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Al-1.0 BACKGROUND

The July 2009 Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report?! indicates that “in 2009, the
Inland Empire is facing its most serious economic challenge since the 1930s.”
According to the report, the area lost 48,650 jobs in 2008 with a further loss of 82,600 jobs
forecast in 2009. The report attributes the loss of jobs to declines in the construction,
logistics and manufacturing sectors as well the region’s population-serving activities.

Specifically addressing the construction sector, the report states “in 2005, the Inland
Empire’s developers received $12.5 billion in construction permits....With the residential,
retail, industrial and office sectors under enormous pressure, 2009 will see just $1.9 billion
in permits issued (based on first quarter 2009). That means a drop of $10.6 billion (-
84.7%) in funds entering the region. Of this drop, $8.3 billion was lost by residential
builders and $2.3 bilion by non-residential developers. The result is an estimated $21.2
billion reduction in the area’s economic activity. As a result, construction employment
has fallen 49.0% from a peak of 127,500 in 2006 to 67,100 in 2009.”

Figure Al-1.1 - Total Building Permit Valuation in the Inland Empire
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Notes: 2009 estimated based on 1st quarter 2008 to 2009 percentage change
Source: Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report, July 2009; Construction Industry Research Board

1 John E. Husing, Ph.D., Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties,
Callifornia, Volume 21 Number 3, July 2009
(http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us/downloads/QER20July2009WRCOG.pdf)
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Figure Al-1.1 clearly illustrates the impact of the economic recession on the
construction sector in the Inland Empire, including Western Riverside County. The
significant declines in the Total Building Permit Valuation in the Inland Empire observed
since 2005 is evident with the forecast valuation for 2009 at the lowest level in two
decades.

The Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report indicates that since “the residential
construction depression has been the primary cause of the Inland Empire’s deep
downturn, that sector’s re-emergence will be a key to recovery.” The report indicates
that housing “demand has returned to its mid-2002 volume, and price appears to be
stabilizing near its first quarter 2002 level. However, roughly 70% of home sales are
foreclosures.” The report goes on to indicate that “the foreclosure supply will thus likely
prevent home prices from rising to a level where residential construction can reemerge
for several years. Given that construction labor and material costs have fallen, this time
period will be shortened only if governmental fees, lot sizes and house sizes can be
reduced.

Recognizing the significance of the current economic recession to Western Riverside
County, business, community and government leaders established the Riverside
Economic Development Red Team in 2008. The Red Team recommended three goals
critical to recovery of the regional economy. These goals included “reduce the cost of
building new homes so that the new home building industry can put people back to
work.”

In response to the Red Team recommendations, the Riverside County Board of
Supervisors at the meeting on July 21, 2009 acted to reduce its local development
impact fees (DIF) by 50%. As part of its action, the Board of Supervisors adopted a
resolution encouraging the WRCOG Executive Committee to similarly consider a
temporary TUMF reduction. A copy of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors July 21,
2009 action including the ordinance amendment and resolution to the WRCOG
Executive Committee is included as Appendix Al-A to this Addendum. Consistent with
the Red Team recommendation and the Riverside County Board of Supervisors July 21,
2009 action, almost one-third of the WRCOG jurisdictions have reduced development
impact fees in the past year with others considering the matter over the next few
months.

Following the action by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors, the Riverside
Economic Development Red Team forwarded a letter to the WRCOG Executive
Director reiterating the recommended goals and highlighting the actions of local
jurisdictions to “create jobs and jump-start the economy by deferring and/or reducing
construction fees.” A copy of the letter from the Riverside Economic Development Red
Team dated August 24, 2009 is included as Appendix Al1-B to this Addendum.

At the meeting on September 14, 2009, the WRCOG Executive Committee considered
a temporary reduction of the TUMF. The WRCOG Executive Committee “supported the
Red Team recommendation and Board of Supervisors’ request for a temporary 50%
TUMF reduction for a one-year period, to be ratified at the next meeting.” The WRCOG
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Executive Committee in taking this action cited the importance of creating jobs in
Western Riverside County by stimulating the housing market through lower fees.

At the meeting on October 5, 2009, the WRCOG Executive Committee ratified the
previous action to “authorize a temporary 50% reduction in the current TUMF for one
year commencing immediately and ending December 31, 2010.” The WRCOG
Executive Committee further resolved that “the reduced TUMF applies to new building
permits associated with new development projects. If reduced fees are paid at the
time application is made for a building permit and either the application or the building
permit expires, subsequent building permit applications on the same parcel shall be
subject to the full TUMF amount, unless the temporary fee reduction is still in effect at
the time of the subsequent. No provision of the temporary TUMF reduction shall entitle
any person who has already paid TUMF to receive a refund, credit or reimbursement of
such payment.”
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Al-2.0 TUMF NEXUS IMPLICATIONS

The action of the WRCOG Executive Committee to temporarily reduce TUMF
proportionally reduces the fees paid by each new development to mitigate its impact
on the regional transportation system. Since the transportation impact of a particular
development is a constant from the perspective of the Program, a reduction in the fees
paid by the development means that the development is no longer contributing a fair
share of the total cost to mitigate the cumulative impacts of new development on the
regional transportation system based on the TUMF Program Nexus Study. As a result, the
entire program basis must be adjusted accordingly to ensure that each development
continues to contribute a fair share of the total Program costs without unduly burdening
later projects to make up the TUMF revenues that are effectively forfeited during the
temporary reduction period.

The program adjustment will be reflected in a commensurate reduction in the
maximum TUMF share of the costs for each project in the Program. Subsequently, the
TUMF revenues available for programming eligible project activities, including planning,
design and construction, along with credits and reimbursements, are also reduced
proportionately. In addition to assuring the Program Nexus, these adjustments prevent
an imbalance in the TUMF Program revenues that are being programmed from
occurring due to the temporary reduction in the share of project costs being collected.
In effect, the adjustments ensures an appropriate balance is maintained between the
overall fee revenue that is generated at the reduced fee levels compared to the
eligible project costs upon which the TUMF is based and the revenues expended.

Despite the reduction in the level of the fee, the transportation impact of any new
development remains constant and the reduction in fees means that the development
is no longer contributing a fair share of the cost to mitigate its impacts. Since the
burden to mitigate the impacts of the development cannot be passed on to other
developments through the TUMF program, it is necessary for the TUMF revenues that are
forfeited during the temporary reduction period to be made up from other sources.

The following sections will summarize the adjustments to the TUMF Program Nexus based
on the 2009 Program Update Nexus Study. Specifically, the following sections wiill
describe the adjustments to the maximum TUMF share of the various Network and
Transit project costs before providing the adjusted Fee Schedule. The following sections
will also address the issue of the resultant Program funding shortfall.
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Al-2.1 Maximum Eligible TUMF Share

The calculation of the TUMF is based on the three basic variables — unit cost
assumptions, recommended network improvements, and the change in development.
In general, the fee for the TUMF program is calculated based on the following formula:

Unit Cost Assumptions | X Recommended Network Improvements

= TUMF

Change in Residential and Non-Residential Development

Applying this formula, unit cost assumptions for the various eligible TUMF project types
are used to estimate the overall cost to improve the TUMF Network as described in the
TUMF Nexus Study. The resultant maximum eligible network improvement cost (or
maximum TUMF share is then divided proportionally between various residential and
non-residential development categories such that each new development type
contributes its ‘fair share’ to the program. Any change in one formula variable has a
related impact on the overall fee, although it is important to note that the resultant
impact to the overall fee is not necessarily directly proportional to the formula variable
change due to the intricacies of the fee calculation.

In contrast, a discretionary change in the fee (such as the temporary 50% fee
reduction) represents a change in the resultant value of this formula. As described
previously, this change subsequently needs to be reflected in the basis for the fee in
order to maintain the Program Nexus and ensure a balance between fee revenues and
eligible expenditures. This change can be reflected by making a commensurate
adjustment to the numerator (the maximum TUMF share) in the TUMF equation. Based
on the methodology to calculate the maximum TUMF share, this can be accomplished
most easily by reducing the unit cost assumptions proportional to the recommended
fee reduction.

The adjusted unit cost assumptions and resultant adjusted maximum TUMF share will not
represent the fair share cost to mitigate the cumulative regional impacts of new
development on the transportation system. The resultant value represents the
proportional share of the maximum eligible network improvement cost that will be
collected by the Program based on a temporarily reduced fee level. This amount also
represents the maximum TUMF share that can be programmed for expenditure on a
project. Since administration of the Program is a relatively fixed cost, the Administration
multiplier was increased to 5% for the period of the fee reduction to ensure sufficient
revenues are generated to administer the Program during this time.

Table Al-2.1 presents the adjusted maximum eligible network improvement cost based
on the temporary fee reduction. Table Al-2.2 provides the adjusted Schedule of Fees
in accordance with the WRCOG Executive Committee action of October 5, 2009.
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Table A1-2.1 - TUMF Network Cost Estimates — 50% ADJUSTED

AREA PLAN DIST CITY STREETNAME SEGMENTFROM SEGMENTTO MILES ADJUSTED COST  ADJ MAX TUMF SHARE
Central Menifee Ethanac Goetz Murrieta 0.99 $1,770,000 $1,770,000
Central Menifee Ethanac Murrieta 1-215 0.90 $9,509,000 $9,509,000
Central Menifee Goetz Case Ethanac 2.00 $4,010,000 $3,534,000
Central Menifee Menifee SR-74 (Pinacate) Simpson 249 $3,751,000 $3,751,000
Central Menifee Menifee Holland Garbani 1.03 $0 $0
Central Menifee Menifee Garbani Scott 1.00 $1,170,000 $1,170,000
Central Menifee Menifee Simpson Aldergate 0.64 $1,499,000 $1,499,000
Central Menifee Menifee Aldergate Newport 0.98 $0 $0
Central Menifee Menifee Newport Holland 1.07 $0 $0
Central Menifee Newport Goetz Murrieta 1.81 $1,273,000 $1,273,000

. . 2.05 $18,552,000 $18,552,000
Central Menifee Newport Murrieta 1-215 $13.130,000 $13,130,000
Central Menifee Newport 1-215 Menifee 0.95 $1,110,000 $1,086,000
Central Menifee Scott 1-215 Briggs 2.04 $20,935,000 $20,266,000
Central Menifee Scott Murrieta 1-215 1.94 $4,552,000 $4,552,000
Central Menifee SR-74 Matthews Briggs 1.89 $2,218,000 $2,218,000
Central Moreno Valley Alessandro 1-215 Perris 3.71 $2,660,000 $2,660,000
Central Moreno Valley Alessandro Perris Nason 2.00 $6,100,000 $6,100,000
Central Moreno Valley Alessandro Nason Moreno Beach 0.99 $1,778,000 $1,778,000
Central Moreno Valley Alessandro Moreno Beach Gilman Springs 4.13 $4,840,000 $4,840,000
Central Moreno Valley Gilman Springs SR-60 Alessandro 1.67 $9,854,000 $9,604,000
Central Moreno Valley Perris Reche Vista Ironwood 2.20 $3,550,000 $3,550,000
Central Moreno Valley Perris Ironwood Sunnymead 0.52 $8,081,000 $8,081,000
Central Moreno Valley Perris Sunnymead Cactus 2.00 $717,000 $683,000
Central Moreno Valley Perris Cactus Harley Knox 3.50 $9,427,000 $6,975,000
Central Moreno Valley Reche Vista Reche Canyon Heacock 1.66 $3,303,000 $2,548,000
Central Perris 11th/Case Perris Goetz 0.30 $539,000 $539,000
Central Perris Ethanac Keystone Goetz 2.24 $6,804,000 $6,804,000
Central Perris Ethanac 1-215 Sherman 0.35 $626,000 $626,000
Central Perris Mid-County 1-215 Rider 4.55 $41,159,000 $41,159,000
Central Perris Perris Harley Knox Ramona 1.00 $2,333,000 $1,696,000
Central Perris Perris Ramona Citrus 2.49 $2,922,000 $2,917,000
Central Perris Perris Citrus Nuevo 0.50 $0 $0
Central Perris Perris Nuevo 11th 1.75 $4,386,000 $3,010,000
Central Perris Ramona 1-215 Perris 1.47 $18,787,000 $18,754,000
Central Perris Ramona Perris Evans 1.00 $3,039,000 $3,039,000
Central Perris Ramona Evans Rider 2.09 $3,746,000 $3,746,000
Central Perris SR-74 (4th) Ellis 1-215 229 $16,153,000 $16,153,000
Central Unincorporated Ethanac SR-74 Keystone 1.07 $2,506,000 $2,506,000
Central Unincorporated Ethanac Sherman Matthews 0.61 $13,913,000 $13,913,000
Central Unincorporated Gilman Springs Alessandro Bridge 4.98 $6,789,000 $5,020,000
Central Unincorporated Menifee Ramona SR-74 (Pinacate) 6.52 $7,638,000 $7,638,000
Central Unincorporated  Mid-County Rider Bridge 6.92 $10,616,000 $10,616,000
Central Unincorporated Ramona Rider Pico 0.97 $1,136,000 $1,136,000
Central Unincorporated ~ Ramona Pico Bridge 5.95 $24,804,000 $23,851,000
Central Unincorporated Reche Canyon San Bernardino County Reche Vista 3.35 $10,446,000 $8,771,000
Central Unicorporated Scott Briggs SR-79 (Winchester) 3.04 $7,122,000 $7,122,000
Central Unincorporated  SR-74 Ethanac Ellis 2.68 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Foothill Paseo Grande Lincoln 2.60 $10,609,000 -$17,420,000
Northwest Corona Foothill Lincoln Callifornia 281 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Foothill California I-15 0.89 $1,594,000 $1,594,000
Northwest Corona Green River SR-91 Dominguez Ranch 0.52 $931,000 $646,000
Northwest Corona Green River Dominguez Ranch Palisades 0.56 $1,114,000 $1,101,000
Northwest Corona Green River Palisades Paseo Grande 201 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Alessandro Arlington Trautwein 221 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Arlington North Magnolia 5.92 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Arlington Magnolia Alessandro 2.02 $11,451,000 $10,313,000
Northwest Riverside Van Buren Santa Ana River SR-91 3.44 $17,429,000 $15,462,000
Northwest Riverside Van Buren SR-91 Mockingbird Canyon 3.10 $5,353,000 $2,598,000
Northwest Riverside Van Buren Wood Trautwein 0.43 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Van Buren Trautwein Orange Terrace 1.27 $1,782,000 $1,755,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Alessandro Trautwein Vista Grande 1.22 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  Alessandro Vista Grande 1-215 1.26 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated Cajalco El Sobrante Harley John 0.76 $2,063,000 $1,786,000
Northwest Unincorporated Cajalco Harley John Harvil 5.79 $20,772,000 $20,325,000
Northwest Unincorporated Cajalco Harvil 1-215 0.28 $333,000 $333,000
Northwest Unincorporated Cajalco I-15 Temescal Canyon 0.66 $17,336,000 -$7,907,000
Northwest Unincorporated Cajalco Temescal Canyon La Sierra 3.21 $11,468,000 $11,468,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Cajalco La Sierra El Sobrante 6.11 $19,044,000 $19,044,000
Northwest Unincorporated Schliesman San Bernardino County Harrison 1.53 $7,172,000 $7,172,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Schliesman Harrison Sumner 0.50 $1,790,000 $1,790,000
Northwest Unincorporated Schliesman Sumner Cleveland 0.50 $2,692,000 $2,692,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Schliesman Cleveland A Street 0.23 $1,237,000 $1,237,000
Northwest Unincorporated Schliesman A Street Hamner 0.27 $980,000 $980,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Schliesman Hamner 1-15 0.31 $33,398,000 $33,398,000
Northwest Unincorporated Schliesman 1-15 Arlington 1.97 $12,972,000 $12,972,000
Northwest Unincorporated Van Buren SR-60 Bellegrave 1.43 $2,562,000 $1,096,000
Northwest Unincorporated Van Buren Bellegrave Santa Ana River 3.60 $6,451,000 $2,785,000
Northwest Unincorporated Van Buren Mockingbird Canyon Wood 4.41 $7,907,000 $6,174,000
Northwest Unincorporated Van Buren Orange Terrace 1-215 1.89 $35,123,000 $34,358,000
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Table A1-2.1 - TUMF Network Cost Estimates — 50% ADJUSTED (continued)

AREA PLAN DIST CITY STREETNAME SEGMENTFROM SEGMENTTO MILES ADJUSTED COST  ADJ MAX TUMF SHARE
Pass Beaumont Beaumont Oak Valley (14th) I-10 1.37 $0 $0
Pass Beaumont Potrero Oak Valley (San Timoteo Canyon 4th 117 $34,596,000 $0
Pass Beaumont SR-79 (Beaumont) 1-10 Mellow 0.80 $7,896,000 $0
Pass Unicorporated SR-79 (Beaumont) Mellow California 0.38 $0 $0
Pass Unincorporated Potrero 4th 1st 0.45 $1,054,000 $1,054,000
Pass Unincorporated Potrero 1st SR-79 (Beaumont) 2.03 $5,550,000 $5,550,000
Pass Unincorporated SR-79 (Lamb Canyon) California Gilman Springs 4.87 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet Domenigoni Warren Sanderson 1.77 $2,075,000 $2,075,000
San Jacinto Hemet Domenigoni Sanderson State 214 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet SR-74 Winchester Warren 2.59 $4,641,000 $3,668,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Mid-County Warren Sanderson 1.73 $3,099,000 $3,099,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Ramona Warren Sanderson 1.73 $3,099,000 $3,099,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Ramona Sanderson State 2.39 $8,565,000 $6,830,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Ramona State Main 2.66 $4,778,000 $4,650,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Ramona Main Cedar 2.08 $8,715,000 $8,715,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Ramona Cedar SR-74 1.10 $0 $0
San Jacinto Unincorporated Domenigoni SR-79 (Winchester) Warren 3.10 $4,880,000 $4,392,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated Gilman Springs Bridge Sanderson 2.95 $3,454,000 $3,454,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated  Mid-County Bridge Warren 235 $2,752,000 $2,752,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated Ramona Bridge Warren 2.35 $5,505,000 $5,505,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated  SR-74 Briggs SR-79 (Winchester) 3.53 $4,130,000 $4,130,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated SR-79 (Hemet Bypass) SR-74 (Florida) Domenigoni 3.22 $31,226,000 $31,226,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated  SR-79 (Hemet Bypass) Domenigoni Winchester 1.50 $5,272,000 $5,272,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated SR-79 (San Jacinto Bypass) Ramona SR-74 (Florida) 6.50 $38,995,000 $38,995,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated  SR-79 (Sanderson) Gilman Springs Ramona 1.92 $13,103,000 $12,253,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated SR-79 (Winchester) Domenigoni Keller 4.90 $17,583,000 $11,524,000
Southwest Canyon Lake Goetz Railroad Canyon Newport 0.50 $1,826,000 $1,343,000
Southwest Canyon Lake Railroad Canyon Canyon Hills Goetz 1.95 $3,865,000 $3,753,000
Southwest Lake Elsinore Railroad Canyon 1-15 Canyon Hills 2.29 $17,494,000 $17,494,000
Southwest Murrieta Clinton Keith I-15 Copper Craft 2.48 $13,706,000 $13,394,000
Southwest Murrieta Clinton Keith Copper Craft Toulon 0.83 $0 $0
Southwest Murrieta Clinton Keith Toulon 1-215 0.83 $17,123,000 $17,123,000
Southwest Murrieta Clinton Keith 1-215 Meadowlark 0.75 $875,000 $875,000
Southwest Murrieta French Valley (Date) SR-79 (Winchester) Margarita 1.03 $1,852,000 $1,852,000
Southwest Murrieta Meadowlark (Menifee) Keller Clinton Keith 2.00 $4,685,000 $4,685,000
Southwest Murrieta Menifee Scott Keller 1.08 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula French Valley Margarita Ynez 0.91 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula French Valley Ynez Murrieta Creek 1.29 $38,875,000 $25,954,000
Southwest Temecula French Valley Murrieta Creek Rancho California 2.36 $11,566,000 $11,566,000
Southwest Temecula French Valley Rancho California 1-15 (Front) 1.86 $26,791,000 $10,413,000
Southwest Temecula SR-79 (Winchester) Murrieta Hot Springs Jefferson 2.70 $7,896,000 $7,896,000
Southwest Wildomar Bundy Canyon I-15 Sunset 3.42 $17,222,000 $17,222,000
Southwest Wildomar Bundy Canyon Sunset Murrieta 1.01 $2,357,000 $2,357,000
Southwest Wildomar Clinton Keith Palomar I-15 0.55 $0 $0
Southwest Unincorporated Benton SR-79 Eastern Bypass 2.40 $2,814,000 $2,814,000
Southwest Unincorporated Clinton Keith Meadowlark SR-79 2.54 $23,958,000 $23,958,000
Southwest Unincorporated ~ Newport Menifee Lindenberger 0.77 $0 $0
Southwest Unincorporated Newport Lindenberger SR-79 (Winchester) 3.58 $0 $0
Southwest Unincorporated SR-74 I-15 Ethanac 4.89 $22,828,000 $22,784,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass/Washir SR-79 (Winchester) Borel 4.52 $5,713,000 $5,713,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass) Borel Vino 4.04 $12,693,000 $12,693,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass/Anza) Vino SR-79 (Constance) 4.49 $6,125,000 $6,125,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass/Anza) SR-79 (Constance) Santa Rita 1.14 $3,945,000 $3,945,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass/Anza) Santa Rita Fairview 1.77 $4,829,000 $4,829,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass) Fairview Pala 1.48 $4,039,000 $4,039,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Eastern Bypass) Pala I1-15 4.21 $30,958,000 $30,958,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Winchester) Keller Thompson 2.47 $4,423,000 $4,423,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Winchester) Thompson La Alba 1.81 $3,248,000 $1,810,000
Southwest Unincorporated SR-79 (Winchester) La Alba Hunter 0.50 $903,000 $381,000
Southwest Unincorporated  SR-79 (Winchester) Hunter Murrieta Hot Springs 1.14 $0 $0
Subtotal 295.15 $1,056,393,000 $892,539,000
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Table A1-2.1 - TUMF Network Cost Estimates — 50% ADJUSTED (continued)

AREA PLAN DIST CITY STREETNAME SEGMENTFROM SEGMENTTO MILES ADJUSTED COST  ADJ MAX TUMF SHARE
Central Menifee Briggs Newport Scott 3.05 $3,574,000 $3,574,000
Central Menifee Goetz Juanita Lesser Lane 2.61 $3,057,000 $2,966,000
Central Menifee Goetz Newport Juanita 1.36 $0 $0
Central Menifee Holland Antelope Haun 1.00 $6,511,000 $6,511,000
Central Menifee McCall Menifee SR 79 (Winchester) 4.45 $5,209,000 $5,209,000
Central Menifee MccCall SR-79 (Winchester) Warren 2.58 $3,016,000 $3,016,000
Central Menifee MccCall 1-215 Aspel 1.23 $9,334,000 $9,334,000
Central Menifee McCall Aspel Menifee 0.95 $2,235,000 $2,235,000
Central Menifee Murrieta Ethanac MccCall 1.95 $1,621,000 $1,621,000
Central Menifee Murrieta McCall Newport 2.03 $0 $0
Central Menifee Murrieta Newport Bundy Canyon 3.00 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Cactus 1-215 Heacock 1.81 $18,587,000 $18,587,000
Central Moreno Valley Eucalyptus 1-215 Towngate 1.00 $1,345,000 $1,345,000
Central Moreno Valley Eucalyptus Towngate Frederick 0.67 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Frederick SR-60 Alessandro 155 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Heacock Cactus San Michele 279 $4,880,000 $3,362,000
Central Moreno Valley Heacock Reche Vista Cactus 4.73 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Heacock San Michele Harley Knox 0.74 $1,496,000 $1,238,000
Central Moreno Valley Ironwood SR-60 Redlands 8.46 $17,756,000 $17,756,000
Central Moreno Valley Lasselle Eucalyptus Alessandro 1.00 $1,073,000 $1,073,000
Central Moreno Valley Lasselle Alessandro John F Kennedy 1.00 $1,437,000 $1,437,000
Central Moreno Valley Lasselle John F Kennedy Oleander 3.14 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Moreno Beach Reche Canyon SR-60 1.37 $18,606,000 $18,606,000
Central Moreno Valley Nason Ironwood Alessandro 2.02 $18,688,000 $18,688,000
Central Moreno Valley Pigeon Pass Ironwood SR-60 0.43 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Pigeon Pass/CETAP Corridor Cantarini Ironwood 3.23 $1,161,000 $1,161,000
Central Moreno Valley Reche Canyon Reche Vista Moreno Beach 4.02 $0 $0
Central Moreno Valley Redlands Locust Alessandro 2.68 $20,961,000 $20,613,000
Central Moreno Valley Sunnymead Frederick Perris 2.02 $0 $0
Central Perris Ellis SR-74 (4th) 1-215 1.92 $26,187,000 $26,187,000
Central Perris Evans Placentia Nuevo 1.50 $985,000 $985,000
Central Perris Evans Morgan Ramona 0.59 $693,000 $693,000
Central Perris Evans Nuevo 1-215 1.99 $8,011,000 $8,011,000
Central Perris Evans Oleander Ramona 0.99 $0 $0
Central Perris Evans Placentia Rider 0.58 $0 $0
Central Perris Evans Rider Morgan 0.49 $580,000 $580,000
Central Perris Goetz Lesser Ethanac 1.04 $1,218,000 $977,000
Central Perris Harley Knox 1-215 Indian 1.53 $10,644,000 $10,644,000
Central Perris Harley Knox Indian Perris 0.50 $224,000 $224,000
Central Perris Harley Knox Perris Evans 1.03 $3,696,000 $3,696,000
Central Perris Nuevo 1-215 Murrieta 1.36 $10,330,000 $10,330,000
Central Perris Nuevo Murrieta Dunlap 1.00 $2,156,000 $2,156,000
Central Perris Placentia 1-215 Indian 0.37 $17,020,000 $17,020,000
Central Perris Placentia Indian Redlands 1.00 $1,170,000 $1,170,000
Central Perris Placentia Redlands Wilson 0.25 $0 $0
Central Perris Placentia Wilson Evans 0.75 $4,270,000 $4,270,000
Central Perris SR-74 (Matthews) 1-215(mostly in Perris) Ethanac 1.25 $7,896,000 $7,896,000
Central Unincorporated Briggs SR-74 (Pinacate) Simpson 2.50 $5,857,000 $5,857,000
Central Unincorporated Briggs Simpson Newport 153 $4,294,000 $4,294,000
Central Unincorporated  Center (Main) 1-215 Mt Vernon 1.50 $16,733,000 $16,733,000
Central Unincorporated Ellis Post SR-74 2.65 $3,102,000 $3,102,000
Central Unincorporated Mount Vernon/CETAP Corridc Center Pigeon Pass 0.61 $945,000 $945,000
Central Unincorporated Nuevo Dunlap Menifee 2.00 $4,012,000 $4,012,000
Central Unincorporated Pigeon Pass/CETAP Corridor Cantarini Mount Vernon 3.38 $10,544,000 $10,544,000
Central Unincorporated Post Santa Rosa Mine Ellis 0.44 $0 $0
Central Unincorporated  Redlands San Timoteo Canyon Locust 2.60 $0 $0
Northwest Corona 6th SR-91 Magnolia 4.84 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Auto Center Railroad SR-91 0.30 $6,148,000 $0
Northwest Corona Hidden Valley Norco Hills McKinley 0.59 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Lincoln Parkridge Ontario 3.20 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Magnolia 6th Sherborn 0.61 $2,352,000 $2,352,000
Northwest Corona Magnolia Sherborn Rimpau 0.39 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Magnolia Rimpau Ontario 117 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Main Grand Ontario 0.88 $1,031,000 $975,000
Northwest Corona Main Ontario Foothill 0.74 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Main Hidden Valley Parkridge 0.35 $624,000 $479,000
Northwest Corona Main Parkridge SR-91 0.86 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Main SR-91 S. Grand 0.86 $2,365,000 $2,365,000
Northwest Corona McKinley Hidden Valley Promenade 0.57 $0 $0
Northwest Corona MckKinley Promenade SR-91 0.33 $0 $0
Northwest Corona McKinley SR-91 Magnolia 0.31 $21,071,000 $19,171,000
Northwest Corona Ontario 1-15 El Cerrito 0.94 $1,693,000 $1,693,000
Northwest Corona Ontario Lincoln Buena Vista 0.32 $577,000 $316,000
Northwest Corona Ontario Buena Vista Main 0.65 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Ontario Main Kellogg 0.78 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Ontario Kellogg Fullerton 0.32 $884,000 $884,000
Northwest Corona Ontario Fullerton Rimpau 0.42 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Ontario Rimpau 1-15 0.60 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Railroad Auto Club Sherman 1.97 $6,148,000 $6,148,000
Northwest Corona Railroad Sherman Main (at Grand) 1.26 $2,265,000 $1,513,000
Northwest Corona River Corydon Main 227 $0 $0
Northwest Corona Serfas Club SR-91 Green River 0.96 $0 $0
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Table A1-2.1 - TUMF Network Cost Estimates — 50% ADJUSTED (continued)

AREA PLAN DIST CITY STREETNAME SEGMENTFROM SEGMENTTO MILES ADJUSTED COST  ADJ MAX TUMF SHARE
Northwest Norco 1st Parkridge Mountian 0.26 $300,000 $300,000
Northwest Norco 1st Mountian Hamner 0.26 $0 $0
Northwest Norco 2nd River I-15 1.44 $1,682,000 $1,160,000
Northwest Norco 6th Hamner California 1.71 $7,896,000 $7,896,000
Northwest Norco Arlington North Arlington 0.97 $1,141,000 $1,141,000
Northwest Norco California Arlington 6th 0.98 $1,759,000 $1,759,000
Northwest Norco Corydon River 5th 1.46 $2,628,000 $2,628,000
Northwest Norco Hamner Santa Ana River Hidden Valley 3.05 $5,476,000 $5,476,000
Northwest Norco Hidden Valley I-15 Norco Hills 152 $0 $0
Northwest Norco Hidden Valley Hamner I-15 0.13 $0 $0
Northwest Norco Norco Corydon Hamner 1.20 $2,159,000 $2,159,000
Northwest Norco North Callifornia Arlington 0.81 $0 $0
Northwest Norco River Archibald Corydon 1.14 $2,045,000 $1,164,000
Northwest Riverside 14th Market Martin Luther King 0.89 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside 1st Market Main 0.08 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside 3rd Chicago 1-215 0.36 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Adams SR-91 Arlington 1.56 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Adams SR-91 Lincoln 0.54 $6,148,000 $6,148,000
Northwest Riverside Buena Vista Santa Ana River Redwood 0.30 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Canyon Crest Central Country Club 0.59 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Canyon Crest Country Club Via Vista 0.94 $1,284,000 $927,000
Northwest Riverside Canyon Crest Via Vista Alessandro 0.68 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Canyon Crest Martin Luther King Central 0.95 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Central Chicago 1-215/SR-60 215 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Central SR-91 Magnolia 0.76 $1,363,000 $1,363,000
Northwest Riverside Central Alessandro SR-91 2.05 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Central Van Buren Magnolia 3.53 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Chicago Alessandro Spruce 3.42 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Chicago Spruce Columbia 0.75 $13,195,000 $13,195,000
Northwest Riverside Columbia Main lowa 1.09 $14,044,000 $14,044,000
Northwest Riverside lowa Center 3rd 225 $13,254,000 $13,254,000
Northwest Riverside lowa 3rd University 0.51 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside JFK Trautwein Wood 0.48 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside La Sierra Arlington SR-91 3.56 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside La Sierra SR-91 Indiana 0.19 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside La Sierra Indiana Victoria 0.78 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Lemon (NB One way) Mission Inn University 0.08 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Lincoln Adams Washington 155 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Lincoln Van Buren Adams 154 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Lincoln Washington Victoria 1.43 $2,567,000 $2,567,000
Northwest Riverside Lincoln Victoria Arlington 0.28 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Madison SR-91 Victoria 0.86 $6,148,000 $6,148,000
Northwest Riverside Magnolia BNSF RR La Sierra 3.09 $6,148,000 $6,148,000
Northwest Riverside Magnolia La Sierra Harrison 2.70 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Magnolia Harrison 14th 5.98 $6,148,000 $6,148,000
Northwest Riverside Main 1st San Bernardino County 2.19 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Market 14th Santa Ana River 2.03 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Martin Luther King 14th 1-215/SR-60 211 $3,788,000 $3,447,000
Northwest Riverside Mission Inn Redwood Lemon 0.79 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Overlook Sandtrack Alessandro 0.32 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Overlook Washington Bodewin/Via Montecito 0.56 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Overlook Bodewin/Via Montecito Crystal View 0.81 $1,606,000 $1,606,000
Northwest Riverside Overlook Crystal View Via Vista 0.55 $6,361,000 $6,361,000
Northwest Riverside Overlook Via Vista Sandtrack 0.63 $1,252,000 $1,252,000
Northwest Riverside Redwood (SB One way) Mission Inn University 0.08 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Trautwein Alessandro Van Buren 219 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Tyler SR-91 Magnolia 0.43 $16,153,000 $16,153,000
Northwest Riverside Tyler Magnolia Hole 0.27 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Tyler Hole Wells 1.06 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Tyler Wells Arlington 1.35 $2,424,000 $2,424,000
Northwest Riverside University Redwood SR-91 0.86 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside University SR-91 1-215/SR-60 2.01 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Victoria Madison Washington 0.52 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Washington Victoria Hermosa 2.05 $3,686,000 $3,686,000
Northwest Riverside Wood JFK Van Buren 0.70 $410,000 $410,000
Northwest Riverside Wood Van Buren Bergamont 0.11 $0 $0
Northwest Riverside Wood Bergamont Krameria 0.39 $184,000 $184,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Archibald San Bernardino County River 3.63 $6,628,000 $5,617,000
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Armstrong San Bernardino County Valley 1.53 $687,000 $583,000
Northwest Unincorporated Bellgrave Cantu-Galleano Ranch Van Buren 0.29 $337,000 $304,000
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Cantu-Galleano Ranch Hamner Wineville 0.94 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated Cantu-Galleano Ranch Wineville Bellgrave 1.82 $3,411,000 $3,411,000
Northwest Unincorporated Dos Lagos (Weirick) Temescal Canyon I-15 0.21 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  El Cerrito 1-15 Ontario 0.56 $651,000 $651,000
Northwest Unincorporated Etiwanda San Bernardino County SR-60 1.00 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  Etiwanda SR-60 Limonite 3.00 $0 $0
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Table A1-2.1 - TUMF Network Cost Estimates — 50% ADJUSTED (continued)

AREA PLAN DIST CITY STREETNAME SEGMENTFROM SEGMENTTO MILES ADJUSTED COST  ADJ MAX TUMF SHARE
Northwest Unincorporated Hamner Bellgrave Amberhill 0.42 $486,000 $486,000
Northwest Unincorporated Hamner Amberhill Limonite 0.49 $1,151,000 $925,000
Northwest Unincorporated Hamner Limonite Schleisman 1.00 $1,168,000 $1,168,000
Northwest Unincorporated Hamner Schleisman Santa Anna River 1.29 $13,036,000 $12,850,000
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Hamner Mission Bellgrave 111 $1,299,000 $1,278,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Harley John Washington Scottsdale 0.12 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  Harley John Scottsdale Cajalco 1.19 $1,392,000 $1,392,000
Northwest Unincorporated La Sierra Victoria El Sobrante 2.22 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  La Sierra El Sobrante Cajalco 2.36 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated Limonite Archibald Hamner 1.99 $2,337,000 $2,187,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Limonite Hamner 1-15 0.62 $8,617,000 $8,376,000
Northwest Unincorporated Limonite I-15 Wineville 0.40 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  Limonite Wineville Etiwanda 0.99 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated Limonite Etiwanda Van Buren 272 $6,370,000 $4,651,000
Northwest Unincorporated Limonite Van Buren Clay 0.79 $930,000 $930,000
Northwest Unincorporated Limonite Clay Riverview 245 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated Market Rubidoux Santa Ana River 1.74 $6,221,000 $5,878,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Mission Milliken SR-60 1.61 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Mission SR-60 Santa Ana River 7.39 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  Mockingbird Canyon Van Buren Cajalco 434 $5,916,000 $5,788,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Riverview Limonite Mission 0.95 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated  Rubidoux San Bernardino County Mission 2.65 $7,896,000 $7,896,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Temescal Canyon Ontario Tuscany 0.65 $707,000 $707,000
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Temescal Canyon Tuscany Dos Lagos 0.91 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Temescal Canyon Dos Lagos Leroy 1.10 $1,506,000 $1,506,000
Northwest Unincorporated Temescal Canyon Leroy Dawson Canyon 1.89 $2,573,000 $2,573,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Temescal Canyon Dawson Canyon I-15 0.28 $7,896,000 $7,896,000
Northwest Unincorporated Temescal Canyon 1-15 Park Canyon 3.41 $5,309,000 $5,309,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Temescal Canyon Park Canyon Indian Truck Trail 255 $3,475,000 $3,475,000
Northwest Unincorporated  Valley Armstrong Mission 0.48 $0 $0
Northwest Unincorporated ~ Washington Hermosa Harley John 3.96 $4,641,000 $4,641,000
Northwest Unincorporated Wood Krameria Cajalco 2.99 $3,499,000 $3,499,000
Pass Banning 8th Wilson 1-10 0.54 $0 $0
Pass Banning Highland Springs Oak Valley (14th) Wilson (8th) 0.73 $1,316,000 $658,000
Pass Banning Highland Springs Cherry Valley Oak Valley (14th) 153 $2,752,000 $1,376,000
Pass Banning 1-10 Bypass South 1-10 Apache Trail 3.29 $15,041,000 $15,041,000
Pass Banning Lincoln Sunset SR-243 2.01 $0 $0
Pass Banning Ramsey I-10 Wilson (8th) 1.70 $0 $0
Pass Banning Ramsey Wilson (8th) Highland Springs 3.55 $0 $0
Pass Banning SR-243 I-10 Wesley 0.62 $0 $0
Pass Banning Sun Lakes Highland Home Sunset 1.00 $5,258,000 $5,258,000
Pass Banning Sun Lakes Highland Springs Highland Home 1.33 $0 $0
Pass Banning Sunset Ramsey Lincoln 0.28 $21,597,000 $21,597,000
Pass Banning Wilson (8th) Highland Home Wilson (8th) 251 $0 $0
Pass Banning Wilson (8th) Highland Springs Highland Home 1.01 $1,807,000 $1,807,000
Pass Beaumont 1st Viele Pennsylvania 1.28 $2,304,000 $0
Pass Beaumont 1st Pennsylvania Highland Springs 1.10 $0 $0
Pass Beaumont 6th 1-10 Highland Springs 224 $0 $0
Pass Beaumont Desert Lawn Champions Oak Valley (STC) 0.99 $1,155,000 $0
Pass Beaumont Highland Springs Wilson (8th) Sun Lakes 0.76 $9,262,000 $8,579,000
Pass Beaumont Oak Valley (14th) Highland Springs Pennsylvania 113 $0 $0
Pass Beaumont Oak Valley (14th) Pennsylvania Oak View 1.40 $0 $0
Pass Beaumont Oak Valley (14th) Oak View I-10 0.65 $10,269,000 $0
Pass Beaumont QOak Valley (STC) Beaumont City Limits Cherry Valley (J St / Central Overl 3.46 $0 $0
Pass Beaumont Oak Valley (STC) Cherry Valley (J St / Central Overl. I-10 1.67 $1,952,000 $0
Pass Beaumont Pennsylvania 6th 1st 0.53 $7,896,000 $0
Pass Beaumont Viele 4th Ist 0.31 $559,000 $0
Pass Beaumont Viele 6th 4th 0.50 $14,100,000 $0
Pass Calimesa Bryant County Line Singleton 0.38 $0 $0
Pass Calimesa Calimesa County Line I-10 0.80 $16,153,000 $16,153,000
Pass Calimesa Cherry Valley Roberts Palmer 0.50 $582,000 $0
Pass Calimesa County Line I-10 Bryant 1.76 $9,476,000 $9,476,000
Pass Calimesa Desert Lawn Cherry Valley Champions 1.61 $1,882,000 $1,882,000
Pass Calimesa Singleton Bryant Condit 1.86 $5,081,000 $5,081,000
Pass Calimesa Singleton Condit Roberts 0.85 $17,679,000 $17,679,000
Pass Unincorporated Cherry Valley Highland Springs Noble 0.95 $2,231,000 $2,231,000
Pass Unincorporated Cherry Valley Noble Desert Lawn 3.40 $21,383,000 $21,383,000
Pass Unincorporated Live Oak Canyon Oak Valley (STC) San Bernardino County 281 $0 $0
Pass Unincorporated Oak Valley (STC) San Bernardino County Beaumont City Limits 5.65 $6,598,000 $6,598,000
San Jacinto Hemet Sanderson Acacia Menlo 0.98 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet Sanderson Domenigoni Stetson 1.08 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet Sanderson RR Crossing Acacia 0.42 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet Sanderson Stetson RR Crossing 0.58 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet Sanderson Menlo Esplanade 1.00 $1,794,000 $895,000
San Jacinto Hemet SR-74 Warren Cawston 1.02 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet SR-74 (Florida) Columbia Ramona 258 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet SR-74/SR-79 (Florida) Cawston Columbia 4.03 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet State Domenigoni Chambers 1.31 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet State Chambers Stetson 0.51 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet State Florida Esplanade 174 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet State Stetson Florida 1.25 $3,440,000 $2,469,000
San Jacinto Hemet Stetson Cawston State 252 $0 $0
San Jacinto Hemet Stetson Warren Cawston 1.00 $1,170,000 $1,170,000
San Jacinto Hemet Warren Esplanade Domenigoni 4.99 $7,096,000 $6,697,000
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Table A1-2.1 - TUMF Network Cost Estimates — 50% ADJUSTED (continued)

AREA PLAN DIST CITY STREETNAME SEGMENTFROM SEGMENTTO MILES ADJUSTED COST  ADJ MAX TUMF SHARE
San Jacinto San Jacinto Esplanade Ramona Mountain 0.20 $717,000 $717,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Esplanade Mountain State 255 $0 $0
San Jacinto San Jacinto Esplanade State Warren 3.53 $4,138,000 $4,138,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto Sanderson Ramona Esplanade 3.55 $4,155,000 $2,081,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto SR-79 (North Ramona) State San Jacinto 1.02 $0 $0
San Jacinto San Jacinto SR-79 (San Jacinto) 7th SR-74 2.25 $0 $0
San Jacinto San Jacinto SR-79 (San Jacinto) North Ramona Blvd 7th 0.25 $443,000 $443,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto State Ramona Esplanade 1.99 $0 $0
San Jacinto San Jacinto State Street Gilman Springs Quandt Ranch 0.76 $2,980,000 $2,675,000
San Jacinto San Jacinto State Street Quandt Ranch Ramona 0.70 $0 $0
San Jacinto San Jacinto Warren Ramona Esplanade 347 $4,066,000 $4,066,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated Gilman Springs Sanderson State 254 $3,399,000 $2,368,000
San Jacinto Unincorporated  SR-79 (Winchester) SR-74 (Florida) Domenigoni 3.23 $0 $0
Southwest Lake Elsinore Diamond Mission I-15 0.24 $281,000 $268,000
Southwest Lake Elsinore Grand Lincoln Toft 1.29 $0 $0
Southwest Lake Elsinore Grand Toft SR-74 (Riverside) 0.86 $603,000 $603,000
Southwest Lake Elsinore Lake I-15 Lincoln 3.10 $11,071,000 $10,291,000
Southwest Lake Elsinore Mission Railroad Canyon Bundy Canyon 2.39 $0 $0
Southwest Lake Elsinore SR-74 (Collier/Riverside) I-15 Lakeshore 2.10 $7,539,000 $5,823,000
Southwest Lake Elsinore SR-74 (Grand) Riverside SR-74 (Ortega) 0.64 $2,283,000 $1,968,000
Southwest Lake Elsinore SR-74 (Riverside) Lakeshore Grand 1.74 $5,605,000 $5,473,000
Southwest Murrieta California Oaks Jefferson I-15 0.32 $16,722,000 $16,722,000
Southwest Murrieta California Oaks I-15 Clinton Keith 2.26 $0 $0
Southwest Murrieta Jefferson Murrieta Hot Springs Cherry 2.26 $0 $0
Southwest Murrieta Jefferson Palomar Nutmeg 1.02 $2,388,000 $2,388,000
Southwest Murrieta Jefferson Nutmeg Murrieta Hot Springs 2.37 $8,502,000 $8,052,000
Southwest Murrieta Los Alamos Jefferson I-15 0.38 $2,135,000 $2,135,000
Southwest Murrieta Los Alamos I-15 1-215 1.39 $2,503,000 $2,398,000
Southwest Murrieta Murrieta Hot Springs 1-215 Margarita 1.48 $0 $0
Southwest Murrieta Murrieta Hot Springs Jefferson 1-215 111 $0 $0
Southwest Murrieta Murrieta Hot Springs Margarita SR-79 (Winchester) 1.01 $1,180,000 $723,000
Southwest Murrieta Nutmeg Jefferson Clinton Keith 197 $0 $0
Southwest Murrieta Whitewood Clinton Keith Los Alamos 2.01 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula Jefferson Cherry Rancho California 2.29 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula Margarita Murrieta Hot Springs SR-79 (Temecula) 7.38 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula Old Town Front Rancho California 1-15/SR-79 1.45 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula Pechanga SR-79 (Temecula) Via Gilberto 1.32 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula Pechanga Via Gilberto Pechanga Road 1.44 $0 $0
Southwest Temecula Rancho California Jefferson Margarita 1.89 $9,981,000 $9,192,000
Southwest Temecula Rancho California Margarita Butterfield Stage 1.96 $5,410,000 $5,410,000
Southwest Temecula SR-79 (Temecula) 1-15 Pechanga 0.64 $750,000 $61,000
Southwest Temecula SR-79 (Temecula) Pechanga Road Butterfield Stage 3.08 $0 $0
Southwest Wildomar Baxter 1-15 Palomar 0.37 $8,327,000 $8,327,000
Southwest Wildomar Bundy Canyon Mission 1-15 0.94 $1,679,000 $1,679,000
Southwest Wildomar Central Baxter Palomar 0.74 $1,320,000 $1,320,000
Southwest Wildomar Mission Bundy Canyon Palomar 0.84 $0 $0
Southwest Wildomar Palomar Clinton Keith Jefferson 0.74 $862,000 $862,000
Southwest Wildomar Palomar Mission Clinton Keith 279 $3,266,000 $3,266,000
Southwest Unincorporated Briggs Scott SR-79 (Winchester) 3.39 $3,973,000 $3,973,000
Southwest Unincorporated Butterfield Stage Murrieta Hot Springs Rancho California 1.78 $10,294,000 $10,294,000
Southwest Unincorporated Butterfield Stage Rancho California SR-79 (Temecula) 2.30 $3,132,000 $3,132,000
Southwest Unincorporated Butterfield Stage SR-79 (Winchester) Auld 2.28 $3,111,000 $3,111,000
Southwest Unincorporated Butterfield Stage Auld Murrieta Hot Springs 223 $9,843,000 $9,843,000
Southwest Unincorporated Central Grand Palomar 0.51 $916,000 $916,000
Southwest Unincorporated Grand Ortega Central 6.98 $12,526,000 $12,526,000
Southwest Unincorporated  Horsethief Canyon Temescal Canyon 1-15 0.17 $199,000 $199,000
Southwest Unincorporated  Indian Truck Trail Temescal Canyon 1-15 0.18 $8,306,000 $8,306,000
Southwest Unincorporated Murrieta Hot Springs SR-79 (Winchester) Pourroy 1.75 $0 $0
Southwest Unincorporated  Pala Pechanga San Diego County 1.38 $0 $0
Southwest Unincorporated Temescal Canyon Indian Truck Trail Lake 1.21 $2,062,000 $2,062,000
Subtotal 471.25 $912,160,000 $841,520,000
Totals Network 766.40 $ 1,968,553,000 $ 1,734,059,000
Transit $ 83,473,000 $ 30,913,000

Administration $ 87,600,000 $ 87,600,000

MSHCP $ 31,183,000 $ 29,979,000

Total $ 2,170,809,000 $ 1,882,551,000
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Table A1-2.2 - TUMF Schedule of Fees - 50% ADJUSTED

Fee Levels (2009 CCI Adjustment as adopted February 2, 2009)
February 2, 2009 through October 5, 2009

Land Use Type Units Fee Per Unit
Single Family Residential DU $ 9,812
Multi Family Residential DU $ 6,890
Industrial SF GFA $ 1.84
Retall SF GFA $ 9.99
Service SF GFA $ 5.71
Class A & B Office** SF GFA $ 2.19

Fee Levels (2009 Nexus Update - 50% ADJUSTED - as adopted October 5, 2009)
October 6, 2009 through December 31, 2010*

Land Use Type Units Fee Per Unit
Single Family Residential DU $ 4,437
Multi Family Residential DU $ 3,115
Industrial SF GFA $ 0.86
Retail SF GFA $ 5.24
Service SF GFA $ 2.10
Class A & B Office** SF GFA $ 1.10

Fee Levels (2009 Nexus Update as adopted October 5, 2009)
After December 31, 2010*

Land Use Type Units Fee Per Unit
Single Family Residential DU $ 8,873
Multi Family Residential DU $ 6,231
Industrial SF GFA $ 1.73
Retail SF GFA $ 10.49
Service SF GFA $ 4.19
Class A & B Office** SF GFA $ 2.19

Notes:
* - Actual implementation date and fee levels may be adjusted for in accordance with local TUMF ordinances

** - Class A & B Office fee after July 1, 2007 to be reviewed based on results of detailed market analysis.

A detailed breakdown of the adjusted maximum TUMF share for projects on the TUMF
Network is included as Appendix Al-C to this Addendum.
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Al-2.2 TUMF Program Revenue Shortfall

Since the transportation impact of any new development remains constant as
determined in the TUMF Nexus Study, the 50% reduction in fees means that the
development is no longer contributing a fair share of the cost to mitigate its impacts.
This effectively means that the TUMF Program is no longer able to collect sufficient
revenues from new development to mitigate these impacts.

Section 66001 (d) (3) of the California Government Code requires a local authority that
imposes an impact fee program to “identify (on at least a five yearly basis) all sources
and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing in incomplete
improvements identified in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a)” which refers to the “public
facilities for which the fee is charged”. Because the 50% reduction in the TUMF
effectively forfeits a substantial portion of the funding that would be necessary to
complete the facilities identified in the Nexus Study, it is necessary for the revenue
shortfall to be made up from other sources. In accordance with the provision of the
Mitigation Fee Act, it is necessary for WRCOG to identify the specific sources of revenue
to be used for this purpose.

The Nexus Study for the TUMF Program is intended to establish the full funding fair share
to complete facility improvements that are needed to mitigate the impacts of new
development. However, as described in the TUMF Administrative Plan, the TUMF
“Program is not designed to be the only source of revenue to construct the identified
facilities, and it will be necessary for matching funds from a variety of available sources
to be provided.” As a result of the TUMF Ordinance exemption of Government and
Public Sector land uses and certain other land use types, the phased implementation of
other Non-Residential land uses, and statutory provisions for vesting rights, the TUMF
program inherently includes a funding shortfall.

Based on the estimated fair share established in the TUMF Nexus Study completed for
the 2009 Program Update, approximately 9% of the TUMF mitigation need can be
attributed to the impact of Government and Public Sector land uses that are exempt
by Ordinance from paying the fee. Furthermore, the 10-Year Strategic Plan previously
estimated that approximately 2% of the estimated TUMF revenues will not be captured
as a result of the original multi-year phase-in of TUMF for non-residential land uses, while
an additional 5% will not be captured as a result of pre-existing local agency developer
agreements and project vesting. Combined, these exemptions and waivers create an
overall program shortfall of approximately 16% which equates to approximately $602
milion based on the Nexus Study completed for the 2009 Program Update, or
approximately $21.5 million on a prorated annualized basis.

In the past, the TUMF program has addressed the inherent program revenue shortfall
that results from TUMF Ordinance exemptions and other statutory limitations through
encouraging sponsoring agencies and private developers to voluntarily provide
alternate revenue match (either as cash, in-lieu contributions or exactions). This
voluntary use of alternate funding match is formalized in the 10-Year Strategic Plan as a
criterion for ranking and prioritizing projects during programming. Typically this
voluntary match has resulted in the Program meeting the inherent revenue shortfall of
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approximately 15% to 20%. The temporary fee reduction will substantially increase the
amount of the TUMF revenue shortfall that will be created during the period the
reduction is in effect.

The temporary fee reduction will effectively reduce the fee revenue generated by a
further 42% (50% of the 84% of revenues that would be otherwise generated based on
the pre-existing TUMF Ordinance and statutory limitations). This would equate to a total
of approximately $2.2 billion in revenues being forfeited over the life of the Program
based on the Nexus Study completed for the 2009 Program Update, or approximately
$78 milion on a prorated annualized basis. Since the actual rate of development in
Western Riverside County in recent years has been substantially below the historical
average, it is likely the actual revenue shortfall observed during the fee reduction
period would be less than the prorated annualized estimate. However, on a
percentage basis, the revenue forfeited remains effectively consistent regardless of the
rate of development, ands since the level of impact (and the resultant cost to mitigate
the impact) is directly proportional to the rate of development, the funding shortfall will
remain approximately 58% of the fair share cost of mitigation that is attributable to the
new development that occurs during the fee reduction period. In other words, only
42% of the fair share cost to mitigate the impacts of new development will actually be
collected during the reduced fee period.

Consistent with the narrative described in the TUMF Administrative Plan, the local
sponsoring agencies and private developers have a responsibility to seek alternative
funding sources to meet the TUMF program funding shortfall. Alternate match to meet
the TUMF funding shortfall could include the utilization of traditional transportation
funding sources (such as STP, CMAQ, Measure A and other discretionary federal, state
or local transportation funds) and in-kind services (such as local agency planning,
engineering or right of way acquisition, or right of way and roadway facility dedications
by private developers). The importance of local agencies and private developers
seeking alternative funding sources to meet the program funding shortfall is further
emphasized by the significant increase in the proportional share of the funding shortfall
that will be created by each new development that does not contribute a fair share
toward the cost to mitigate transportation impacts during the reduced fee period.

As described previously, it is estimated that the funding shortfall during the fee
reduction period will be 58% of the fair share cost of mitigation that is attributable to the
new development that occurs, based on the TUMF Nexus Study completed for the 2009
Program Update. Historically, sponsoring agencies and private developers have not
demonstrated an ability to voluntarily provide such a substantial funding match and
therefore additional measures will be required to ensure the Program funding shortfall
can be adequately met. To ensure the funding shortfall is adequately addressed in
accordance with the provision of the Mitigation Fee Act, a mandatory alternate match
requirement may need to be established as part of the programming and
implementation of all TUMF project, including projects sponsored by public agencies
and those completed by private developers.
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ¢
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FROM: Transportation and Land Management Agency (TLMA) SUBMITTAL DATE:
July 2, 2009

SUBJECT: Temporary Reduction of Development Impact Fees (DIF).

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:

1. Re-introduce and adopt, on successive weeks, Ordinance No. 659.8, an Ordinance of the County of
Riverside Amending Ordinance No. 659; and

2. Find the adoption of Ordinance No. 659.8 is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15061(b)(3) in that it can be seen with certainty there is no possibility the ordinance may
have a significant effect on the environment; and

3. Adopt Resolution No. 2009-236, a Resolution of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors
encouraging the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) to implement the Red Team
recommendations for a Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Reduction; and

4. Direct TLMA and the Executive Office to report to the Board bi-annually on the temporary DIF

reduction; and

§ |5. Direct the Executive Office to work with the appropriate County Departments to establish a

i\?} " procedure to offset the loss of Development Impact Fee revenues.
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Board of Supervisors
July 2, 2009
Page 2

BACKGROUND: At the June 30, 2009, Board of Supervisors meeting, the Board
expressed a desire to increase the amount of the temporary fee reduction from 30% to
50%, but to limit the reduction to a one-year time period. Staff has revised the proposed
ordinance amendment to show a 50% temporary reduction in fees for a period of one
year. The Board reiterated its desire to have TLMA present bi-annual reports on the
status of the temporary DIF reduction and make recommendations for program changes

if appropriate.

An additional recommended motion is included in this Form 11 to address the Board of
Supervisors’ desire to look for ways to offset any potential loss of DIF revenues. The
Executive Office would work with other appropriate county departments, including the
Auditor-Controller, to establish a mechanism or procedure that would identify funding
from other sources for infrastructure projects to offset the loss of DIF revenues.
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ORDINANCE NO. 659.8

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 659
AND CHAPTER 4.60 OF THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CODE
ESTABLISHING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Riverside ordains as follows:
Section 1. The title of Ordinance No. 659 is amended to read as follows:

“ORDINANCE NO. 659

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

ESTABLISHING A DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAM”

Section 2. A new Section 15. is added to Ordinance No. 659 to read as follows:
“Section 15, TEMPORARY REDUCTION OF FEES. Pursuant to the fee
adjustment authority set forth in Section 14. of this ordinance and notwithstanding Section 7.
or any other provision of this ordinance, the DIF amounis in effect on the effective date of
Ordinance No. 659.8 shall be temporarily reduced by fifty percent (50%) for the period
commencing on August 20, 2009 and ending on August 20, 2010.

a. Application. The temporary fee reduction described in this
section shall not apply to or affect fees owed under any
development agreement or other contractual arrangement in
effect on or before the effective date of Ordinance No. 659.8. If
reduced fees are paid at the time application is made for a
building permit and either the application or the building permit
issued on the application expires, subsequent building permit
applications on the same parcel shall be subject to the full DIF
amount, unless the temporary fee reduction is still in effect at

the time of the subsequent application.
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Effect. No provision of this section shall entitle any person
who has already paid Development Impact Fees to receive a
refund, credit or reimbursement of such payment. This
ordinance does not create any new Development Impact Fees or
increase the amount of any existing Development Impact Fees.
This ordinance only effects a temporary change in the County’s

existing Development Impact Fees.

Expiration.  As of August 20, 2010, this section is repealed
without further action by the Board of Supervisors, unless the
Board of Supervisors repeals or modifies this section prior to
that date. The repeal of this section shall not affect the validity
of actions taken or Development Impact Fees paid under the

authority of this section.”

Existing Sections 15. through 22. of Ordinance No. 659 are renumbered

Sections 16. through 23. respectively.

follows:

Existing Section 17. of Ordinance No. 659 is amended to read as

“Section 18. CREDITS. If an owner or developer of real property

dedicates land or constructs facilities identified in the Public Facilities Needs List, the County

may grant the owner or developer a Credit in one or more of the Fee Components described in

this ordinance against the Development Impact Fees required. No Credit shall be granted for

the cost of improvements not defined herein as "Facilities." An owner or developer may

request a Credit from the Transportation and Land Management Agency at the time of

development approval. A Credit granted at the time of development approval shall be

included as a condition of that approval. After development approval, but before the issuance

2
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of a building permit, an owner or developer may request a Credit from the Executive Office.
If the Transportation and Land Management Agency or the Executive Office determines that a
Credit is appropriate, the owner or developer shall enter into a Credit Agreement which shall
be approved by the Board of Supervisors. The Credit amount shall be initially calculated by
estimating the fair market value of the land dedicated or by estimating the cost of constructing
Facilities. The County shall subsequently review and determine the actual value of the land
dedicated and the actual construction costs allowable. Any Credit granted shall not exceed the

allocated cost for the Facilities. Any Credit granted shall be given in stated dollar amounts

only.”
Section 5. This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its adoption.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY
OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
By:
Chairman
ATTEST:
CLERK OF THE BOARD:
By:
Deputy
(SEAL)
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Board of Supervisors County of Riverside

RESOLUTION NO. 2009-236

ENCOURAGING THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (WRCOG)

TO IMPLEMENT THE RED TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR A TUMF REDUCTION

WHEREAS, the County of Riverside is a member of the Red Team comprised of public and private
sector representatives which was formed to identify and address the housing issues existing in the region;

and

WHEREAS, the County of Riverside is experiencing unprecedented declines in housing prices, new

home sales and new home construction; and

WHEREAS, this decline has delayed planned residential projects and planned commercial and
industrial projects which provide local jobs and tax revenues, support balanced growth and help fund public

safety and other services that enhance quality of life; and

WHEREAS, according to the U.S. Department of Labor, the County of Riverside is experiencing
double digit unemployment rates and for the month of May had an unemployment rate of 13.1% which

was higher than the state’s unemployment rate of 11.5%; and

WHEREAS, these higher unemployment rates further erode the economic recovery of the region;

and

WHEREAS, Economist John Husing, Ph.D. has extensively studied the city and county economies

of Southern California and particularly the Inland Empire; and
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WHEREAS, Dr. Husing participated in the Red Team and was commissioned by the private sector

to develop a strategy for dealing with the major economic issues facing the region today; and

WHEREAS, Dr. Husing prepared a report dated May 11, 2009 that recommends jurisdictions

reduce fees in order to stimulate the economy and promote housing starts and job growth; and
WHEREAS, the Red Team concurs with the report and recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the County of Riverside has temporarily reduced its development impact fees and
implemented several economic stimulus measures to promote job and economic growth such as public

works projects, summer jobs programs and first time homebuyer incentives; and

WHEREAS, several cities and school districts have also reduced development fees and

implemented local economic recovery strategies; and

WHEREAS, the Western Regional Council of Governments (WRCOG) developed and administers
Western Riverside County’s Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee Program (TUMF) and manages the -

implementation of the regional arterial road network; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND, DETERMINED, AND ORDERED by the Board of Supervisors off
the County of Riverside, State of California, in regular session assembled on July 14, 2009, that it hereby

requests the Executive Committee of WRCOG reduce TUMF Program fees as outlined in Dr. Husing’s
May 11, 2009 report.
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