



















































































































































































Page: 24 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

How much is Eastvale currently paying and what is the equivalent FTE head count for the county bureaucracy currently dedicated

to managing Eastvaie service contracts as compared to hiring 17 people in the proposed new bureaucracy? Won't we have to

continue to compensate the county for the current bureaucracy for years as part of the neutrality fees in addition to paying 19.4% of

the projected general fund to support the proposed 17-30 person bureaucracy starting at $2 million per year and going up from

’)74 there? Isn't it safe to assume it is costing taxpayers far less for the county to manage our services than it will cost to hire and pay

\O 17 employees plus pay the county neutrality fees because they will lose money when management transfers to the city - so we will

be paying twice for years?

.« Page: 24 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note
Whether the city manages the few JARPD parks once taken over or they are given over to JCSD to manage should be up for public
discussion and dehate andmot simply assarrsad by the-iw orporafon committee {or potenimai futura Ciy Counacit), R e
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Public Review Draft Eastvale Comprebensive Fiscal Anatysis

Projected Future Service Providers

As shown in Table 3.1, many of the current service providers are projected to remain
unchanged.  These include private service providers (e.g., electric, gas, and
telecommunications) and separate agencies (e.g., flood control and water districts). The
County Library is assumed to continue to provide library services.

The new city is projected to take on direct responsibility for genieral government sq
including creation of a city council and other legislative and administrative functionsye so,
the new city will take responsibility for the park maintenance provided by the Jutupa Area
Recteation and Parks District within the proposed boundaries, but not for the maintenance
of parks owned by the Jurupa Community Service District.

Given the relatively small population of the new city, this analysis assumes that the city will
contract with the County or a private firm for a number of services including animal control,
police, fire, and road maintenance. It is common for newly incorporated cities to contract
for these services with the county.

Revenue and Cost Estimating Methodologies

The two methodologies used to estimate revenues and costs for the new city are the per
capita methodology and the case study methodology. More significant base year cost and
revenue components wete developed based on case study analysis provided by the service
provider.

Per Capita Method

The per capita modeling method represents current average countywide (or unincorporated
area) cost of service or revenue. This approach is used for services and revenues that likely
would not vary substantially from current county average costs when transferred to the new
city. This approach is also used to estimate costs and revenues when data specific to the area
being studied is not available.

Per capita factors are calculated by dividing net cost (or revenue) by the service population
receiving the service (or generating the revenue). Per capita factors are based on:

¢ The most recent Riverside County budget actuals for FY 2007-08; and

*  Current countywide service population (for countywide services and revenues) or
unincorporated area service population (for services and revenues only pertaining
to the unincorporated area).

Service population includes current residents, and when applicable, employment. Employees
are weighted according to the service demand or revenue generation from nonresidential
development compared to residential development on a per capita basis. Long-range
planning studies typically use a common weighting applied to all services and revenues
analyzed on a per capita basis that have both a residential and nonresidential component.
Gathering and analyzing data on service demand and revenue generation is a time-intensive
and costly effort.

Prior analysis of service demand and revenue generation data has not generated any
common factors that seem to apply consistently across multiple jurisdictions. Furthermore,
the weighting factor does not affect results significantly because (1) costs and revenues
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Page: 25 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

" Who will do what, specifically. to warrant spending almost 20% of general funds revenues to pay 17-30 full time equivalent people?

Please keep the perspective that is a small bedroom community with only a few parks to "manage” (if thatis even a sansible thing
to do as opposed to outsourcing to JCSD) and a couple of strip malls from whom to collect sales tax revenues. (Or does the county
or state handle that too and just cut a check to the city?) The county will still collect the property taxes and just cut a check to the

city, right?



4. Cost Analysis

This chapter describes the methodologies used to estimate the cost of services to the new
city. It discusses levels of setvice, presents a proposed municipal staffing plan and associated

Jpersonnel costs, identifies non-personnel costs pertaining to_services, and summatizes total

estimated costs.

This study focuses on ongoing (operating and maintenance) costs to provide service to the
Eastvale community. Ongoing costs are typically the focus of fiscal analysis because of tl
need for public agencies to generate a balanced budget continually on an annual basj
suggested staffing plan is presented. Other service costs are presented based on
of the County budget. No consideration of capital costs is included in this analysi

Service Levels

levels provided by the County to the Eastvale unincorporated are
are based on the County’s most recently available actual expendiy

If the municipal services plan anticipates that the new city wi
for a particular service, then the analysis estimates con
level of setvice. If the County cutrently provides limitgd services to t unincorporated areas
then to be consistent this analysis assumes that the st of these séfvices to the new city will
reflect the current limited level of service.

then the new city council could desﬁ%

service and/or adding new services.

Transition Year

FY 2010-11 is assumed to be the firsp'§ear of incorporation. In that year, this analysis
assumes that the County provides agifhal services, development services, road maintenance
(public works), fire protection, and sheriff services. To model these costs, the first year of
costs for the aforementioned sétvices is shown to have zero cost to the new city. The net
costs for services in the %} year are repaid to the County, in equal amounts over the next
seven years with interest Vet costs for services paid by the County for both scenarios are
shown in Appendix Tables A.4 and A.5, respectively.

Proposed Staffing Plan

The proposed staffing plan shown below in Table 4.1 was developed by Willdan, based on
its engineering division’s experience with contract cities, and a survey of comparable cities.
See Appendix B for an analysis of comparable city statfing, costs and revenues. For all of
the following tables, the start year (“Year 17} is envisioned to be FY 2010-11. Salaries shown
are in constant (2008) dollars. Future year salaries assume a real annual inflation rate of one
percent. FTEs per 1,000 resident population are also shown at the bottom of Table 4.1.
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Paga: 27 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note — ,

Page: 27 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

Again, what know or anticipated costs are missing? Please provide a list of at least the types of costs that the city can expect base
on experience that weren't included in the models.

Page: 27 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

Again, is this even legal for a city councit to arbitrarily “redistribute” funds from designated fire and road maintenance funds to the
general fund? This presumption in the "models” that any overpayment of taxes {or large reserves) can or will simply be taken by
and spent at the discretion of the city council as they see fit is very disturbing in terms of a proposed city government operational
mode!, The people the taxpayers employ to run the city government do not own that money. Taxpayers pay it for a specified
purpose {like "donor intent” in the case of non-profit organizations}.

if T understanding the various city expense designations properly, the general funds models in Tables £.1-E.3 caii for 107 x
year repayment to the county for services rendered by the county in the first year of cityhood (21010). So it will actually take the
city 10 years, not 7, to repay that debt plus interest, correct? The model only goes out 7 years but the debt would continue 3 years
beyond the model period, is that right?
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Table 4.1: Proposed Staffing by Depanment@
@ Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 Year7 Year8
11 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
2.00 2.00 200 . 200

1.00 1.00
4.00 4.00

City Manager
City Manager
Executive Sacretary - 4
Assistant to the City Manager -
Subtotal 2.00

City Attémez
" City Attorney (contract)

City Clerk
City Clerk

Deputy City Clerk
Clerk/Typist/Receptionist
Subtotal

Administrative Services ;

Administrative Services Director 1.00 1.0
Accountant 1.00 1.00
H.R./Risk Mgmt. Specialist 1.00 1.00
Senjor Account Clerk 1.00 1.00
Payroll Clerk -
Account Clerk/Typist -

Subtotal

Development Services @

Development Svcs. Dir.
City Planner

City Planner (contract)
Principal Planner

City Engineer

City Engineer (contract)
Engineering Inspector (contract)

City Traffic Engineer (contract) 0.50 0.50
Associate Engineer - -
Building Official - 0.50
Building Official (contract) 0.50 -
Building Inspector - 1.00
Building Inspector (contract) 0.50 - - - - - - -
Code Enforcement 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00
Counter Technician - - - 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00
Clerk/Typist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00
Subtotal 5.50 6.50 6.50 9.25 9.25 9.25 11.75 12.75
Parks Department
Department Director 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Staff 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Subtotal 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
TOTAL 14.90 16.90 16.90 19.85 23.85 23.85 2855 - 30.55
FTE per 1,000 resident population 0.32 0.35 0.33 0.38 0.43 0.43 0.51 0.55

Note: All positions are directly employed by City unless noted as "contract”.

Sources: Willdan Financial Services.

Table 4.2 shows the estimated salaties for these positions and/or the houtly wage for
contract employees. While it is envisioned that most positions will be filled with full ime city
employees, others are likely to be staffed as contract positions. Contract positions are often
part time, and include city attorney and city engineer positions. Contract rates are based on
Willdan Engineering’s 2008-2009 contract rate schedule. Note that contract employees will
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" Many wise people have warned about the building of bureaucracies - especially ones that appear to be created/needed primarily to

05]

manage the people in the bureaucracy itself:

A bureaucracy is sure to think that its duty is to augment official power, official business, or official members, rather than to leave
free the energies of mankind; it overdoes the quantity of government, as well as impairs its quality.
- Walter Bagehot

No government evervoluntarily reduces itself in size. Government programs, ance launched, never disappear. Actually, a
government bureau is the nearest thing to eternal life we'll ever see on this earth!
- Ronald Reagan

Bureaucracy, the rule of no one, has become the modern form of despotism.
- Mary McCarthy

Page: 28 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

[ove the fiscal conservatism of this proposed City Council expense "budget cap” and propose we fock it in under some kind of legal
mandate so it can't go up, at least during the mode! period, as a "good faith" promise/commitmient to taxpayers if cityhood goes to
the ballot and passes.

.. Page: 28 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

One half-time City Manager should suffice for at least the first couple of years. The other two and a half positions should be
eliminated until farther down the road.

.. Page: 28 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

These services should go to competitive bid and only be contracted on an as-needed basis for an agreed upon hourly rate. Since
the city owns no "public facilities" and country contracts are negotiated only once a year at most "locking in" 16 hours a week of a
lawyer's fime under contract at the equivalent total annual compensation rate of more than half a million dollars a year fram the
start seems like a waste of taxpayer money if that is what is being assumed by this 4 headcount.

Page: 28 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

With only a half-time City Manager needed for the first couple of years and only a handful of contracts for the City Manager to
manage, the new city will cut fewer checks than a typical elementary school PTA. So why would the city need a full-time
accountant, full-time HR manager, full-time accounting clerk and a director to manage those three employees from the start?! Hire
a PTA mom for a few hours a month if writing a dozen checks a month is too much to handle for the City Manager, whose
proposed total compensation under these models is $202,500 to start.

Page: 28 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

Same comment as above. Contract out development services when and only if needed.

Page: 28 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

The proposed city has no public facilities other than parks most of which will be managed by JCSD, so why does it need a full-time
engineer plus a director to oversee that engineer?
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not receive city salaried position benefits and therefore the homk shown is relatively
high to compensate for the lack of a benefits packag nsequently no equivalent annual
salary has been calculated to avoid misinterpretation. "Real cost increases (cost increases
above inflation) are assumed at one percent per year for both salary and contract cost
increases. The city benefits rate is estimated to add 35 percent to the annual cost of salaried ~ -
positions as is shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.2: Annual Salary & Contract Employee Expense (Per FTE)

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
Contract
Rate/Hr. 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
ity Manager
City Manager 150,000 151,500 153,000 154,500 156,000 167,600 159,200 160,800
Executive Secretary 48,000 48,500 49,000 49,500 50,000 50,500 51,000 51,500
Assistant to the City Manager 90,000 90,900 91,800 92,700 93,600 94,500 95,400 96,400
City Attomey
City Attorney (contract) 200.00
City Clerk
City Clerk 90,000 90,900 91,800 92,700 93,600 94,500 95,400 96,400
Deputy City Clerk 50,000 50,500 51,000 51,500 52,000 52,500 53,000 53,500
Clerk/Typist 35,000 35,400 35,800 36,200 36,600 37,000 37,400 37,800
Administrative Services
Administrative Services Director 110,000 111,100 112,200 113,300 114,400 115500 116,700 117,900
Accountant 60,000 60,600 61,200 61,800 62,400 63,000 63,600 64,200
H.R./Risk Mgmt. Specialist 60,000 60,600 61,200 61,800 62,400 63,000 63,600 64,200
Senior Account Clerk 45,000 45,500 46,000 46,500 47,000 47,500 48,000 48,500
Payroll Clerk 45,000 45,500 46,000 46,500 47,000 47,500 48,000 48,500
Account Clerk/Typist 35,000 35,400 35,800 36,200 36,600 37,000 37,400 37,800
Community Development
Development Svcs. Dir. 110,000 111,100 112,200 113,300 114,400 115500 116,700 117,900
City Planner 89,000 89,900 90,800 91,700 92,600 93,500 94,400 95,300
City Planner (contract) 150.00
Principal Planner 89,000 90,000 91,000 92,000 93,000 94,000 95,000 96,000
City Engineer 90,000 91,000 92,000 93,000 94,000 95,000 96,000 97,000
City Engineer (contract) 180.00
Engineering Inspector (contract) 140.00
City Traffic Engineer (contract) 110.00
Associate Engineer 105,000 106,000 107,000 108,000 109,000 110,000 111,000 112,000
Building Official 60,000 61,000 62,000 63,000 64,000 65,000 66,000 67,000
Building Official (contract) 150.00
Building Inspector 64,000 64,600 65,200 65,900 66,600 67,300 68,000 68,700
Building Inspector (contract) 115.00
Code Enforcement 58,000 58,600 59,200 59,800 60,400 61,000 61,600 62,200
Counter Technician 35,000 35,400 35,800 36,200 36,600 37,000 37,400 37,800
Clerk/Typist 30,600 30,900 31,200 31,500 31,800 32,100 32,400 32,700
Parks Department
Department Director 75,000 75,800 76,600 77,400 78,200 79,000 79,800 80,600
Staff 40,000 40,400 40,800 41,200 41,600 42,000 42,400 42,800
Annual contract real cost increase 1.00%
Hours/year for contract salary 2,080

Note: Salary costs for city employees based on comparabie cities.

Source: Willdan Engineering Services Schedule of Hourly Rales, 2009; Willdan Financial Services.

WILLDAN
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The actual or equivalent proposed totai annual employee compensation dollars are real regardless of whether those dollars are
paid to an employee with the saiary weighted to include benefits or to a contractor whose rates are higher because they don't

include benefits. How is honestiy stating total compensation amounts “misrepresentation” of the proposed cost of filling any

\Og)/ pruposed position?
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Table 4.3: Benefit Rate as a Percentage of Salary

Percent of

Benefit Salary Notes & Sources
Medical/Dental/Vision 15.00% Similar to other cities; Council discretion
Retirement (Employer) _ . 7.00% Califomia Public Employees Retirement System (CalPERS) estippate
Retirement (Employee) 7.00% California Public Employees Retirement System (CalPERS) zgtimate
Medicare 1.45% Federal rate
Disability Insurance 1.18% State rate; applies to salary up to $55,000 T
Unemployment Insurance 0.74% 6.3% of first $7,000; rate based on $60k7;\§h/gesala
Workers Compensation 2.20% State rate estimated @ $2.20 per >elary

Total 35% Rounded to nearest 1.00 percent %

Note: Assumes City will pay both employer and employee portion of PERS contribution.

Source: Willdan Financial Services.

Total estimated personnel costs, including contract personnel costs and benefits for city
employees, are shown in Table 4.4.

A/ WILLDAN 2
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/ Are California cities required by law to offer CalPERS union benefits? If no, why were they chosen? How do CalPERS benefits at

35% compare to median current benefits packages in the private sector? Were alternative benefits options considered? if yes,
how did they compare?

\0.5%
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A third scenario is also examined in this analysis. Summary table E.3 examines the feasibility
of the proposed city’s general fund, structural fire fund and road fund if a second station,
paramedic assessment unit and truck are not added in Scenario 2. This third scenario utilized
costs from Table 4.6, compared to revenue from Scenario 2,

The costs shown in Tables 4.6 and 4.7 include an annual transfer to the general fund of fiv
percent (5%) of service costs to cover the new city’s administration costs related to ﬁn:Cgj
Service costs include a one (1) percent real cost increase (above inflation) in contract costs

per year, consistent with other contract costs estimated in this study.

WILLDAN
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How hard can it be to "administer” one fire stations with one fire engine? Why would we need (or taxpayers want) 1 out of every 20
tax dollars collected for fire protection to be spent on fire administration by the city? If 5% of fire fund taxes are not needed to pay
for that one fire station and one fire engine (and ambulance?). either give that money back to the taxpayers of {since tax rebates
would require cutting more checks) set it aside in a fire department reserve fund that can collect interest while enabling to prepare
for future needs - like wildfires andfor in the aftermath of damaging quakes. The city government should not be given {or simply
assume) the right to take designated funds for fire protection and road repairs and "redirect” them wherever they choose - like to
the general fund where they can be used for their own compensation.
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Animal Control

Animal control costs are estimated for Fastvale based on the County’s actual costs for
providing animal shelter and field services to the existing Hastvale area. The costs are
translated into a cost per capita for each scenario. The cost per capita is applied to the
Eastvale service population in each scenario to determine an annual cost for animal services
contracts in Fastvale through 2018. Costs and assumptions for animal control setvices are
shown in Tables 4.13 and 4.14.

Parks Maintenance Costs

Park maintenance is currently provided by the Jurupa Area Recreation and Parks District
(JARPD) and the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD). This CFA assumes that th
new city will assume responsibility for those parks facilities within the incorporation scenago
boundaries that are currently managed by the JARPD (Cambira, Delaware Gree elt,
Harmony, Moonriver, and Vernola parks), but does not assume responsibility for the/parks
facilities and services provided within the incorporation scenario boundaries by t
(lighting and landscaping and maintenance of parks within the Jurupa Communigf Services
District boundaries).

The areas in the incorporation scenarios within the JARPD would detach fr¢/m the District
and become the responsibility of the new city. Parks maintenance cost estimated to be
$15,000 per acre annually based on data provided by the JARPD.*General park cost
assumptions are shown in Table 4.15. Annual costs for each scenario are shown in Table,
4.16 and 4.17, respectively.

The JARPD has several community facilities districts (CFDs) in effect. Per directi@om
Riverside County LAFCo, these CFDs will not be detached from the JARPD¥n the
incorporation. As such, CFD revenue is not included in this analysis.

A7 WILLDAN
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How much does the JCSD spend per acre annually on park mamtenance? Let's assume that Eastvale residents would want all
parks maintained at the same level. Were the cost of recreation services included in this estimate or is this just watering and
mowing the grass and maintaining the facilities?

.. Page: 42 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

So will the new city need to impose a special annual tax assessment for the remaining term of those 30-year CFDs on all residents
or at least the residents currently served by JARPD parks in order to compensate for the loss of that CFD revenue that will
continue supporting the remaining JARPD parks? Has that been factored into the models anywhere?

o5
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Table 4.15 Parks Maintenance Cost Assumptions (2008%)

Eastvale Area QED
Existing Park Acres’ 1.73 Acri
Additional Planned Park Acreage2 22.00 Acres

Total Developed at Buildout 23.73 Acres

Annual Park Maintenance Cost $ 15,000 per acr@
Existing Annual Maintenance Cost (Scenario 1) $ 26,000 per yi@

Buildout Maintenance Budget (Scenario 2) $ 356,000 per yi@

Note: Totals have been rounded.

"Park sites: Cambira Park, Delaware Greenbelt, Harmony Park, Moonriver Park. All parks are
currently located in area associated with Scenario 1.

2Vemola Park, to be constructed in 2008/09, located in area associated with Scenario 2.

Source: Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District; Willdan Financial Services.

Table 4.16: Parks Maintenance Costs - Scenario 1 (2008%)

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
Department Assumption 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Annual Maintenance
Cost per Acre $ 15,000
Park Acreage 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 173
Service Costs $ 26,000 $ 26,000 $ 26,000 $ 26,000 $ 26,000 $ 26,000 $ 26,000 $ 26,000

Source: Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District; Willdan Financial Services.
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,,,, . Page: 44 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note
/ " Please clarify... does this mean only 1.73 acres of the 4 JARPD parks that fall within the Hwy 15 boundary model have been built or

are these 4 parks already built and just 1/2 acre or smaller parks?

.. Page: 44 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note
/ Does this figure include fabor? If yes, what is the assumed head count per acre or other employee model and how do the costs

l being paid for fabor compare to the fabor costs per acre (or other structure) currently being paid by JCSD?

. Page: 44 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

Does this mean that it would coast $141,000 per year ($26.000 a year for maintenance, not including any budget for the purchase
of maintenance equipment or vehicles, plus the proposed $115,000 per year total compensation for 2 half-time people) to manage
175 acres of pariiand? This money. weuld hav.- o come .t of the general fund because there are 1o CFDs funds that ceme ol
\O Q\ thess parks, or else a special tax assessment wouid have tc be levied on the residents served by thase parks, correct?

2

.. Page: 44 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

" Tthe above "understanding” is correct, this mean that $471, 653 ($356,653 per year for maintenance, not including equipment
purchase, pius the $115,000 per year total compensation for 2 half-time employees) would have to come out of the general fund to
maintain current JARPD parks if the city boundary is at Wineville, right?

0. ()
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Other Costs

Tables 4.18 and 4.19 display estimated other costs (non-personnel) associated wit
operations for each scenatio. Significant other costs include the cost to prepar
Plan, the cost of services that are assumed will be contracted back to Rivessidie County (fire
protection services, police, and animal control, shown in Tables 4,647, 4.9, 410, 4.13 and
4.14), the cost of leased office space and of special and regulags<tections. Insurance and other
incidental costs are estimated on a percentage of perserfiiel costs consistent with our work
for other incorporating cities.

Total Costs

Total costs, including estirfated personnel and contract employee costs (Table 4.4) and non-
personnel costs (Tabsles 4.18 and 4.19) are summarized in Table 4.20 and 4.21. These costs,
along Wit@ 0 percent contingency for General Fund related costs and transition year
repayment?re also shown in the summary tables in the Exccutive Summary (Tables E.1, E.2
and E.3) and in Chapter 6 (Tables 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3).

A7 WILLDAN
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/ Where does this analysis show how many years beyond 2018 it will take Eastvale to pay back the country for the money the city
has to borrow to run the city government in its first year and how much of that debt remains?
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Table 5.1: Land Use Assumptions

Market Holding
Value/Unit or Period Occu-

Land Use Type 1,000 SF' (years) Density" Vacancy' pancy’
Residential (dwelling units)

Single Family $ 340,000 7 3.34 3% 97%

Multi-family - 25000 - - 7 T T2.38 T 3% 97%
Nonresidential (sqg. f.)

Retail 3 174 15 2.39 5% 95%

Office (Business Park) 233 15 3.12 5% 95%

Industrial 82 15 1.22 5% 95%
Existing Development? NA 10 NA NA NA

k Density represents persons per household or employees per 1,000 square feet. Density assumptions are not calculated net of
vacant dwelling units and building space.
2 Assumes existing development is a mix of residential and non-residential with significantly more residential.

Sources: California Department of Finance (DOF), Table E-5; Colliers International "National Retail Market Report” (summer 2007/;
"Los Angeles Office Market Report" (3Q2007); and "East Inland Empire Industrial Market Report” (4Q 2007); 2000 U.S. Census;/The
Natelson Company, Inc., Employment Density Study Summary Repont, prepared for the Southern California Association of
Governments, October 31, 2001: Residential value assumptions come from DQNews.com for zip code 92880 in April and My y
2009; Willdan Financial Services.

Assessed Value

Assessed value is based on a projection of the total market value of developfent. Market
value is the total estimated sales value of all property. Assessed value is the vAlue carried on
the property tax rolls for calculating property taxes. Market value is typifally higher than
assessed value because Proposition 13 limits annual increases in assesh
percent until the property is resold.?

This Proposition 13 constraint on assessed value requites estimating Broperty tax based on
nominal property values and then discounting revenues to exclude/inflation. Discounting
revenues to real dollars (excluding inflation) makes the results ¢bnsistent with all other
revenue and cost estimates generated by the fiscal model.

The fiscal model assumes a nominal annual property appreCiation rate of 5.8 percent
excluding the additional value from new development. The 5.8/percent property appreciation
rate is based on an analysis of Federal Housing Agency’s HBbusing Price Index (HPI) data.
The data was examined to determine the annual property appreciation rate in the Riverside-
San Bernardino-Ontario MSA from 1984 to 2008 — the nnualized rate from low point to
low point the area’s real estate cycles. By including the cyfrrent recession, the recession of the
early 1990s and the recession in the mid-1980s, the verage annual appreciate rate is 5.8

percent.

For the purposes of estimating nominal value, inflafon is estimated at three percent per year.
Depending on the market conditions, nomin operty tax revenue can increase 10 to 15
percent annually in fast growing communities.

2 California Constitution, Article XII1A.
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This can be and was true between 2001 and 2007 but growth has slowed to a crawl and, using the figures in Table 2.3, Eastvale is
already at 82% of projected 2018 residential build out. A portion of that remaining 18% of residential building must be set aside for
jow income {lower property value) housing if Eastvale becomes a city. Were lower property tax revenues for this mandated low
income housing factored into the models?
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Proposition 8 requires the temporary re-assessment of properties based on falling market
values within an area. As market conditions improve, the assessed values for these properties
can be increased beyond the two percent limitation of Proposition 13, up to the previous
value. Also, foreclosure related transfers trigger ‘permanent’ resets of the assessed value
under Proposition 13 to reflect current market conditions. The assessed value of thesc
properties can only be increased a maximum of two petcent annually unless sold again for,
higher price. L e

The Riverside County Assessor provided three years of projections for existing as#€d values
in the analysis. Given the current economic climate, Assessor suggested thathe base year
assessed value be discounted by 14.5 percent in FY2010, discounte another three
percent in FY2011 and held constant from the prior year in FY2012. HFter FY2012 it is
assumed that the economy will recover and assessed values will increase at a rate faster than
two percent due to the temporary reassessments being lifted.

Existing assessed value is assumed to recover to its base year amount in FY2015. In the
years after FY2015, existing assessed value for properties not being resold is increased by
two percent, per Proposition 13.

Assessed value for a given year is calculated for each land use type and is the sum of the
following three values:

* Market value in nominal dollars (including inflation) of new development
occurring in a given year based on annual absorption in that year (see Table 2.2)
multiplied by the unit values shown in Table 5.1. Calculated by increasing the
unit market values shown in Table 5.1 at the nominal annual appreciation rate to
the year in which the new development occurs, and multiplying the unit values
by the number of new units in that year.

*  Existing assessed value: Typically the share of total assessed value from the ptior
year that is not re-sold is increased by the Proposition 13 constraint of two
percent. The share is based on the holding period assumptions shown in Table
5.1. However, given the County Assessor’s suggestions, existing assessed value is
treated differently in the early years of the analysis.

* The share of total market value from the prior year that is re-sold based on the
holding period assumptions, increased by the nominal annual appreciation rate to
the current year.

Total assessed value is based on the sum of assessed values for all parcels in 2008 based on
data provided by the County. Total property (assessed value) is shown for each scenario in
Tables 5.2a and b, respectively.
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The County Assessor justd
assumptions in these mode

10-63

avalued our Eastvale home below our 2002 original purchase price. Are the

1s based on a projected increase in value o

stated on the previous page?

f 2% a year stated in this paragraph, or on the 5

property tax revenue

8% a year
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Table 5.2a: Property Value Scenarlﬂm

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Yeoar 5 Yoar 6 Year 7 Year 8
2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2018 2016 2017 2018
New Property Saies (nominal markef val 48]
Residentiat
Single Family s - % 115012,000 % 158,188,000 § 128,741,000 § 205265000 $ 172,929,000 $ 608,797,000 § - 8 - § -
Mutti1amity - 16,908,000 17.889,000 18,928,000 20,024,000 - - - - -
Subtotat $ 131,920000 $ 176,077,000 § 147,667,000 § 225289000 § 172,929,600 $ 608,797,000 § -8 -8 -
Nonresidential
Retall $ 2,689,348 § 7113326 $ 15051797 § 15924801 $ 25272659 § 17825849 $ 20745490 § 19853390 $ 31,666,030 $ 26,802,127
Office {Business Park) 1,962,384 5,190,506 10,983,111 11,620,132 18,441,149 13,007,157 15,137,730 14,559,744 23,106,313 19,557,184
Industriat 7,643,513 20,217,093 42,779,369 45,260,572 71,828,528 50.663,055 58,961,663 56,710,400 89,999 405 76,175496
Subtotat $ 12295246 §  32,520925 § 88814277 § 72805505 § 115542336 § 81495861 § 94844883 $ 91223533 § 144.771,747 ' § 122,534,807
Totat $ 12295246 § 164,440,925 § 244891276 § 220,472,505 § 340831336 $ 254,424,851 § 703641883 § 91223533 § 144,771,748 ' § 122,534,809
Cymutativa Prog ‘ajur ifaf vah
Restdentiat
Single Family $ - § 115012000 $ 279.871.000 § 424,845,000 $ 654,751,000 § 865,856,000 $1,524,661000 § 1,613,091,000  §1,706,650,278 § 1,805,635,994
Mutt-famity - 18,908,000 35,778,000 58,779,000 80,096,000 84,742,000 89,657 000 94,857,000 100.358,706 106,179,511
Subtotal $ - $ 131,920,000 $ 315649000 § 481,824,000 § 734847000 $ 950,398,000 $ 1,614,318000 § 1,707.948,000 §1,807,008,984 § 1.911,815,505
Nonresidential
Retafl $ 2,689,348 § 9958,656 § 25588055 $ 42,906,963 $ 70783446 $§ 92603375 § 1 18,815,081 § 145659,745 § 185774,040 § 223,351,061
Office {Business Park) 1,962,384 7,266,709 18,871,289 31,374,358 51,635,218 67,637,218 86,697,907 106,286,129 135,557,038 162,976,529
Industriat 7643513 28.303,930 72.724.927 122,203,845 201,119,878 263,447,886 337,689,527 413985919 634.795.8(
Subtotal $ 12295246 § 45529205 § 118,984,271 § 196,574,863 § 323.518,542 § 423778479 § 543202514 $ 665931793 § 849,327,584  § 1,021,123,391
Totat $ 12295246 § 177449295 § 432633270 '$ 678,198,863 § 1.058,365,542  $ 1,374,176.479 § 2,157,520,514 $2373,879.793 § 2,656.336,568  $2,932,938,806
Agsesseqd Value (pominai)
Residential
Single Famity $ - $ 115012000 $ 276125000 % 412,454,000 $ 630,080.000 § 822,760,000 $1,458,962.000 § 1.505,991,000 § 1,560.473,600 $ 1,622,247.775
Multi-famity - 16.508.000 35,227,000 36,264,000 80,311,000 84,835,000 69,492,000 74,307,000 79,302,507 84,501,550
Subtotat $ - $ 131920000 $ 311,352.000 § 448,718,000 $ 690,391,000 § 887.595,000 $1,528,454.000 $ 1.580.298,000 § 1,639,776,106 § 1,706,749,325
Nonresidential
Retakt 2589348 § 9863274 § 25,144,050 § 41666748 § 87972122 § 87526291 $ 110608492 § 133633008 § 169158606 § 200,944,383
Office (Business Park) 1.962,384 7,197,110 18,347 305 30.463,715 49,598,424 63,866,861 80,709,660 97,510,432 123,432,959 146,626,651
industrial 7.643,513 28.032.840 11,462,003 118,422,882 1931 _ 248,762,292 —ATL8G4A80 _ 4B0.7TILST 571112800
Subtotal $ 12295246 § 45093223 § 114954359 $ 190,493,345 § 310,757,081 $ 400,155,444 § 505683374 § 61 0947980 $ 773,364,823 § 916,883,833
Existing $6.102,821,422 $5217,912316 $5 74 $5.061,374,946 170.634 733 44 $6102.821,422 $62468,069.000 §6,396.773,000 $.6,549,016.000
Totat $6.115,116,668 $5,384,925539 § 5487681305 $5,700,586.291 § 6.388.258,715  § 7,021,560,188 § 8.136,958,796 §8,439,314,990 § 8,809,913,729 § 9,174,449,158
Residentiat
Single Famély 3 - 8 111862,000 $ 260274000 § 377454000 § 559,818,000 $ 709,720.000 $1,221,858.000 $ 1,224,508,000 $ 1,231,852,000  $ 1,243,318,000
Mui-1amity - 16,416,000 33,205,000 33,187,000 53,586,000 55,927,000 58,198,000 60,418,000 62,602,000 84,763,000
Subtotal $ - % 128078,000 $ 293,479.000 § 410641,000 $ 813404000 § 765,847,000 $1.280056,000 § 1,284,926,000 § 1.294,454,000 $ 1,308,081.000
Nonresidentiai
Retal $ 2,689,000 § 6578000 $ 23,701,000 § 38,131,000 $ 60392000 § 75501000 § 92.633000 $ 108,656,000 $ 133,535,000 § 154,007,000
Office {Business Park) 1,862,000 6,987,000 17,294,000 27,824,000 44,068,000 55,092,000 67.593,600 79.285,000 97,439,000 112,377,000
industriat 7.644,000 27,216,000 £7.361.000 108,374,090 171,644,000 214.585000 _ 263276000 __ 308.816.000 379.527.000 437,710,000
Subtotal $  12,285000 $ 43779000 § 108,356,000 $ 174329000 § 276,104,000 $ 5178000 § 423502000 § 496,757,000 $ 610,501,000 $ 704.094,000
Existing $6102821.000 §5.065934.000 § ATTE8I.000 §4.631.875000 §4,786,376,000 £4.3465.035000 §5.111.017,000 $5080.252.000 $5049.672,000 §5019.275 ,000
Totai $6.115116.000 §5237,791,000 § 5.172,666.000 $5,216,845000 § 5.875,886,000 $ 6,056,860,000 § 6.814,575000 $6,661,935000 § 6,954.627,000  $ 7.031,450,000

Sources Tablos 2.2 and 5 @, Rverside Counly, Wildan Frnsncial Sanaces
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/ Large areas of land within the proposed city boundaries (including much of the tand north of Bellgrave, the tand opposite the Von's
shopping center, and the land on which the Von'siEdwards/Home Depot center are built was purchased using community
redevelopment funding - so all of the increases in the assessed value and 100% of the associated property tax increases/revenues

must be paid to the state, right? None of that revenue comes to the city. Was that fact factored into these models? If not property
tax revenues for retail, office and industrial that may fall in those areas must be taken out of the model revenues.

LS



Public Review Draft Eastvale Comprebensive Viscal Analysis

Gas Tax
Gas tax (highway users tax) revenue is a subver% collected by the state and allocated to
a.

cities and counties based on a statutory formula.’Gas tax is a restricted revenue source for
road purposes only. The gas tax plays an important role in increasing revenues for
incorporating or annexing cities without generating a negative fiscal impact on counties. The
State subvention formula for gas tax does not adjust the share of statewide revenue allocated
to counties because of an annexation or incorporation. Incorporated or annexed arcas
receive gas tax revenue from the share of statewide revenue allocated to cities. Thus,
counties are able to transfer costs for road maintenance to new incorporated cities while still
retaining this revenue source.

Different gas tax distributions correlate and are named based on the corresponding
California Streets and Highways Code sections. For example, code sections 2105, 2106, 2107
and 2107.5 pertain to gas tax distributions made either entirely (2107, 2107.5) or partially
(2105, 2100) to cities. Calculations of gas tax distribution are made by the State Controller’s
office and are faitly complex as described in the code.

Gas tax distributions are based on population and other factors such as the percentage of
registered or exempt vehicles in a city compared to the state and also miles of maintained
road. Gas tax Section 2107.5 is based on an unadjusted flat rate per year based on city
resident population ranges.

For this analysis the resulting statewide per capita amounts for FY 2007-08 have b
applied for 2105 and 2107 gas tax revenues and the flat rate of $6,000 has been applied/for
2107.5 gas tax revenue. The $6,000 figure for 2107.5 gas tax revenue is increased to $7,500 in
2013 or 2018 depending on the scenario, when the population surpasses 50,000 reg{dents.
Revenue from Section 2106 is estimated at $4,800 annually from section (a). Section 2106 (c)
revenue is estimated at $3.12 per capita based on April 2009 apportionments t¢f cities in
Riverside County of a comparable size (Coachella - 41,000, and La Quinta, 43,778/

Vehicle License Fees

Vehicle License Fee (VLF) revenue is a subvention collected by the state”and allocated to
cities and counties based on a statutory formula. Historically, VLF played an important role
in increasing revenues for incorporating or annexing cities while reducing the potential
negative fiscal impacts on counties.

Prior Law

Previously, the State subvention formula for VLF did not adjust the share of statewide
revenue allocated to counties because of an annexation or incorporation. Incorporated or
annexed areas received their VLF revenue from the share of statewide revenue allocated to

cities. Thus, counties were able to transfer service costs while still retaining a major revenue
soutce.

Under the law prior to adoption of the State’s FY 2004-05 budget, the portion of VLF
revenue available for distribution as general revenue to cities and counties was divided in
half. One half was distributed to cities on a per capita basis and the other half was
distributed to counties in a similar manner. County distributions were based on countywide

population, not just the population of unincorporated areas. Counties and cities received
approximately $60 per capita in VLF revenue in FY 2003-04.
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The California legislature is looking at and may "borrow” part of these funds from counties and cities to help balance the state
budget in the next couple of days. s it correct that there is no legal restriction on the nummber of years the state may chose to
“horrow" these funds to continue to try balance the state budget in future years?

.. Page: 66 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note
" Js there any legal restriction on the state choosing to "borrow"” part or all of these funds to balance the state budget as well? This is
the single largest source of revenue for the city's general fund - accounting for mare than 1/3 of total general fund revenues under
_ all models presented..
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Importantly for newly incorporated cities, prior law allowed the population base for
putposes of determining VLF revenue to be calculated based on three times the registered
voter population. This formula was applied for the first seven years of a new city’s existence,
following which the formula relies on the same population basis as other cities. This
approach tended to give new cities additional income than they would have had otherwis
because the estimated population using three times registered voters is usually great
the actual population. R

tax revenue to local jurisdictions is not affected. A significapdy smaller portion
allocated to cities based on population. In total, $52 pe capita per year in ¥LF revenue is
assumed (before the bonus) is assumed, based oif data from an allodition to a newly
incorporated city, per Riverside LLAFCo.

Assembly Bill 1602

Assembly Bill 1602 (AB 1602) wa#"signed into law in 200%and restored VLF per capja
payments to newly incorporatipg/cities to approximately € same levels as before the VIF —
property tax swap. It is tly limited to cities inco orating between the dates of, August
5, 2004 and July 1, 2009. 1602 only provides the currently distributed per capi amount
(estimated to be $2 based on data from an “Ocation to a newly incorporyfed city, per
Riverside LAFCo) plus an additional $50 per Zpita.

The total would be multiplied by the angfal estimated resident populatign times a factor of
L5 in the first year of incorporation 44 in the second year, 1.3 in th€ third year, 1.2 in the
fourth year, and 1.1 in the fifth yoAt. The base $50 per capita is agfually programmed to be
adjusted slightly each year, a@ermjned by the ratio of the grgfvth of VLF revenue to the
increase in State population. for the putposes of this analyéls it is assumed that the $50
portion of the VLF funding remains at $50 based on the lagdst data from the State.

Senate Bill 301

Amendments to the VLF law (Senate Bill 301) wefe approved in 2008. These amendments
extended the date for incorporating citieg__:] qualify for the VLF revenue based on
population from July 1, 2009 to July 1, 2014,

Parks Department

The parks department will receive revenue from the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park
District existing assessment of $15 per parcel per year for residential and $15 per acre per
year for nonresidential. Annual revenue is displayed in Tables 5.10a and 5.10b.
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This date came and went so why is it relevant?

. Page: 67 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

"Most of the increase in California population in recent years has been coming from iflegal immigration. There is legislation pending

that pushes for the federal government to employ electronic verification of citizenship for everyone seeking employment by the
federal government and/or on federal stimulus projects or other contracts that private companies bid on that are funded by the
federal government. Given the high rate of legal resident unemployment as well as the number of businesses that are leaving the
state because they can no longer afford to do business here, our state government leaders are also receiving increasing pressure
to impose stiff penalties on all employers who hire illegal immigrants. So California may actually begin to see a decrease in state
population. If that happens won't the per capita rate go dowr - whether or not the state also decides to "horrow" money from this

i

Y

. Page: §7 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

S0 the original "driving force” behind the Incorporation Committee pushing for Eastvale to pursue cityhood NOW as opposed to
waiting for better (more stable) economic times has been pushed back 5 years.
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Table 5.10a: Park Department Revenue - Scenario 1 (2008%)

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Dwelling Units in Existing Assessment Area 2,484 2,559 2,635 2,714 2,796 2,880 2,966 3,
Nonresidential Acreage 140 145 149 153 158 166 174 1
Maintenance Assessment per DU 15.00
Maintenance Assessment Revenue $ - $ 41,000 $ 42,000 $ 43,000 $ 44,000 $ 46,000 $ 47,000 $ 49,000

Sources: Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District; Willdan Financial Services.

Table 5.10b: Park Department Revenue - Scenario 2 (2008$)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Dwelling Units in Existing Assessment Area 2,749 2,831 2,916 3,004 3,094 3,187 3,282 3,381
Nonresidential Acreage 280 288 297 306 315 331 347 365
Maintenance Assessment per DU 15.00
Maintenance Assessment Revenue $ - $ 47,000 $ 48,000 $ 50,000 $ 51,000 $ 53,000 $ 54,000 $ 56,000

Sources: Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District; Willdan Financial Services.
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Does this mean there are only 183 acres of land left that is not already built out as resi
If yes, how much of that land is already zoned as residential?
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Jential in the entire proposed scenaric 1 city?
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Other Revenues

The new city will receive revenue from a number of other non-tax sources~I0st revenues
are estimated based on per capita calculations consistent with the_ werside County budget
actuals for FY2007-08. Some adjustments have been madeerd arc discussed in the following -
section. See Table A.1in the Appendix for more dewal on the calculation of these revenues.

Franchise Fees

This revenue is generate rough franchise agreements for services such as solid
collection. The Cetfity of Riverside collects franchise fees (in the unincorporated ag
The ty is assumed to receive revenues comparable to the County’s op
bzlsis,r[:'"::3

Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties

Revenue from traffic fines is calculated based on per capita »«¢Venue assumptions from other
cities in the County. It is assumed that $5.95 per reside=f in revenue is generated per year in
fines, forfeitures and penalties.

Charges for Services

For the proposed new city, charges fogservices are calculated based on recovery of costs
projected for the development services department. Unlike other types of municipal services,
planning, development, and code enforcement services can often recover up to 100 percent
of their costs through fees and charges. For the new city, revenue from charges for services
is based on a cost recovery rate of 80 percent applied to total development services
department costs.

Proposition 42

Proposition 42 dedicates a portion of gas tax to transportation projects. Revenue is
estimated at $10.04 per capita.

Measure A Sales Tax

Measure A, a half-cent sales tax for funding transportation, sales tax revenue was estimated
for each scenario for FY2010 by the Riverside County Transportation Commission. For the
purposes of this analysis Measure A sales tax revenue is projected forward based on service
population growth.

Use of Money and Property

Revenue from use of money and property is assumed to be equal to two percent of General
Fund revenue for a given year. This estimate is consistent with use of money and property
revenue in other cities in Riverside County.

Other Tax and Revenue Projections

Projections of other taxes and revenues are shown in Table 5.11a and 5.11b.
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/ What are the assumptions about these fees - like garbage collection. Are the fees per household projected to remain the same or
go up? Are franchise fees typically set at a break-gven rate to simply cover actual costs charged for services or are they

\0 /I ( "overcharged"” to create a source of "surplus” city revenue for the general fund? Which of the two is assumed in these models and

why?

.. Page: 69 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

/ " Why wouldn't we want whatever additonal services the city chooses to provide to be 100% self supporting? Specifically what new
or additional services were assumed to be offered immediately upon incorporation to justify the proposed hiring of 5.5 people for the

first partial year and a 6.5 person department with a $1,691,000 budget in the first full year as a city?




0. Results

Fiscal Feasibility

Fiscal feasibility is evaluated based on net revenue (tewefiues minus costs) as a percent of
total costs. Positive net revenue indicates t € new city would be fiscally feasible whil
negative net revenue indicates the opposite.

The critetia for determining fiscal feasibility of the new city should be evaluated within the
context of a reasonable range of error sutrounding model assumptions fecommended to be
plus or minus 10 percent. Thus, the criteria for determining fisca teasibility are as follows:

* Positive net revenue that is more than 10 perc total costs typically inds
that the new city is likely to be fiscally feasible;

® Negative net revenue that is more than 10 percent of (o
indicates that the new is not likely to be fiscally feasible; pz

* Net revenue that is within plus or minus 1
indicates that the new city may be fiscally fegs

For Riverside LAFCO, the minimum leggl-fequirement for aking a finding of #Scal
feasibility as stated in Government Cog

Section 56720 (g requites the propose City “to
receive revenues sufficient to progide public services 24 facilities and a reasogd le reserve
during the three fiscal yea i i

owing incorporatidh.” Riverside County JAFCO requires
analysis over a longer petiod¥5 have a more corfiplete picture of the fiscatbalance of the city
once certain state subventions are reduc

after five years pursuantA8 statute. The analysis
also includes a 10 percent contingencgyWwhich is assumed to be e

The results of the analysis are
the incorporation as havy neutral impact, and have gAegative general fund balance in the
later years of the analysisg:_g i

final years analyzed. Overall, the feasibility ofAhe incorporation is inconclusive: neitlfr
clearly feasible, nor clearly infeasible, Fear== fty of the incorporation will rely on the
decisions that the new city officials make.

Revenue Neutrality Not Addressed

Under the revenue neutrality law, enacted in 1992, LAFCO canght approve the
incorporation of a new city without either demonstrating that the incoyforation would not
have a negative fiscal impact on an affected agency, or receiving the apfroval of that agency.
An agency that is negatively affected by incorporation can, for e le, negotiate payments
from and participate in tax sharing agreements with the new city.

For the County, revenue neutrality is calculated based on recurring General Fund costs and
revenues for the base year (FY 2007-08). The County would lose revenue but would also
realize a reduction in service costs in the incorporated city. If the revenues transferred
exceed the costs of services within the incorporation scenatio boundaries, the County would
realize a negative long-term fiscal impact. Tables 6.4 and 6.5 show the revenue neutrality
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/ Al three models show net revenues negative (therefore not feasible) by 2014 and staying that way - regardless of whether Hwy 15
or Wineville is chosen as the northern poundary. Revenue neutrality costs and capital equipment purchase costs aren't yet
0 /147 included in those numbers and will only serve to make them even worse. To top that, operating reserves go negative in 2012 in
: Scenario 2 and by 2018 in Scenario 1 - which is fiscally irresponsible.

.. Page: 72 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note
Only Scenario 1 meets that threshold - but only for 2 years after the county stops loaning the city money to pay our expenses.
f/Scenario 2 never meets that threshold after the county stops paying our costs (as a loan). Once “estimated” revenue neutrality
fees are factored in it's red ink everywhere!
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Think its safe to assume that most residents are not simply interested in barely squeaking by to pass the minimal threshold to
gualify for incorporation as a city and would NOT favor living in a city that plans to run in the red every year (with "a negative

07(/ general fund balance”).

.. .Fage: 72 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note
/ " “The numbers just don't add up for creating a viable city right now and through 2018 any way you slice them. On top of that, if the

hiring of 17 city employees from the start when the only change in services that cityhood will bring is that a handful of JARPD parks

may be managed by a couple of part-time city employees is any indication of the kinds of fiscally responsible decision-making that

tO 7 may be made those on the incorporation committee hoping to be hired as government leaders, we're really in trouble if cityhood
passes!

—~
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Since under all three models the plan is to Continue to contract back to the county for police and fire and almost all services, the
fees that have been negotiated should be fairly small for now. But if Eastvale were to become a city and the residents were to
decide to want to have a city police department or fire department at some future date years from now, it appears that under current
jaw the city would have to get the approval of the County Sheriff or Cal Fire first. It also appears that the city would also be charged
[ 0 7gnew neutrality fees at that time for whatever negative impact the County Sheriff or Cal Fire would experience from the city choosing

to take those services on. |s that correct?
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analysis for scenarios 1 and 2, respectively. This analysis indicates_thae—
realize a negative fiscal impact under all scenarios,

The results of negotiating 2s1oval from the County if either scenario is
approved, includige—potential tax sharing, may affect the fiscal feasibility finding
stated above.
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— Uniess the county decided on charging zero neutrality fees, logic dictates that ANY costs would only serve to make Eastvale

cityhood even less viable.
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Table 6.4: Estimated Annual Revenue Neutrality Mitigation -

General Fund, Scenario 1

Base Year FY08

Revenues Transferred
Property Taxes
Sales Tax
Property Transfer Tax
Franchise Fees
Fines and Forfeitures
Total Revenues Transferred

Net County Cost

Additional Future Revenues to County (Tax Admin. at 1 %)

County Surplus or (Deficit)

$ 1,636,000
2,439,500 - - .

271,000

502,686

281,000

$ 5,030,186
$ 4,017,297

$ 15,360

$ (997,529)@

Sources: Tables 5.3, 5.5 and A.1; Willdan Financial Services.

Table 6.5: Estimated Annual Revenue Neutrality Mitigation -

General Fund, Scenario 2

Revenues Transferred
Property Taxes
Sales Tax
Property Transfer Tax
Franchise Fees
Fines and Forfeitures
Total Revenues Transferred

Net County Cost

Additional Future Revenues to County (Tax Admin. at 1 %)

County Surplus or (Deficit)

Base Year FY08
$ 1,632,000
3,075,500
288,000

518,161

307.000

$ 5,820,661
$ 4,270,011
$ 16,320

$  (1,534,330)

Sources: Tables 5.3, 5.5 and A.1; Willdan Financial Services.

A7 WILLDAN

< Frareat Secvicas

75



. Page: 77 Author: irenelong Subject: Sticky Note

Does this indicate that the county was managing to provide any and all services that may be taken over by the city for less than half
of what is being proposed be budgeted to hire employees to create the city pureaucracy?! So the whole concem about how the
county might be spending taxes collected in Eastvale to help other parts of the county actually does't bear out when compared to
the proposal that we spend twice as much as the county is currently spending to manage these exact same services - plus continue
to pay the county neutrality fees for years to come - making it 3 times as expensive to provide the exact same services we have
right now. Correct?
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