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This Response to Comments document is hereby provided for the Jurupa Valley Public Review 
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis (CFA). Responses are provided for all comments 
received. Responses to comments are provided for areas of technical relevance to CFA only, 
and no response is provided to opinions expressed by the commenter regarding findings 
contained within the analysis.  
 
All correspondence is attached with the responses alpha numerically cross referenced to each 
comment contained in the correspondence.   
 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District letter dtd November 3, 
2009 
 
Comment A-1: Comment noted.  
 
Riverside County Sheriff Department letter dtd November 8, 2009 
 
Comment B-1: As indicated in the CFA, the 10 year forecast is based on a “constant dollar” 
model whereby no general inflationary factors are included in either revenue projections or 
expenditure projections. Real growth is applied in some areas of the forecast model to account 
for growth that will likely occur minus any inflationary factors. Real growth attributed to 
population growth is also factored in. The real growth and population growth factors applied to 
the projected Sheriff costs are considered reasonable for projections in a “constant dollar” 
model.  
 
Comment B-2: The estimate for Fines and Forfeitures revenues is derived from a review of 
revenue generation for various cities within the region as is footnoted in the CFA. No 
anticipation nor expectation of an obligation on the Sheriff to meet this level of revenue 
generation is implied.  
 
Comment B-3: The Comparable Cities analysis is intended to only provide a “snapshot” 
comparison of the proposed city as compared to existing cities. Additionally, as FY 12/13 is the 
first full fiscal year of operation (after the transition year), this is the only year that can be used 
to provide a comparison. Concur that it can be some what confusing, however, when taken in 
the context of comparing per capita costs, along with the “constant dollar” aspect of the model, 
the comparison is reasonable.  
 
Comment B-4: See Response to Comments B-1 and B-2.  
 
Comment B-5: The typo for the Transition Year has been corrected in the Public Hearing Draft 
CFA. See Response to Comment B-1 for the cost item identified.  
 
Comment B-6: See Response to Comment B-1.   
 
Comment B-7: See Response to Comment B-1. 
 
Comment B-8: Comment noted. 
 
Comment B-9: See Response to Comment B-1.  
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Riverside County Department of Animal Services letter dtd November 3, 2009 
 
Comment C-1: Shelter activity data has been updated in the Public Hearing Draft CFA. The 
Exhibits for Alternatives 2 & 3 are correct. Net cost is reflective of expenditures and debt service 
less license fees. Alternative 1 has been eliminated from the Public Hearing Draft CFA. Debt 
service estimated costs are reflective of the estimates provided by the Animal Services 
Department at the meeting held March 17, 2009. 
 
Riverside County Transportation and Land Management Agency memorandum dtd 
November 4, 2009 
 
Comment D-1: Comment noted. 
  
Comment D-2: See Response to Comment J-1 and Response to Comments F-1, F-2 and F-3. 
  
Comment D-3: The Public Hearing Draft CFA has been updated to reflect the current 
employment data. 
 
Comment D-4: Staffing levels depicted are for city employees only and do not reflect contract 
staff. For clarity, a table has been inserted in the staffing discussion section of the Public 
Hearing Draft CFA to reflect all staffing positions. 
 
Comment D-5: The forecast model is developed on a “constant dollar” basis for most revenues 
and expenditures, thus inflationary factors are not included. The real growth factor of 1% has 
been applied to city staffing and contract costs. Additionally, total staffing is reflective of the 
projection of new development based on identified unit and square footage projections, and 
existing county staffing identified in the data submittals. It is inaccurate to correlate assessed 
valuation to actual staffing requirements for development projects as assessed valuation is not 
an indicator of workload requirements for processing. 
 
Comment D-6: Reference to specific projects has been deleted from the Public Hearing Draft 
CFA. See also Response to Comment J-1. 
 
Comment D-7: Concur with the comment. Off Highway Vehicle Fee revenue has been deleted 
from the Public Hearing Draft CFA.  
 
Comment D-8: Base Year costs are not reflected in Table 2-A however are reflected in Table  
2-B under the respective Department categories and are fully accounted for. The “net cost” 
reflected in Exhibit 1 for Alt 3 is correct per the data submittals from the county dated 12/26/08. 
 
Comment D-9: Comment noted. 
 
Comment D-10: Base Year costs are not reflected in Table 2-A however are reflected in Table  
2-B under the respective Department categories and are fully accounted for. 
 
Comment D-11: Although the county notes that new residential units were added in FY 07/08 
and FY 08/09, for purposes of a conservative analysis, it was determined to reflect zero growth 
in development until FY 10/11. Additionally, as Building and Safety functions are generally 
100% cost offset to revenues, any revenue reduction would include a commensurate reduction 
in cost. Also, see Response to Comment J-1. 
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Comment D-12: Costs identified have been included separately under the L & LMD-89-1-C 
costs per the Engineering Department data submittal. All costs for Engineering have been 
accounted for. 
 
Comment D-13: Comment noted. 
 
Comment D-14: Comment noted. Note- no comments were received from the Environmental 
Programs Department. 
 
Riverside County Economic Development Department email dtd November 4, 2009 
 
Comment E-1: Although CSA 73 is primarily funded by property tax, the service provided is for 
street lighting. Street lighting is authorized to be funded through Gas Taxes therefore if an 
augmentation is required due to lack of sufficient property tax, road related revenues may be 
utilized.  
 
Riverside County Assessor - County Clerk Recorder letter dtd November 5, 2009 
 
Comment F-1: The Public Hearing Draft CFA has been revised to reflect the current Zillow.com 
recent sales history median sales price and the comment, with an appropriate adjustment to FY 
11/12.  
 
Comment F-2: Comment noted.  
 
Comment F-3: Comment noted and concern has been taken into account in the forecast model. 
 
Riverside County Code Enforcement Department memorandum dtd November 5, 2009 
 
Comment G-1: Comment noted. 
 
Riverside County Fire Department email dtd November 9, 2009 
 
Comment H-1: Comment noted.  
 
Riverside County Transportation Department letter dtd November 12, 2009 
 
Comment I-1: Comment noted.  
 
Comment I-2: Correction to the Measure A allocation percentage for the new Measure A has 
been incorporated into the Public Hearing Draft CFA.  
 
Comment I-3: Comment noted.  
 
Riverside County Planning Department email dtd November 17, 2009 
 
Comment J-1: Comment noted. As indicated in the comment, no changes to new development 
projections are necessary.  
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