Center.

ea is estimated to
nent in the area is

7 area will add an

estimated for the
83 percent of the

jistributed almost

equally between general commercial and office uses. Employment after buildmrt of the proposed
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incremental square feet is estimated at 12,638. The existing commercial and industrial uses in the

Temescal Canyon Annexation Area are estimated at about 1.5 million square

employment for the area is estimated at 1,680.

1.2

Approach

The fiscal analysis is based on data and assumptions from the following sources:

boundary are based on the Geographic Information System (GIS) shape

feet and existing

iles provided by

The boundary of the annexation area and the County Redevelopment Pm%ect Area (RDA)

City staff.

Existing residential units and population for the annexation area and the
Census 2010 information.

The existing commercial and industrial square feet in the Temescal Canyon
are estimated based on a survey of the area using Google Earth.

The current employment for the annexation area and the City are based
California Association of Government RTP 2012 Growth Forecast.

Existing valuation is based on the Fiscal Year 2011-12 assessor parcel nu
from Riverside County as provided by the City.

#ity are based on

1Annexation Area
|
on the Southern
|
|

ber (APN) files

Sales tax for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area for fiscal year 201 1-2012 was provided

by Hinderliter de Llamas and Associates (HdL).

Incremental growth for the annexation area is based on proposed projects,

lhe City’s General

Plan, other City documents, a Google Earth survey and discussion with City staff.

Residential valuation for incremental growth is projected based on current
real estate listing websites.

sales prices from

Non-residential valuation is projected based on average values by land uses that were used in

the fiscal analysis for the General Plan.

The City of Corona fiscal analysis is based on the City of Corona, Califo

ruia, Fiscal Year

2012-13 Adopted Annual Budget, with adjustments based on discussions with key City staff.

City of Corona revenue and cost factors are based on the Budget docume

nt, the California

Department of Finance (DOF) City population estimate, the 2012 employment estimate from

the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) RTP 2012
and discussions with City staff.

The Riverside County fiscal analysis is based on the County of Riverside, I
13 Adopted Budget and discussion with appropriate County staff.

County revenue and cost factors are based on the County Budget docume
Department of Finance (DOF) County population estimates, the 2012 emp
from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) R
Forecast and discussions with County staff.

Growth Forecast

Fiscal Year 2012-

nt, the California
loyment estimate
TP 2012 Growth

Stanley
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e Property tax is projected based on current Tax Rate Area (TRA) info#-nation from the
Riverside Auditor-Controller for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area.,

e Cost and revenue factors are projected in constant 2013 dollars with no adjustment for
possible future inflation.

1.3 Organization of the Report
Chapter 2 summarizes the land uses, population, assessed valuation and taxaLle sales for the
proposed Temescal Canyon Annexation Area. Chapter 3 describes the projecte? recurring fiscal
impacts to the City of Corona General Fund and recurring revenues to other City rqad-related funds.
The fiscal assumptions for the City of Corona are discussed in Chapter 4. Chapt‘[er 5 includes the
projected fiscal impacts of the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area before and upon annexation for
the Riverside County General Fund, County Fire Department, County Library District and County
Transportation. The projected recurring property tax increment to the County Redevelopment
Project Sub-Area is also included in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 presents the fiscal assumptions for the
Riverside County fiscal analysis. Appendix A includes the supporting land use and market tables for
the development description. Appendix B contains supporting tables for the City fiscal assumptions

and Appendix C lists the project references utilized in the preparation of this analysis.
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CHAPTER 2
DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

This chapter summarizes the development descriptions for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area.

Detailed development descriptions are presented in Appendix A.

21 Land Use Descriptions
Table 2-1 presents the residential and non-residential land use descriptions for the Temescal Canyon

Annexation Area.

Residential Development. As shown in Panel A of Table 2-1, a total of 7,954 residential units are
included in the total Temescal Canyon Annexation Area at buildout. Based on the aggregation of
Census 2010 block level data for the annexation area, existing residential units are ¢stimated at 5,433
and the existing population for the annexation area is estimated at 15,565, as shown in Appendix
Table A-1. The total estimated residential units are based on specific plans from the 2002 General
Plan Update map, the 2006 proposed land uses, a Google Earth survey and Census 2010, as shown in
Appendix Table A-2. The General Plan update includes 2,521 additional units planned for the area.
The incremental population growth is projected at 7,210 for the area, assuming about 2.86 persons

per unit (based on Census 2010). Total population for the area at buildout is pro_Tected at 22,775.

Non-Residential Development. Panel B of Table 2-1 presents the non-residential development. A
total of about 9.5 million square feet are included in the total Temescal Canyon Annexation Area at
buildout. About 1.5 million square feet exist, with about 8.0 million incremental square feet planned
for the area. About 83 percent of the incremental growth (or about 6.6 million square feet) are
planned for light industrial/business park development and the remaining incremental growth is
estimated at 649,459 square feet for general commercial and 706,339 square feet for office. These
uses are based on a Google Earth survey, specific plans from the 2002 General Plan Update Map,
2006 proposed land uses, and other documents provided by the City, as shown in Appendix Tables
A-3 and A-4. A total of 12,638 employees are estimated for the Temescal Canyoh area at buildout
based on existing employment of 1,680 and incremental employment of 10,958 as|shown in Panel B

of Appendix Table A-5. Employment is estimated based on the following assumptions:

¢ General Commercial 500 square feet per employee

e Service Commercial and Office 250 square feet per employee

¢ Light Industrial Business Park 1,000 square feet per employee

¢ Heavy Industrial 1,500 square feet per employee
Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
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Table 2-1
Development Description after Buildout
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area

(In Constant 2013 Dollars)

Existing Incremental
Category Development Development Total
A. RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Residential Units
Single Family 5,433 1,822 7,255
High Density n/a 699 699
Total Residential Units 5,433 2,521 7,954
Population (@ 2.86 per unit) ' 15,565 7,210 22,775
B. NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Non-Residential Square Feet
General Commercial 2
Retail Commercial 146,190 552,040 698,230
Service Commercial n/a| 97,419 97,419
Subtotal General Commercial 146,190 649,459 795,649
Office nfa 706,339 706,339
Light Industrial/Business Park 1,257,557 6,639,347 7,896,904
Heavy Industrial 75,500 n/aj 75,500
Total Non-Residential Square Feet 1,479,247 7,995,145 9,474,392
Employment * 1,680 10,958 12,638
C.. ASSESSED VALUATION
Non-RDA $2,387,485,242'| - $1,852,103,900 || $4,239,589,142
RDA 131,455,587 95,715,910 227,171,497
Total Assessed Valuation $2,518,940,829 |  $1,947,819,810 | $4,466,760,639
D. SALES AND USE TAX *
Retail Sales and Use Tax $791,539 $1,013,794 $1,805,333
Non-Retail Sales and Use Tax 373,992 1,163,861 1,537,853
Property Tax In-Lieu of Sales and Use Tax 388,510 725,885 1.114,395
Total Sales and Use Tax $1,554,041 $2,903,540 $4,457,581
C. SERVICE AREA POPULATION
Population 15,565 7,210 22,775
Weighted Employment (@ 50 percent of total) ® 840 5,480 6.320
Total Service Area Population 16,405 12,690 29,095

Note: 1.

Existing units and population are based on block level data from Census 2010 for the annexation area, as shown in Appendix

Table A-1. The Census 2010 persons per unit factor of 2.86 is used to project population for the incremental uniWs.

2. The fiscal analysis assumes that 85 percent of the proposed general commercial square feet is retail commercial and the
remaining 15 percent is service commercial square feet.

. Existing employment is estimated based on data from Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).

. Sales and use tax for existing development is based on a an estimate prepared by Hinderliter de Llamas for the annexation area.

5. This analysis has weighted the employment at 50% to account for the estimated less frequent use of City serviejs by
employment versus. population.

»ow

Sources: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.

Corona General Plan Update, Figure 2.1-20, Sphere of Influence, South Sphere Potential/Approved County Projects
and Specific Plans, prepared by EIP, 09/19/02

City of Corona, “2006 Proposed Specific Plans/Projects” and January 2013 Updates

Riverside County Planning Department, Sycamore Creek Specific Plan No. 00256, Amendment 2, Screencheck No. 3;
Tentative Tract Map No. 36316 and 36317, December 13, 2010

Googie Earth, 2011

Census 2010
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2.2  Assessed Valuation and Property Tax

Projected Assessed Valuation. As shown in Panel A of Table 2-2, total assessed valuation at
buildout of the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area is projected at about $4.5 billi‘ n, with about 95
percent of the total projected assessed valuation for development in locations outside of the
Redevelopment Project Area (RDA). Existing development represents about $2.5 billion of the total

and incremental growth represents about $2.0 billion of the total assessed valuation at buildout.

At buildout of the annexation area, residential assessed valuation is projected at 2| out $3.4 billion.
Existing valuation is based on the assessor parcel files from the County. Residejtial valuation for
new units is based on information from zillow.com, as shown in Appendix Table A-6. Valuation for
single-family units is projected at $470,000 per unit based on the average weighted valuation per unit
of new homes for sale and new homes sold in 2012 in the Temescal Canyon ann“exation area. No
new condos were listed for sale in the annexation area. Based on the 2012 ratio o ‘ about 70 percent
for the price per square foot of condo prices to single family home prices in the annexation area zip

code from DataQuick, high density residential valuation is projected at $330,000 per unit (70 percent
of $470,000).

Non-residential assessed valuation is projected at about $1.1 billion at buildout J»f the annexation
area. Existing valuation is based on the assessor file from Riverside County and non-residential
valuation for incremental growth is projected based on the following assumptions that were used for

the fiscal analysis of the General Plan:

¢ General Commercial $140 per building square foot
e Office $150 per building square foot
¢ Light Industrial/Business Park $100 per building square foot
¢ Heavy Industrial $70 per building square foot

incremental growth in the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area is projected at about $44.7 million, as

Projected Property Tax Increment. The one percent property tax increment afj.r buildout of the
shown in Panel B of Table 2-2. Of this projected property tax increment, existing development
accounts for a projected $25.2 million and incremental growth in the annexation area is projected at
$19.5 million. The detailed projected assessed valuation and property tax increment by non-RDA

and RDA development is presented in Appendix Table A-7.

Annual General Fund Property Tax. Based on the projected $44.7 million of property tax increment

for the non-RDA development after buildout, the City General Fund is projected to receive about
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Table 2-2

Assessed Valuation and Property Tax
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area

(In Constant 2013 Dollars)
Existing Incrementai
Category Development ' Development Total
A. ASSESSED VALUATION
Residential - Non-RDA $2,255,029,958] $1,087,010,000] $3,342,039,958
Residential - RDA 9,388,595 nl_al 9,388,595
Subtotal Residential $2,264,418,553|  $1,087,010,000]  $3,351,428,553
Non-Residential - Non-RDA $132,455,284 $765,093,900 $897,549,184
Non-Residential - RDA 122,066,992 95,715,910 217,782,902
Subtotal Non-Residential $254,522,276 $860,809,810]  $1,115,332,086
Total Non-RDA $2,387,485,242] $1,852,103,900] $4,239,589,142
Total RDA 131,455,587 95,715,910 227171497
Total Assessed Valuation $2,518,940,829| $1,947,819,810] $4,466,760,639
B. ANNUAL PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT (@ 1% of Assessed Valuation)
Total Non-RDA $23,874,852 $18,521,039 $42,395,891
Total RDA 1,314,556 957.159| 2,271,715
Total Property Tax Increment $25,189,408 $19,478,198 $44,667,606
C. ANNUAL GENERAL FUND PROPERTY TAX
Annual Property Tax $2,841,107 $2,204,004 $5,045,111
(@ 11.9 percent of non-RDA property tax increment)

Note: 1. Existing assessed valuation is:based on parcel data from the County assessor as provided by the City of Corona.

Sources: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.
Riverside County Assessor’s Parcel Data, Fiscal Year 2011 - 2012

$5.0 million annually in property tax for the total Temescal Canyon area, also detailed in Appendix
Table A-7. Annual recurring property tax for existing development in the City upon annexation is
projected at about $2.8 million and property tax for incremental development is also projected at
about $2.2 million. Property tax to the General Fund for the annexation area is|projected at 11.9

percent of the basic one percent levy on the non-RDA assessed valuation of development.

23  Sales and Use Tax

Estimated sales and use tax for the Temescal Canyon area is presented in Table 2-3. Sales tax for the
Temescal Canyon area for fiscal year 2011-2012 was provided by Hinderliter (é*ie Llamas (HdL).
Taxable sales for incremental devélopment are based on factors developed for tl e City’s General
Plan Update, and are projected at $220 per square foot for retail uses and $21 per square foot for
industrial uses. These factors were used for projecting incremental taxable sales for the proposed

square feet shown in Panel A of Table 2-3.
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Table 2-3
Sales and Use Tax
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
(In Constant 2013 Dollars)
Existing Incremental
Category Development Development Total
A. TAXABLE SQUARE FEET
Retail Commercial 146,190 552,040 698,230
Light Industrial/Business Park 1,257,557 6,639,347 7,896,904
Total Taxable Square Feet 1,403,747 7,191,387 8,595,134
B. ESTIMATED TAXABLE SALES '
Retail Commercial (@ $220 per square foot for increment only) $94,823,400 $121,448,800] $216,272,200
Light Industrial/Business Park (@ $21 per square foot for increment only 44 802,900 139,426,287 184,229.187
Total Estimated Incremental Taxable Sales $139,626,300 $260,875,087 $400,501,387
C. ESTIMATED SALES AND USE TAX
Estimated. Retail Commercial Sales and Use Tax '
Retail Commercial Sales Tax (@ 1 percent of taxable sales) $948,234 $1,214,488 $2,162,722
plus
Use Tax (@ 11.3 percent of sales tax) $107,150 $137,237 $244,387
equals
Total Estimated Retail Sales and Use Tax $1,055,384 $1,351,725 $2,407,109
Estimatod Non-Retail Sales and Use Tax '
Light Industrial/Business Park Sales Tax (@ 1 percent of taxable sales) $448,029 $1,394,263] $1,842,292
plus
Use Tax (@ 11.3 percent of sales tax) $50,627 $157,552 $208,179
equals
Total Estimated Non-Retail Sales and Use Tax $498,656 $1,551,815 $2,050,471
Estimated Total Sales and Use Tax '
Retail Commercial Sales and Use Tax $1,055,384 $1,351,725 $2,407,109
Non-Retail Sales and Use Tax 498,656 1.551.815} 2,050,471
Total Estimated Sales and Use Tax $1,554,041 $2,903,540 $4,457,581
D. ALLOCATION OF SALES AND USE TAX ?
Property Tax in-Lieu of Sales Tax (@ 25 percent of total sales and use tax)
Retail Commercial $263,846 $337,931 $601,777
Light Industrial/Business Park 124,664 387.954 512,618
Total Property Tax In-Lieu of Sales Tax $388,510 $725,885| $1,114,395
Retail Sales and Use Tax (@ 75 percent of total sales and use tax) $791,539 $1,013,794 $1,805,333
Non-Retail Sales and Use Tax (@ 75% of total sales and use tax) $373,992 $1,163,861 $1,537,853
Total Estimated Sales and Use Tax $1,554,041 $2,903,540 $4,457,581
Note: 1. Sales and use tax for existing development is based on a an estimate prepared by Hinderliter de Liamas for the annexation area.

2. In 2004, the State reduced the local one percent sales tax allocation by 25 percent and replaced this amount with a doltar-for-dollar
allocation of local property tax from County ERAF funds. Therefore, the property tax in lieu of sales tax is projected based on 25
percent of the estimated total retail and non-retail sales and use tax generated in the annexation area. The remaining 75 percent of
the total sales and use tax is allocated to retail sales and use tax and non-retail sales and use tax.

Sources: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.

Hinderliter de Liamas and Associates, "Temescal Canyon Sales Tax Revenues, Fiscal Year 2011-2012", December 5, 2012
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Estimated Taxable Sales. As shown in Panel B of Table 2-3, taxable sales after buildout of the
annexation area are estimated at about $400.5 million. Based on the sales tax data from HdL,
taxable sales are estimated at about $139.6 million for existing development. Taxable sales for

incremental growth are estimated at about $260.9 million. Incremental taxable sales are projected

assuming that 85 percent of the proposed general commercial development is retaql commercial and

the remaining general commercial development is service commercial.

|

Estimated Sales and Use Tax. Panel C of Table 2-3 presents the estimated existiné sales and use tax
based on the 2011-2012 data from HdL and the projected sales and use tax based on the estimated
incremental taxable sales. Sales tax is projected at one percent of taxable sajs, and use tax is
projected at 11.3 percent of sales tax. After buildout of the incremental taxable sql.*are feet, sales and
use tax is projected at about $4.5 million for the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area. About $1.6

million sales and use tax is estimated for the existing development and the remamlr'-g $2.9 million of

sales and use tax is estimated for the incremental taxable square feet. i

Allocation of Sales and Use Tax. In 2004, the State reduced the local one percent siles tax allocation
by 25 percent and replaced this with a dollar-for-dollar allocation of local property tax from County
ERAF funds. Therefore, the property tax in lieu of State sales tax is projected based on 25 percent of
the estimated retail and non-retail sales and use tax generated. As shown in Panel D of Table 2-3,
the allocation of 25 percent of the retail and non-retail sales and use tax totals about $1.1 million
after buildout of the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area. The remaining 75 percent of the total retail
sales and use tax is projected at about $1.6 million and the remaining non-retail sales and use tax is

projected at about $1.8 million after buildout.
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CHAPTER 3
CITY OF CORONA FISCAL IMPACTS

This chapter describes the fiscal analysis of the Temescal Canyon Annexation Area to the City of
Corona. Fiscal impacts are first presented to the City of Corona General Fund and Gas Tax Fund
222 for annual operations and maintenance costs, followed by the projected recurring revenues to the
City’s road-related funds for capital expenditures. Fiscal impacts are shown in constant 2013 dollars

with no adjustment for possible future inflation.

31 Corona General Fund and Gas Tax Fund 222 Projected Fiscal Impacts

Table 3-1 summarizes the recurring fiscal impacts and Table 3-2 presents the detailed fiscal
projections. As shown in Panel A of Table 3-1 and Table 3-2, a recurring surplujs projected to the
City General Fund and Gas Tax Fund 222 after buildout upon annexation of the "h'emescal Canyon
Annexation Area. The projected surplus is about $2.8 million after buildout and‘is comprised of a
projected recurring surplus of $190,715 for the existing development and a recurri ig surplus of about
$2.6 million for the incremental development. The projected surplus of $2.8 million after buildout is
based on recurring revenues of about $14.2 million (about $13.9 million of General Fund revenues
and $214,268 of Gas Tax Fund 222 revenues) and projected costs of about $11.3 million. Based on
discussion with City Finance Department staff, about half of the State Gas Tax Fjund 222 revenues
are allocated for road-related operations and maintenance costs. The revenue/cost xi‘atio after buildout
is 1.25, meaning that for every dollar of costs, $1.25 of revenues are projected. %

Projected Recurring Revenues i

As shown in Table 3-2, property tax, sales and use tax and property tax in lieu of VLF revenues are
the largest projected recurring revenues to the General F und for the annexation area. These revenue
sources account for about 78 percent of total projected recurring revenues after I:Tuildout.
Projected Recurring Costs. |

Police protection, fire protection and public works are the largest projected rekurring costs and

. .
account for about 85 percent of total projected recurring costs for the annexation area after buildout.

3.2  City Road-Related Capital Revenues ‘
The city receives state gasoline tax and Measure A sales tax revenues for road-related capital costs.
Projected recurring revenues to the City’s road-related funds for capital expenditures are presented in

Panel B of Table 3-1.

|
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Summary of Projected Recurring Fiscal Impacts, City of Corona
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
(In Constant 2013 Dollars)

Table 3-1

Existing Incremental Total
Category Development Development Development
A. RECURRING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE IMPACTS
General Fund
Annual Recurring Revenues $6,034,193 $7,907,866 $13,942,059
Annual Recurring Costs $5.989.914 $5,350,795 $11.340,709
General Fund Net Annual Surplus $44,279 $2,557,071 $2,601,350
Gas Tax Fund 222 Revenues ' $146,436 $67,832 $214,268
(for operations and maintenance costs)
Total
Annual Recurring Revenues $6,180,629 $7,975,698 $14,156,327
Annual Recurring Costs $5,989.914 $5,350,795 . -$11,340,709
Total Net Annual Surplus $190,715 $2,624,903 $2,815,618
Revenue/Cost Ratio 1.03 1.49 1.25
B. RECURRING ROAD-RELATED CAPITAL REVENUES
State Gas Tax Fund 222 (for capital costs) * $146,436 $67,832 $214,268
Measure A/Local Streets Fund 2 $295,955 $137,092 $433,047
Total Other Funds Recurring Revenues $442,391 $204,924 $647,315

Note: 1. Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff, about 50 percent of Gas Tax Fund 222 revenues
are utilized for road-related operations and maintenance services. The remaining amount of Fund 222
revenues are used for road-related capital expenditures.

2. Almost all of Measure A Fund revenues are utilized for road-related capital expenditures.

Sources: Stanley R. Hoffman Assoaciates, inc.

City of Corona, California, Fiscal Year 2012-13 Adopted Annual Budget

City of Corona, Finance Department

R. Hoffrman Associates, Inc.
December 17, 2012; Updated January 10, 2013
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Table 3-2
Detailed Projected Recurring Fiscal Impacts, City of Corona
Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
(In Constant 2013 Dollars)

Existing Incremental Total Percent
Category Development Development Development of Total
A. General Fund
General Fund Annual Recurring Revenues
Property tax $2,841,107 $2,204,004 $5,045,111 36.2%
Property tax in lieu of VLF * 0 1,338,152 1,338,152 9.6%
Property transfer tax - turnover 69,271 53,565 122,836 0.9%
Retail sales and use tax 791,539 1,013,794 1,805,333 12.9%
Non-retail sales and use tax 373,992 1,163,861 1,537,853 11.0%
Sales tax compensation (property tax in lieu of sales tax) 388,510 725,885 1,114,395 8.0%
Proposition 172 sales tax 156,428 72,461 228,889 1.6%
Franchise fees 374,362 289,586 663,948 4.8%
Animal ticenses and fees 38,446 17,809 56,254 0.4%
Other licenses fees and permits 7.874 6,091 13,966 0.1%
Fines, penaities and forfeitures 119,100 92,128 211,230 1.5%
Intergovernmental revenues 27,239 12,618 39,8$7 0.3%
Current services 159,457 123,347 282,803 2.0%
Other revenues 73,002 56,471 129,473 0.9%
Recreation revenue 39,864 30,837 70,701 0.5%
Library revenue 5,292 2,451 7.744 0.1%
Other ECB owned revenue 35,435 27,410 62,845 0.5%.
Business license taxes and penalties 38,317 249,929 288,246 2.1%
Administrative services to other funds 222,944 | 172,457 395,401 2.8%
In lieu charges to other funds 25,428 19,670 45,098 0.3%
Interest eamed oninvestments 140,432 186,168 326,601 2.3%
Transfer from Gas Tax Fund 225 2 106,153 49,172 155,325 11%
Total General Fund Recurring Revenues $6,034,193 $7,907,866 $13,942,05 100.0%
General Fund Annual Recurring Costs
Fire protection $2,165,024 $1,400,000 $3,565,024 31.4%
Police protection 2,500,000 2,312,359 4,812,359 42.4%
Community development 122,873 95,048 217,921 1.9%
Public works 726,085 561,659 1,287,745 11.4%
Library 2 (] 96,902 96,902 0.9%
Park maintenance 2 0 316,164 316,164 2.8%
Urban forestry 21,983 17,005 38,987 0:3%
Recreation services 2 [} 75,582 75,582 0.7%
Community services 2 0 70,562 70,562 0.6%
General govermnment 453,949 405,513 859,462 7.6%
Total General Fund Recurring Costs $5,989,914 $5,350,795 $11,340,709 100.0%
General Fund Annual Surplus $44,279 $2,657,071 $2,601,350
B. Gas Tax Fund 222 Recurring Revenues 4 $146,436 $67,832 $214,268
(Annual Recurring Revenues for Operations and Maintenance,
C. Total
Total Recurring Revenues $6,180,629 $7,975,698 $14,156,327
Total Recurring Costs $5.989,914 $5.350,795 $11,340,709
Net Annual Surplus $190,716 $2,624,903 $2,81 5,6[8
Revenue/Cost Ratio 1.03 1.49 1.26

Note: 1. Per adopted SB89 legislation, the City will not receive any property tax in fieu of vehicle license fees (VLF) for the existing development
in the annexation area. The city will receive property tax in lieu VLF based on the increase in assessed valuation from new
development after annexation.

2. The City is currently providing library, park, recreation and community services to the Temescal Canyon annexation area.  Therefore,
these costs have been estimated for the incremental development only.

3. Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff, Gas Tax Fund 225 revenues are transferred to the General Fund for
road-related operations and maintenance expenditures.

4. Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff, about 50 percent of Gas Tax Fund 222 revenues are allocated to road-related
operations and maintenance expenditures. The remaining amount in Gas Tax Fund 222 is used for road-related capital expenditures.

Sources: -Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, inc.
City of Corona, California, Fiscal Year 2012-13 Adopted Annual Budget
City of Corona, Finance Department

Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. Temescal Canyon Annexation Area
December 17, 2012; Updated January 10, 2013 12 Fiscal Impact Analysis

City of Corona and Riverside County




City Gas Tax Fund 222
Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff, about half of the State Gias Tax Fund 222
revenues are allocated for road-related capital expenditures. Recurring revenues for Fund 222 capital
expenditures are projected at $214,268 for the annexation area after buildout and are comprised of

$146,436 for existing development and $67,832 for incremental development.

Measure A /Local Streets Funds
Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff, almost all revenues to the Measure A and
Local Streets Funds are allocated for capital expenditures. These revenues are projected at $433,047
for the annexation area after buildout. Of this total amount, recurring revenues are projected at

$295,955 for existing development and recurring revenues of $137,092 are projected for incremental

development.
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