








ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: WEST RANCH, CASTAIC & TESORO

The City conducts proactive code enforcement and public outreach through the Extreme
Neighborhood Makeover program. The Extreme Neighborhood Makeover program consists of an
invitation-only block party for a particular neighborhood of the City, to educate the community
about code enforcement policies and standards. The goal of the program is to take a community-
based approach to improving the neighborhood, in order to resolve safety issues, maximize property
values, and instill a sense of pride in the community. The City also assists the neighborhood by
providing improvements to public rights of way, including tree planting and graffiti removal.

The City’s spending levels for zoning code enforcement are higher than in the annexation study
areas. The City spent $4.99 per capita on zoning code enforcement in FY 06-07; whereas, the
County spent $1.38 per capita in the study areas.*

CosTS

The County estimated its total community development costs for the annexation study areas
were $0.49 million in FY 06-07. Thirty percent of these costs were offset by zoning permit charges
and planning fees. Net of those revenues, the County’s general fund supported $0.35 million in
community development costs in FY 06-07.

The County’s general fund costs for community development services amounted to $11.30 per
capita; whereas the City’s general fund costs amounted to $30 per capita.” The County recovered 28
percent of costs through fees and permit charges, whereas the City recovered 16 percent of costs.
The AFA cost estimates assume that the City’s per capita expenditures for planning and code
enforcement in the annexation study areas would be comparable to the City’s existing per capita
spending levels.

Dynamic cost projections through FY 14-15 are based on City projections for annual growth in
community development costs and in development-related revenues. Thereafter, projections
account for growth in the 24-hour population, inflation and an assumed 0.5 percent real annual cost
growth.

% Spending levels for zoning code enforcement were $877,299 in the existing City limits and $59,792 in the annexation study areas.
The County’s spending level was highest in the Castaic/Val Verde study area where it amounted to $2.48 per capita.

% Cost per capita reflects gross community development costs divided by the 24-hour population. County costs per capita were $16
in area 1 (Tesoro), $15 in area 2 (Castaic), and $6 in area 3 (West Ranch). These costs include those categorized in the Regional
Planning and Public Works departments.
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PARKS AND RECREATION

The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation provides park maintenance, and
recreation programming services to the annexation study areas.

PARK SERVICES

Table 6-6:

County-Maintained Public Parks in Study Areas

County-maintained public parks within Transfer to
the unincorporated study areas are listed in Study Area _ City?
Table 6-6, along with their study area location |Local Parkland
and whether they would be transferred to the |Castaic Regional Sports Adjacent to Yes
City of Santa Clarita in the event of Complex 2
annexation. Del Valle Park 2 Yes

The majority of the park acreage is |Dr. Richard H. Rioux 3 Yes
located in the Castaic study area.”” The only |Memorial Park
public park within thet Te§oro study area is Hasley Canyon Park 2 Yes
the Tesoro Adobe Historic Park;' however, Jake Kuredjian Park 3 Yes
the County reported that f.uture private parks Pico Canyon Park 3 Yes
are planned to be dedicated within the o
Tesoro del Valle subdivision (in the Tesoro Tesoro Adobe Histotic Park ! Yes
study area) to satisfy the project’s Quimby |Val Verde Community Park 2 Yes
obligation. * Regional Parkland

The County’s preference is that the Hasley Canyon Equestrian 2 No
Hasley Canyon Equestrian Center and Center

Regional Trail System would not be transferred to the City, but that the County would wish to
transfer all other county-maintained parks in the study areas, including Tesoro Adobe Historic
Park.” The County stated that prior to annexation the County would like the City to commit to
providing missing trail linkages in the areas being annexed that have not completed the entitlement
process, in order to provide for necessary connectivity to trails in the study areas.

Although Val Verde Community Park and the Castaic Regional Sports Complex are the size of
regional parks, the County suggested that both be transferred to the City due to the fact that they
primarily serve only the local population. The County continues to operate regional parks of
comparable size to Val Verde within the city limits of Glendale, Arcadia, Covina, Carson, and Los
Angeles, although the County has in the past considered transferring those parks to the cities during
periods of fiscal distress (e.g., in 2003). The City operates a facility similar to the Castaic Regional
Sports Complex within the City Limits (the Caravahlo/SC Sports Complex).

%2 The Castaic Regional Sports Complex is located immediately adjacent to a portion of the eastern boundary of study atea 2, and for
the purposes of this report is included in the analysis of transferable County-maintained parks in the study ateas.

% The County had initially stated that the Tesoro Adobe Historic Park would be retained by the County; however, the County
subsequently reconsidered and decided it prefers to transfer the facility to the City upon annexation. Special funding of approximately
$52,000 annually would be transferred along with the park. The funding source is assessed monthly dues which were stipulated in
sales contracts and are collected by the Tesoro Homeowner's Association.

% The County reported that all of the local park facilities in question have received project funding from the Safe Neighborhood Park
Proposition Bond Acts of 1992 and 1994 and Proposition 12 Bond Act of 2000, and that the City will be required to assume the grant
obligations under which these projects were funded when they are transferred to the City.
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Table

D

7 Santa Clarita Valley Parks: Type, Location and Acreage

o @ E Total Acresper  Total  Acres per
2 % § 5 Parcel 1,000  Usable 1,000 Service
Park é & .3 é Acres Residents  Acres Residents Provider Location
Located in Unincorporated Study Areas
Dr. Richard H. Rioux Memorial Park X 16.7 15.2 County Stevenson Ranch
Val Verde Community Park X X 579 7.4 County Val Verde
Castaic Regional Sports Complex X X 53.7 35.0 County Castaic
Jake Kuredjian Park X X 5.7 4.5 County Stevenson Ranch
Pico Canyon Park X X 213 4.0 County Stevenson Ranch
Del Valle Park X X 5.5 3.4 County Castaic
Hasley Canyon Park X X 5.4 54 County Castaic
Tesoro Adobe Historic Park X X 2.3 14 County Tesoro
Hasley Canyon Equestrian Center X X 67.0 2.1 County Castaic
Total Unincorporated Study Areas 235.5 5.2 78.4 1.7
Active 128.3 29 57.6 1.3
Passive 107.2 24 20.8 0.5
Local 168.5 3.8 76.3 1.7
Regional 67.0 1.5 2.1 0.0
Located in City Limits
Almendra X X 43 43 City Valencia
Begonias Lane X X 4.2 4.2 City Canyon Country
Bouquet Canyon X X 10.5 9.0 City Bougquet Canyon
Bridgeport X X 16.0 16.0 City Valencia
Canyon Country X X 19.3 172 City Canyon Country
Central Park X X 108.0 80.0 City Saugus
Creekview X X 5.0 5.0 City Newhall
Newhall Memorial X X 14.3 14.3 City Newhall
North Oaks X X 2.3 2.3 City Canyon Country
Oak Spring Canyon X X 5.7 5.0 City Canyon Country
Old Orchard X X 54 5.4 City Valencia/New hall
Pamplico X X 7.6 5.0 City Saugus
Santa Clarita Community Center X X 4.5 NP City Santa Clarita
Santa Clarita X X 7.5 7.3 City Saugus
Valencia Glen X X 7.3 5.5 City Valencia
Valencia Heritage X X 172 14.0 City Valencia
Valencia Meadows X X 6.1 4.8 City Valencia
Caravahlo/SC Sports Complex X X 60.0 35.0 City Centre Pointe
Chesebrough X X 5.1 5.1 County Valencia
Northbridge X X 9.8 7.5 County Valencia
Todd Longshore X X 31.6 5.0 City Canyon Country
Veterans Historical Plaza X X 0.5 0.5 City Newhall
Circle ] Ranch X X 53 5.3 City Saugus
William S. Hart Park X X 2243 18.0 County Newhall
Chevron-Pioneer X X 4.6 1.0 City Newhall
Lost Canyon X X 41.2 2.0 City Canyon Country
Mint Canyon X X 18.6 0.0 City Canyon Country
Rivendale X X 64.0 40.0 City Towsley Canyon
River Park X X 24.3 12.0 City Canyon County
Sand Canyon River X X 20.0 10.0 City Sand Canyon
Total in City Limits 754.5 4.3 340.7 2.0
Active 320.1 1.8 246.9 14
Passive 434.4 2.5 93.8 0.5
Local 362.2 2.1 207.7 1.2
Regional 392.3 2.3 133.0 0.8
Notes:
(1) Local parkland is generally loaally-serving with its users primarily located within two miles of the fadlity. Lol parks indude podket parks, neighborhood parks and
community parks.
(2) Regional parkland serves the region with a service radius exceeding two miles. Regional parks indudes reareational and sports complex parks.
(3) Active parkland consists of developed parkland with active sports fadlities, such as active ball courts (e.g., basketball or tennis), delineated sports fields (e.g., soccer,
baseball, softball), aquatic fadlities, and gymnasiums.
(4) Passive parkland cnsists of developed or undeveloped parkland containing trails, walkways, cultural or seenic resources, open fields, picnic tables/shelter, tot lots,
etc, but not containing active recreational fadlities.
(5) Park acreage is provided for total parcel area and total usable area. Total usable area was provided by the City and is defined based on the City's Quimby ordinance
to exdude areas with a three percent or greater slope, faultlines and enaumbered land (e.g., floodways, utility easements).
(6) Total parkland indudes all categories of parkland, induding loal, regional, active and passive parks.
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The County standard for the provision of parkland in the unincorporated areas is four acres of
local parkland per 1,000 residents, and six acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents (within the
County as a whole).® As shown in Table 6-7, parkland service levels vary depending on the usable
acreage of each park facility. Within the study areas, the County provides a service level of between
1.7 and 3.8 acres of local parkland per 1,000 residents, and a maximum of 1.5 acres of regional
parkland per 1,000 study area residents. The County provides between 1.3 and 2.9 acres of active
parkland per 1,000 residents, between 0.5 and 2.4 acres of passive parkland per 1,000 residents, and
between 1.7 and 5.2 acres of total parkland per 1,000 residents. There is no County-maintained
open space within the study areas; however, the County operates three nearby recreation areas
(Castaic Lake, Vasquez Rocks and Placerita Canyon).

Due to the geographic distribution of the County park facilities, the amount of parkland per
1,000 residents varies between the study areas. There are 8.6 total acres (or 2.4 usable acres) of
parkland per 1,000 residents in the Castaic study area, 2.2 total acres (or 1.2 usable acres) of parkland
per 1,000 residents in the West Ranch study area, and 0.8 total acres (or 0.5 usable acres) of parkland
per 1,000 residents in the Tesoro study area.®

Table 6-8: City-Maintained Open Space

The City of Santa Clarita’s standard for the provision |Name Acres
of parkland is five acres of parkland per 1,000 |Civic Center 235.0
residents.”” The City provides a service level of between |Colmer 40.0
1.2 and 2.1 acres of local parkland per 1,000 residents, |f,¢ Walker Ranch 140.0
and between 0.8 and 2.3 acres of regional parkland per G 124.6
1,000 res1d§nts. The City provides b'etween 1.4and 1.8 Golden Valley Ranch 906.0
acres of active parkland per 1,000 residents, between 0.5 )
and 2.5 acres of passive parkland per 1,000 residents, Litit Crizviorn 17:3
and between 2.0 and 4.3 acres of total parkland per |Norland Open Space 48.0
1,000 residents. In addition, the City provides 17.0 acres |NV 1 Wetlands/Riparian 296.0
of open space per 1,000 residents within the City. NV 2 Wetlands/Ripatian 60.0

Both the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Sl 26
Angeles have park fee ordinances in conformance with [Penlon 3.4
the State’s Quimby Act (Government Code §66477), |Quigley Canyon Open Space 158.0
requiring new development to dedicate a minimum of |Sand River Canyon 20.0
three acres of parkland per 1,000 residents (although the |Tick Canyon 432.0
City requires a minimum of five acres per 1,000 |Todd Longshore Park OS 26.5
residents, in conformance with the City’s General Plan |10 Site 449 6
parkland standard), or payment of in-licu fees based [ A 2,959.0
upon the population density of the development, the Actes per 1,000 Residents 17.0

value of the land and the minimum acreage dedication
of parkland.®®

% Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Draft General Plan, 2008, p. 128.

% Parkland calculations include only publicly accessible parks and recreation facilities, and do not include private parks or private
recreation facilities.

s City of Santa Clatita, Draft General Plan: Conservation and Open Space Element, 2008, p. CO-60.

% The Quimby Act provides funds for the acquisition of land for parks, development of new parks, or rehabilitation of existing patks;
however, it does not provide funds for the operation and maintenance of patks.
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RECREATION SERVICES

Recreation programs and facilities offered
by the County are located at Castaic Regional
Sports Complex, Val Verde Community Park,
Dr. Richard H. Rioux Memorial Park, and
Hasley Canyon Park. Recreation programs
include youth and adult sports; youth and
adult classes including dancing, cooking,
singing, exercise, and dog obedience; various
youth summer and day camps; aquatic
programs; use of fields and facilities; and
other special events.” The County reported a
total attendance of 273,354 in park recreation
activities in FY 006-07, meaning the average
study area  resident  participated in
approximately six recreation activities.'®

Recreation programs offered by the City
of Santa Clarita are located at 12 of the 20
parks maintained by the City. Recreation
programs include youth and adult sports;
various child, youth and adult contract classes;
various youth summer and day camps; aquatic
programs; use of fields and facilities; and
other special events. The City reported that
over 500 contract classes are offered every
season, with an average of 3,000 participants
enrolled per season. Classes offered by the
City range from acting and art to
woodworking and yoga, with class sizes as
small as five to as large as 50. The City
reported a total attendance of 1,392,171 in
park recreation activities in FY 06-07,
meaning the average City resident participated
in approximately eight recreation activities
that year."

Recreation program fees vary by sport or
length of class. As the City charges a non-

WEST RANCH, CASTAIC & TESORO

Table 6-9: Total Recreation Participation
County-
Maintained City-
Study Area  Maintained
Parks Parks

Youth and Adult Classes 14,576 135,532
Children's Classes 4,902 28,944
Camps 8,439 16,920
Parkmobile = 4320
Youth Sports 49,853 204,754
Adult Sports 42377 279,000
Aquatic Programs 13,535 259,473
Open Gym - 70,763
Skate Park 789 78,200
Fields/ Facilities 108,286 73,927
Special Events 22,738 159,950
Community Services 7,859 80,388
and Activities
Total Recration 273,354 1,392,171
Attendance’
Recreation Participation 6.1 8.0

per Resident

Note:

(1) Recreation attendance is the number of registrants or
partidpants in each tecreation dass or event, multiplied by the
number of dasses or events that were held that year. For
example, one ten-member team that plays 10 games per season
would count 100 towards total attendance (10 partidpants x 10
games). This does not indude drop-in or passive park
attendance.

(2) Community services and activities indude miscellaneous
community center programs and dvic activities, library activities,
church activities, and workshops.

(3) Spedal events indude concerts, art walks, festivals and holiday
activities (Earth Day, Easter, Fourth of July, Halloween, etc)

% Both the County and City provide community services, activities and special events that likely benefit residents of adjacent
incorporated/unincorporated areas. It is difficult to estimate the number of City and County residents who patticipate in, or benefit

from, the availability of these community service programs.

100 is indicator does not account for non-resident participation. No information was available on the extent of non-resident

participation in County recreation programs in the study areas.

101 This figure is overstated due to an estimated 25 percent participation rate by non-residents. Accounting for non-resident
participation, the average City resident participated in 6.0 recreation events in FY 06-07.

52

PREPARED FOR CITY OF SANTA CLARITA




MUNICIPAL SERVICES

resident premium on certain recreation fees, annexation would reduce by about 4.5 percent the fees
paid by annexation study area residents who had been attending City recreation activities prior to
annexation.'” Those residents who presently patronize County recreation activities would pay
higher fees after annexation, although a direct and complete comparison was infeasible due to the
large volume of different recreation activities and differences between the City and County in the
nature, duration and frequency of specific recreation activity offerings.

SERVICE COSTS

The County estimated its total park and recreation operating costs for the annexation study areas
were $1.1 million in FY 06-07. Twenty three percent of these costs were offset by recreation fees
and charges. Net of those revenues, the County’s general fund supported $0.8 million in park and
recreation costs in FY 06-07.

The County recovered 23 percent of costs through fees and charges, whereas the City recovered
21 percent of costs. The County’s net general fund costs for park and recreation operations
amounted to $19 per resident; whereas the City’s net general fund costs amounted to $74 per
resident.'® The AFA cost estimates assume that the City’s per capita expenditures for patk and
recreation services in the Castaic and West Ranch annexation study areas would over time become
comparable to the City’s existing per capita spending levels, after adjusting for existing use of City
park and recreation facilities by non-residents. Extending the City’s enhanced recreation service
levels can be accomplished in the near-term at existing facilities in the study areas. But extending
the park operation service levels to the annexation study areas would presumably require capital
investments to enhance the park space and improvements within the parks; it would take time for
such capital facilities to be developed. The AFA incorporates enhanced recreation and park costs,
and assumes the park-related budget would be accumulated over time to finance capital
improvements. The AFA assumes that Tesoro residents will continue to use park and recreation
services in the existing City and in the Castaic study area.

Dynamic cost projections through FY 09-10 are based on City budget projections for annual
growth in park and recreation costs and in related fee revenues. Thereafter, projections account for
growth in the resident population, inflation and an assumed 0.5 percent real annual cost growth.

CAPITAL FINANCING

Construction of new park facilities and improvements is financed by in-lieu (Quimby) fees paid
by new development, State grants and municipal general fund resources.

The fee paid by new development in the study areas is lower than in the City limits due to the
County’s significantly lower assumption about land values.

The City of Santa Clarita’s in-lieu fee is calculated by multiplying the number of dwelling units
(DU), the population per DU (according to the Department of Finance), the dedication standard of
five acres per 1,000 residents, and the fair market value (FMV) of the buildable area; plus 20 percent
toward the cost of off-site improvements, such as extension of utility lines (DU X population per

102 Citywide recreation fee revenue would decline by approximately one percent at the time of annexation due to annexation area
residents no longer paying non-resident fee rates.

18 The City per capita cost was adjusting for non-resident use of City recreation programs; without that adjustment, the per capita
City cost was $85. County costs per capita were $0 in area 1 (Tesoro), $29 in area 2 (Castaic), and $10 in area 3 (West Ranch).
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DU X% 0.005 acres per person X FMV of buildable area = subtotal X 1.2 = in-lieu fee). The City
reported that a typical 100-unit single-family residential subdivision would pay approximately
$15,744 per unit in in-lieu fees.

The County of Los Angeles’ in-lieu fee (calculated by Park Planning Area, or PPA) is arrived at
by multiplying the number of dwelling units, the population per dwelling unit, the dedication
standard of three acres per 1,000 residents, and the representative land value (RLV) per acre of the
area (DU X Population per DU X 0.003 actres per person X RLV per acre = in-lieu fee).!” The
County reported that a typical 100-unit single-family residential subdivision would pay approximately
$2,827 per unit in in-lieu fees for the West Ranch area, and approximately $1,785 per unit in in-lieu
tees for the Castaic area.

PuBLIC WORKS

Public works services include street maintenance, traffic control, street lights, street sweeping,
solid waste, stormwater quality programs, and building services.

ROAD MAINTENANCE

Road-related services provided by the County of Los Angeles to approximately 119 miles of
roadway in the study areas include signal maintenance, monthly pavement and sidewalk inspections
and repairs, pothole repair (within 48 hours of receiving notice), weekly street sweeping, tree

trimming, graffiti abatement and sign operation and maintenance.
Figure 6-10:  Private Road in Castaic Study Area

'.w?‘_"' "'r.

Road-related services provided by the County
in the study areas are limited to those roads that
have been accepted by the County into its road
system. Roads that have not been accepted into
the County road system typically do not meet
design criteria established by the County. Roads
not meeting County criteria include roads within
gated communities, and other recently-developed
areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County, that
are directly maintained via assessments paid by
local property owners, and not by the County of
Los Angeles!®  They also include dilapidated,
private roads, such as the one shown in Figure 6-10.

104 Per the City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 16.15.080, the determination of fair market value is agreed to by the

subdivider and the City, or determined by a certified appraiser.

15 The County reported that the representative land value was most recently updated in 2009, and is adjusted on an annual basis
according to the consumer price index. For FY 09-10, the RLV in the West Ranch area (PPA 35A — Valencia/Newhall) was
$291,767, and the RLV in the Castaic atea (PPA 35B — Castaic/Val Verde) was $177,092.

1% Gated communities are located in the West Ranch study area, and include the majority of the Westridge community (north and
south of Valencia Boulevard), the Southern Oaks community (south of Pico Canyon Road), The Enclave community (west of
Sagecrest Circle), and the Crown Villas portion of Stevenson Ranch (north of Stafford Canyon Road). Roads within gated
communities and other private roadway facilities not maintained by the County would also likely not be maintained by the City
following annexation.
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The City of Santa Clarita directly maintains all non-highway (arterial, collector, local and
residential) publicly-maintained roadways within the City. The City does not provide road
maintenance to private roadways and related facilities.”” Road-related services provided by the City
of Santa Clarita to approximately 448 centerline miles of roadway in the City include sidewalk and
pothole repair (within 48 hours of receiving notice), road maintenance and annual pavement
inspections, routine traffic signal maintenance and retiming every three years, sign installation and
maintenance, traffic markings and striping, and routine street sweeping.'®

Roadway Features

Over three and a half percent of roadways within the City of Santa Clarita are parkways, and
nearly six percent of roadways within the City contain medians improved with landscaping. The
City provides maintenance to parkways and medians on a weekly basis. Comparable service-level
indicators for the extent of parkways and improved medians were not provided by the County of
Los Angeles Parks and Recreation Department for the Landscape and Lighting Act District’s
(LLADs) within the study areas; however, the County reported that maintenance occurs on a weekly
basis.

Within the study areas, neatly 60 percent of the roads contain striping in Tesoro and West
Ranch, and nearly 50 percent of the roads contain striping in Castaic. Over two percent of the
public roads have curbs in West Ranch, and about one percent have curbs in Area 1 (Tesoro) and
Area 2 (Castaic).'® Miles of roadway striping and curbs were not provided by the City of Santa
Clarita.

Neither the City nor the County provided miles of sidewalks along the maintained roadways.

Of the 45 County-maintained traffic signals in the study areas, over half are synchronized. There
are 25 synchronized traffic signals in the Stevenson/West Ranch study atrea out of a total of 26 (96
percent); however, none of the 17 traffic signals in Castaic are synchronized, and neither of the two
traffic signals in Tesoro are synchronized.™® By comparison, there are 176 traffic signals within the
City, all of which are synchronized. Synchronized traffic signals improve the efficiency of the
roadway network and provide air quality benefits by decreasing stop-and-go traffic.

7 Maintenance of private roadways is the responsibility of the relevant homeowners association or private road owner(s).
108 The City reported that major streets and trails are swept weekly, minor roadways are swept weekly from October to January and
once per month during the rest of the year, and City parking lots are swept once per month.

%9 76 maintain and preserve the rural nature of this community, the Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) prohibits curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks unless otherwise deemed necessary for public safety purposes. This CSD encompasses the Castaic study area.
Although it contains the western portion of the Tesoro study area (including the western third of the Tesoro del Valle subdivision),
that development was exempted. The CSD contains only a sliver of floodplain in the West Ranch study area.

10 The County reported that the 17 traffic signals in Castaic are not synchronized because they are either isolated or too far apart to
be synchronized.
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Pavement Condition

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

PCI scores within the City of Santa Clarita indicate that conditions are good on both major
roads (arterials and collectors) and minor roads (local and residential).

County-maintained roads within the study areas are in the good to very good range, with local
roads tending to be in slightly better condition than major roads. Of the three study areas, the West
Ranch study area has the best pavement conditions overall. When all three study areas are
combined, the overall pavement rating is still very good, although the condition of local roads is
significantly better than major roads.

In general, roads maintained by the City are in good condition, and County-maintained roads are
very good in Tesoro and West Ranch, good in Castaic.

Table 6-11: Pavement Conditions by Area

City of Santa Study Areas
Clarita Tesoro Castaic West Ranch  Combined

All Roads (Majors and Locals)
Weighted Avg. PCI 68 75 71 80 75
Total Area (Sq. Feet) 85,794,876 4,296,466 13,616,797 10,299,457 28,212,720
Centerline Miles 264.2 6.9 71.1 414 119
Majors Roads
Weighted Avg. PCI 69 73 69 72 71
Total Area (Sq. Feet) 49,792,423 3,553,756 8,415,971 5,287,043 17,256,770
Locals Roads
Weighted Avg. PCI 67 84 75 89 82
Total Area (Sq. Feet) 36,002,453 742,710 5,200,826 5012414 10,955,950

It should be noted that PCI scores in the study areas relate only to County-maintained roads,
and do not include roads privately maintained by homeowner assessments. Roads not within the
County road system include both recently constructed roads in new gated communities as well as
older roads in the Castaic study area that are in poor shape. Hence, it is unknown what the overall
road condition is in the study areas. Similarly, private roadways within gated communities in the
City of Santa Clarita are not included in the PCI for the City.

As a percentage of overall area, the City of Santa Clarita maintains a denser public road network
than does the County of Los Angeles within the study areas. Approximately six percent of the entire
City boundary consists of City-maintained roads, whereas only two percent of the Castaic and West
Ranch study areas, and three percent of the Tesoro study area, consist of County-maintained
roadways. That is due not only to higher densities in the City, but also to the extent of roads that
are maintained privately instead of by local government.
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Maintenance Spending

City and County street maintenance spending levels per road mile were comparable in FY 06-07,
although generally counties receive more generous gas tax allocations to finance this service than do
cities. The City of Santa Clarita spent approximately $35,385 per road mile on street maintenance in
FY 06-07. That was a relatively high spending level. By comparison, the median city in Los Angeles
County spent $27,194 per road mile. ™ The County spent an average of $51,600 per road mile
across all unincorporated Los Angeles County in FY 06-07."** The County reported approximately
$36,005 per mile in Area 1 (Tesoro), $35,940 per mile in Area 2 (Castaic), and $28,234 per mile in
Area 3 (West Ranch) in FY 06-07.1*

In the City of Santa Clarita, 70 percent of roadway maintenance expenditures were for privately
contracted projects and 27 percent were performed directly by City staff in FY 06-07. The County
of Los Angeles performed 87 percent of roadway maintenance directly and 13 percent by contract
across all unincorporated areas in FY 06-07.

Cost Analysis

The City does not track street maintenance expenditures in the form needed for this analysis in
its budget. Specifically, the City reports street maintenance expenditures annually to the State
Controller, when it separates these costs from the costs of new construction and major capital
projects. Further complicating the cost analysis is the fact that the City is receiving additional funds
for street purposes through Proposition 1B in FY 08-09 and FY 09-10.

The AFA estimated street maintenance costs based on a benchmark of $36,000 per road mile in
each of the study areas. This is nearly equivalent to County spending levels in the base year in study
areas 1 and 2, and comparable to City spending levels in FY 06-07. This does represent an increased
spending level for the West Ranch area. The cost projections assume that the spending per road
mile increases with inflation in addition to a one percent annual real cost increase.

111 State Controller Office, Streets and Roads Annual Report FY 06-07, 2008, Tables 5 and 6. California Department of Transportation,
2007 California Public Road Data, 2008. Street maintenance expenditures include patching, overlay, sealing, storm damage, and traffic
signal maintenance; maintenance excludes expenditures for new street construction, street reconstruction and right of way acquisition.

12 State Controller Office, Streets and Roads Annnal Report FY 06-07, 2008, Table 6. California Department of Transportation, 2007
California Public Road Data, 2008.

137 0s Angeles County CEO, Santa Clarita Valley Fiscal Year 2006-07 Revenue and Expenditure Data For Tesoro, Castaic/Val Verde, and
Stevenson/ West Ranch, June 30, 2008. Road maintenance includes all operational expenditures categorized under Special Road District 5
and all expenditures categorized under the Road Budget Unit except the following development-related items: Conditional Use
Permit, R3 Review, Plan Check.
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BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works’ Building and Safety Division presently
provides building inspection, permit review and plan check services for new development and
property rehabilitation projects in the annexation study areas. The Division also provides code
enforcement services, which were discussed earlier in this chapter under the Community
Development section. The Division serves the study areas from its office at 23757 Valencia Blvd.

In the City of Santa Clarita, these services are provided by the Development Services and
Building and Safety Divisions of the City’s Public Works Department. The City would provide
these services if the study areas are annexed to the City.

Building code enforcement services involve inspection and enforcement activities associated
with existing buildings. These services are largely complaint-driven, but also involve building
deficiencies that inspectors notice. The City’s spending levels for building code enforcement were
$1.39 per capita in FY 06-07; by comparison the County spent $0.76 per capita.** Otherwise, the
demand for these services is largely dependent on the volume of new construction and development
plans. In the FY 06-07 base year, the County financed these services entirely from building permit
charges and plan check fees. In other words, the County recovered 100 percent of costs for this
function through fees and permits.

The City’s permit charges are designed to recover costs associated with building and
development. Due to differences between the City and County in terms of departmental
organization and budgetary accounting practices, it is not possible to compute a comparable cost
recovery rate for the Development Services and Building and Safety Divisions. However, an overall
cost recovery rate for the Public Works Department can be calculated; that includes street
maintenance, stormwater and other activities within the Public Works Department.™ The City’s
cost recovery rate for the general fund costs of the Public Works Department was 66 percent in the
FY 06-07 base year.'® Subsequently, the cost recovery rate has fallen to 49 percent because revenues
have declined substantially more than expenditures during the present recession.

In estimating and projecting the general fund costs for the Public Works Department associated
with annexation, the study reviewed the positions in the Department and made estimates of the
extent to which they represented fixed costs (workload and staffing need is not proportional to city
size) and variable costs (workload and staffing need is proportional to city size). For example, upper
management positions were largely deemed to be fixed costs, and street maintenance and special
districts positions were largely deemed to be variable costs. Overall, the Public Works Department
costs were assumed to be 85 percent variable with respect to city size. In terms of projecting future

1 Building code enforcement services are provided by the respective Public Works departments. Spending levels for building code
enforcement were $244,651 in the existing City limits and $33,141 in the annexation study areas. The County’s spending level was
highest in the Tesoro study area where it amounted to $1.14 per capita.

5 The County did not report department administration costs, as these were included in overhead rates for direct services, and were
defrayed by the relevant funds (particularly gas tax). By contrast, the City has an administrative cost unit in its Public Works
Department. In addition, the portion of the City’s street maintenance costs that were supported by the General Fund could not be
identified from the available budget data.

18 Gross costs for purposes of this calculation include all general fund costs of the Public Works Department. Offsetting revenues
were projected in a manner consistent with similar projections in this report. For example, gas tax transfers are projected over time
with the same projected annual growth rates as those discussed in the prior chapter. Offsetting revenues included building permit and
plan check fees associated with the Public Works Department in addition to the following transfers into the general fund: gas tax,
Prop. 42, Traffic Safety Fund (vehicle code fines), landscape maintenance district, transit fund, and stormwater utility fund.

58 PREPARED FOR CITY OF SANTA CLARITA



MUNICIPAL SERVICES

costs over time, projections were based on 24-hour population growth, inflation, a real cost inflation
factor of 0.5 percent, and the variable cost factor.

STORMWATER QUALITY

The County Department of Public Works provides inspection and clean-up of storm drains and
debris basins in the annexation study areas to remove spills, accumulated sediment and vegetation."’
In addition, the Department is responsible for conducting planning and meeting increasingly
stringent regulatory requirements for stormwater reporting and management. Upon annexation, the
County Flood Control District (FCD) would retain responsibility for regional flood control and local
drainage infrastructure that meets FCD standards and has been accepted into the FCD system."®
The City would be responsible for inspecting and cleaning drains, and meeting regulatory
requirements for management planning.® The County estimated that these setvices cost $883,000
in FY 06-07.2%°

Stormwater fees are charged to property owners in Santa Clarita to pay for draining water
runoff, which occurs when homes, patios, driveways or other structures prohibit water from seeping
into the ground. Residential properties under one-third of an acre in size are charged $24 per year,
while larger properties are charged that base amount, plus an open space rate for everything over
one-third acre. The City’s property owners approved a new stormwater fee approach in 2009; the
typical household will pay a reduced fee of $21.50 beginning in FY 10-11.

STREET LIGHTING

The County provides street lighting services to the annexation study areas. Lighting services and
energy costs are funded by ad valorem property taxes paid by property owners in the study areas and
allocated to County Lighting Maintenance District No. 1687. The property tax generated $0.8
million in FY 06-07, and funded services from that amount. The revenues amounted to $55 per
home in the base year. The City levies a street light assessment to fund street lighting services. The
assessment amounted to $56 per housing unit in the existing city limits; by comparison, residents of
the study areas presently pay $5 per housing unit to the County. Southern California Edison is the
direct service provider within the existing city limits; the City pays Southern California Edison for
utility costs and lighting services.

The AFA does not explicitly model the fiscal effects of annexation on City street lighting funds,
as City assessment revenue would cover associated costs. Upon annexation, the County street
lighting property taxes would be transferred to the County’s general share from which the City’s
property tax share would be deducted. The annexation study areas would be detached from County

1 The County is generally not responsible for cleaning storm drains in gated communities, although the County FCD does maintain
storm drains in gated communities (e.g., West Ridge) that have been turned over to the District. Otherwise, underground drains in
residential areas are inspected by the County every seven years, and drains in commercial areas inspected every 1-3 years. Drain clean-
up is performed as-needed, and not specific service level or frequency of service was provided by the County.

18 Flood control infrastructure under construction by private developers to be transferred to the County will become the

responsibility of the City until such time that it is accepted by the County for maintenance.

19 The County Department of Public Works estimated that there are a total of 1,733 catch basins, 6.2 miles of drainage channels, and
60.1 miles of underground drains in the annexation study areas.

120 1 o5 Angeles County CEO, Response to Santa Clarita Valley Narrative Data Reguest for Tesoro, Castaic/Val Verde and Stevenson/ West

Ranch, July 31, 2008, Attachment VII, p. 5.
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Lighting Maintenance District No. 1687, and the City would finance street lighting services from
assessments upon annexation.

LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE

Landscape maintenance performed within the study areas in unincorporated Los Angeles
County occurs through zones of Landscape and Lighting Assessment Districts (LLLAD) Nos. 1, 2
and 4, administered by the County Parks and Recreation Department. The Department's Special
Districts are responsible for the maintenance of landscaped and other open space areas designated
within the boundaries of the Districts and easements that have been granted to the County.
Benefiting properties pay an assessment through their property tax bill to maintain and service the
landscaping and appurtenant improvements within the Districts. Maintenance costs within each
zone are proportionately spread among all benefiting properties within the zone based on either
acreage or number of parcels, with each property being assessed only for the cost of the
improvements from which direct (“special”) benefit is received. = Costs associated with
improvements determined to be of “general benefit” (benefitting surrounding properties or the
public at large) must be funded from other revenue sources, and are excluded from the “special
benefit” assessment.” The LLA Districts provide and ensure the continued maintenance,
administration, and operation of improvements located within the public rights-of-way and
dedicated landscape easements associated with various tracts and individual parcels within the
Districts. The Department provides maintenance to parkways and medians on a weekly basis.

Landscape and Lighting Assessment Districts (LLA Districts) No. 1, 2 and 4 are located in the
vicinity of Santa Clarita, Castaic, Tesoro, and West Ranch. LLA District No. 1 is comprised of three
zones: the Stevenson Ranch Parkway/Pico Canyon Road area (the original zone of the District), the
Copperhill Drive atea (Zone 1A, annexed in 2002), and Plum/White’s Canyon (Zone 1B, annexed
in 2003).  The portion of the District in the Stevenson Ranch Parkway/Pico Canyon Road area
includes the subdivisions located off of Stevenson Ranch Parkway, between Pico Canyon Road and
Old Road (the entire Stevenson Ranch atea).'”

Portions of the West Ranch and Castaic study areas are in LLLA District No. 2, which was
formed in 1995, by the consolidation of 26 individual County-administered LLLA Districts into zones
within a single district. In 2002 the Board of Supervisors detached one of the zones. The remaining
25 zones are located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, with two zones located in West Ranch
(Zones 21 and 25) and three zones located in Castaic (Zones 19, 37 and 40). The boundaries of
Zone 25 (Stevenson Ranch) are coterminous with the boundaries of the Stevenson Ranch
Parkway/Pico Canyon Road area of LLA District No. 1."®

LLA District No. 4 was formed in 1997 along with the developments known as The Enclave (in
West Ranch) and Double C Ranch (in Castaic). Since formation, an additional 14 zones have been
annexed to the District, including three zones in the West Ranch area (Zones 73 and 75 in the
Westridge area and Zone 66 in the Valencia Marketplace area), and two in the Tesoro study area
(Zone 74 in Tesoro Del Valle and Zone 76 in Tesoro Adobe Park). All 16 zones currently within
LLA District No. 4 are located in unincorporated Los Angeles County.

2105 Angeles County Parks and Recreation District, Engineer’s Annual Levy Report FY 06-07, District Nos. 1, 2 and 4, 2006, p. 10.

122 11 A District No. 1 was formed in 1979; however, jurisdiction for portions of LLA District No. 1 was transferred from Los
Angeles County to the City of Santa Clarita in 1997. The County continues to administer the remaining portions of the LLA District
outside of the City.

18 1 os Angeles County Parks and Recreation District, Engineer’s Annual Levy Report FY 06-07, District Nos. 1, 2 and 4, 2000, p. 16.

60 PREPARED FOR CITY OF SANTA CLARITA



MUNICIPAL SERVICES

Maintenance in Tesoro occurs through two zones of LLAD No. 4, maintenance in Castaic
occurs through three zones of LLAD No. 2 and one zone of LLAD No. 4 (in Double C Ranch),
and maintenance in West Ranch occurs through LLAD No. 1 (in the Stevenson Ranch
Parkway/Pico Canyon Road area), in two zones within LLAD No. 2, and in four zones of LLAD
No. 4. Maintenance activities consist primarily of beautification of the roadway system, and
maintenance and improvements to the graded and landscaped slopes and easements located along
the roadways. Maintenance activities within these LLLAD zones are primarily of a special nature,
with all taxable parcels within the zone receiving the same net assessment. Areas that receive a
general benefit, paid from other County funds, are located in West Ranch (Zone 25 of LLAD No. 2)
and Tesoro (Zone 66 of LLLAD No. 4 and facilities at Tesoro Adobe Park).*®

Landscape maintenance within the City of Santa Clarita is provided by the City’s Special
Districts Division. The City primarily provides landscape maintenance services to the Copperhill
Drive atea and the Plum/White’s Canyon atea. These areas were originally portions of LLAD No. 1
administered by the County; however, jurisdiction for these zones of LLAD No. 1 were transferred
to the City of Santa Clarita in 1997. Maintenance activities include beautification of the roadway
system, including landscaped medians and slopes along the roadways.

Upon annexation, study area 1 (Tesoro) will split Zones 1A and 74, and study area 3 (West
Ranch) will split zones 25, 73 and 75. During the annexation process, the City and the County
would have to reach an agreement on these split Zones.”® The County identified the following
options to address split zones:

1) The County can detach only the portion of the Zone that would now be in the City’s
jurisdiction, thus allowing the City to create a new Zone for the detached portion;

2) The County may continue to provide services during a transition period to an entire Zone
through an agreement with the City; or,

3) The City may provide services to the entire Zone through an agreement with the County.

In any of the above scenarios, annexation would likely not affect landscape assessments.

24 L os Angeles County Parks and Recreation District, Engineer’s Annual Ievy Report FY 06-07, District Nos. 1, 2 and 4, 2006, p. 16.
25 1 os Angeles County Parks and Recreation District, Engineer’s Annual Ievy Report FY 06-07, District Nos. 1, 2 and 4, 2006, pp. 18-19.

12 The County requested that any annexation application include details of how the City proposes to handle split zones.
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SOLID WASTE

Solid waste collection in the study areas is provided weekly by Burrtec Waste Industries to
residents of single-family homes and apartments with four or fewer units. Until 2008, residents had
arranged for solid waste services through an open market system in which they chose their solid
waste hauler directly. In 2008, the County selected Burrtec as the exclusive hauler for residents.
Ten percent of Burrtec revenues in the annexation study areas is paid to the County as franchise
fees. Businesses continue to participate in the open market system, and select their own haulers.

Table 6-12: Solid Waste Service Comparison
The Clty has an exclusive Sel’vice Type Annexation City Of Santa
franchise for solid waste Study Areas Clarita

collection both for residential [Residential Service

and commercial service.

Residential rates are 18 percent
lower in the City than in the
annexation study areas. The
rate difference amounts to $42
annually  for a  typical
household.

Unlike the County, the City
has an exclusive franchise for

Hauler Arrangement
Hauler

Franchise Fee
Monthly Rate Regular
Monthly Rate Seniors

Collection Frequency

Commercial Service

Hauler Arrangement

Exclusive franchise
Burrtec

10% of charges
$20.88

$15.66

Weekly

Open market

Exclusive franchise
USA Waste

10% of charges
$17.33

$13.86

Weekly

Exclusive franchise

commercial solid waste Hauler NA Burrtec
collection, which includes Franchise Fee NA 10% of charges
apartment buildings with five Once Weckly Rate NA $67.04

or more units.  Businesses Collection Frequency NA 1-7 times/week

would no 1onger select their |Note: Commercial rate is for weekly pick-up of a 3 cubic yard bin.

hauler; however, they would
continue to have a choice as to how frequently the collection service is provided (from once weekly
to daily service).

WATER

For the most part, water services in the annexation study areas would be unaffected by
annexation. Only the Val Verde area would potentially be affected.

There are two types of water service: wholesale and retail. Castaic Lake Water Agency is the
wholesale water service provider throughout the annexation study areas, and would continue to
import and distribute water to the retail water companies serving the area. A retail water provider is
responsible for distributing water to individual properties and for billing the properties for service.

The Val Verde area presently receives retail water service from Los Angeles County Waterworks
District 36. The Waterworks District is a County-dependent district, and is governed by the County
Board of Supervisors. To promote accountability following annexation, dissolution of County
Waterworks District 36 and transfer of its responsibilities to another water retailer appears logical.
However, it has not been proposed to date and was not modeled in this study.
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CiITY ADMINISTRATION

Table 6-13: City Administrative and Central Service Positions

The City government |Department & Division Positions % of Cost
employed 393 personnel FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 Variable
in FY 08-09, of which 28 [@j¢o Manager 3550 3750 3950  34%
percent are assigned to City Council 5.00 5.00 5.00 0%
administrative and central | o 1350 1150 1350  45%
service  functions, as
opposed to the direct Human Resources 6.00 6.00 6.00 71%
field services provided by Economic Development 7.00 9.00 9.00 22%
the City departments Communications 4.00 6.00 600 21%
discussed eatlier in this [Administrative Services 61.50 68.25 70.25 70%
chapter. Administration 3.00 3.00 300 28%

Generally, these City Clerk 450 450 450 4%
personnel  support  the Finance 1500 1500 1500  56%
direct services provided Purchasing/Mail Services 7.00 7.75 7.75 51%
by the City. However, Risk Administration 2.00 2.00 2.00 43%
some administrative Special Districts 4.00 5.00 700 86%
positions  (e.g,  City | Technology Services 1800 1700 1700  80%
Council - members  and Transit 800 1400 1400  95%

upper management)
would be considered fixed costs in the sense that additional personnel would not be needed if the
City were to grow in size due to annexation. Other administrative positions (e.g., finance cashiers,
special districts administrators, and transit administrative staff) more closely represent variable costs
in the sense that workload (and staffing needs) would tend to be proportional to city size.

In estimating and projecting the general fund costs for the City administration associated with
annexation, the study reviewed the positions in the Departments and made estimates of the extent
to which they represented fixed costs (workload and staffing need is not proportional to city size)
and variable costs (workload and staffing need is not proportional to city size). Overall, the City
Manager Department costs were assumed to be 34 percent variable with respect to city size, and
Administrative Services 70 percent variable with respect to city size, as shown in Table 6-12. The
City Attorney function was assumed to represent a 70 percent variable cost.

For miscellaneous non-departmental items, the AFA assumed that transfers for gas tax,
stormwater and self-insurance were variable costs, and that non-departmental administration costs
were 85 percent variable costs. The AFA assumed that the following were fixed costs: debt service,
reserves, capital replacement, GASB 45 and other categories. In the case of debt service and GASB
45, the costs relate to past debts so growth through annexation would not affect those costs. Other
categories for reserves and capital replacement were held as fixed costs for purposes of modeling;
the ultimate results of the fiscal modeling provide a bottom line in terms of availability of any
surplus for reserves.

In terms of projecting future costs over time, projections were based on 24-hour population
growth, inflation, a real cost inflation factor of 0.5 percent, and the variable cost factor.
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EcoONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The City provides economic development services through the Office of the City Manager. The
City had 15.5 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff positions dedicated to economic development within
the City limits in FY 09-10. The City programs focus on business development, promoting the film
industry and tourism, and corporate sponsorship of city events. Business development programs
include 1) an ombudsman program to help businesses navigate the development process with
minimal cost, time and frustration, 2) employment assistance through a job center and workforce
training offered by a partnership with the College of Canyons, 3)tools to aid in the development of
small businesses, 4) maintenance of two websites aimed at encouraging retail and service activity for
local businesses, and 5) tax savings within the California Enterprise Zone encompassing the City.

The annexation study areas presently receive economic development services from the County.
County programs include funding for the Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation
(LAEDC) to attract and retain businesses countywide, as well as, the Antelope Valley Workforce
Development Consortium—a private non-profit that provides job search and job development
opportunities. Both LAEDC and the Consortium provide services equally to both unincorporated
and incorporated areas, including the study areas and the City of Santa Clarita. In addition to
services offered by LAEDC to all areas, the City of Santa Clarita pays dues and is a member of the
LAEDC with access to private special events and additional resources. LAEDC resources include
one full-time regional manager for the Antelope and Santa Clarita Valley areas, which serve the study
areas as well as the cities of Santa Clarita, Palmdale and Lancaster, and the LAEDC central office
provides support to the regional manager.

Both the City and LAEDC boast awards in 2008 from the California Association for Local
Economic Development — Santa Clarita for its Small Business Support Program and Enterprise
Zone Marketing Program, and LAEDC for its Business Assistance and Development Program. In
the same year, the City was also named the Most Business Friendly City in Los Angeles County by

LAEDC.

Staffing levels were used to compare economic development service levels offered by the City
and County, including County-funded LAEDC resources. LAEDC staff dedicated to the study
areas amounts to one FTE per 257,700 people (24-hour population).”” The City employs
significantly more personnel dedicated to economic development within the City with the equivalent
of approximately one FTE per 11,400. Similarly, when staffing levels are compared based on jobs in
each of the areas, the County has a service level of one FTE per 97,500 jobs in the study area, while
in the City there is approximately one FTE per 4,400 jobs.

Eligible businesses in the annexation study areas would benefit from the Santa Clarita Enterprise
Zone upon annexation. Benefits offered by the Enterprise Zone include various state tax incentives
(credits and deductions) to businesses and individuals located within the Zone. For example, a
hiring tax credit allows businesses to reduce their State income tax by a percentage of the wages paid
to qualifying employees.’”® The Zone was formed in 2007, consisting of 8,527 acres along the major

27 AEDC central office staff dedicated to study areas calculated as the percentage of the total County population represented in the
study areas in 2008.

128 The amount of wages is limited to (up to) 150% of the minimum wage. The amount of the credit is figured over a five-year span,
beginning with the year the employee was hired. The business can deduct 50% of wages in year 1, 40% in year 2, 30% in year 3, 20%
in year 4, and 10% in year 5, for a maximum benefit of $37,440 over the 5-year span (based on a 2,080 hour work year). There is no
limit to the number of qualifying employees that can be claimed, but the credit can only be used on tax attributable to that zone (i.e.,
cannot be used to offset income generated from another location of the business).
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travel corridors of the City. Future expansion of the Enterprise Zone is limited to 15 percent of its
original size, meaning it can expand by 1,279 acres. The Enterprise Zone has set aside 865 acres of
expansion potential to accommodate the Valencia Commerce Center/Hasley Hills area (in study
area 2) in the event of annexation to the City. Other commercial, retail and industrial areas may
annex to the Zone as long as they are contiguous to the existing Zone. To do so, the City must file
an enterprise zone expansion application with the State Housing and Community Development
Board.

Fi1SCAL MITIGATION PAYMENT

FISCAL IMPACT ON COUNTY

Annexation would have a negative fiscal impact of approximately $5.8 million on the County
general fund, and a positive fiscal impact of approximately $3.0 million on the County road fund.
For annexation to be approved, the City and County would negotiate the fiscal mitigation payment
to be made by the City to the County in order to offset negative impacts on the County.

Both the AFA and the IFA calculated a similar fiscal impact on the County general fund, as
detailed in Table 8-10. By contrast, the County stated that the negative fiscal impact on its general
fund would be $11 million. The primary difference between the AFA and County estimates relates
to the treatment of approximately $4.8 million in law enforcement costs that the County financed
with Proposition 172 funds.”® While the County deducted those revenues from law enforcement
expenditures, the AFA and the IFA did not. In calculating the fiscal impact on the County, both the
AFA and the IFA relied on the definition in Government Code §56815.%° Specifically, the net
impact is the difference between 1) current County revenues that would transfer to the new city, and
2) current County expenditures for those services which will be assumed by the new city. This
calculation “is not restricted to general purposes revenues nor does it refer to the net cost of
services, and therefore, there is no provision in section 56815 for deducting or offsetting the amount
of restricted revenues from current expenditures.”**

Both the AFA and IFA found that annexation would have a similar ($2.5 and 2.9 million
respectively) positive fiscal impact on County road and transit funds based on FY 06-07 data.
Similarly, the County estimated that annexation would have a $3.5 million positive fiscal impact on
these funds based on its projections for the current year (FY 09-10).

FISCAL MITIGATION PAYMENT

In order to effectuate annexation, the City and County must agree on a property tax transfer.
Under current law, LAFCO does not have the authority to force a tax sharing arrangement on the
County even though LAFCO does have that authority with respect to incorporation. There are
advantages and disadvantages of the fiscal agreement negotiated between the City and County for
annexation. There is more flexibility with respect to a negotiated agreement. In the case of

129 See the “Subventions” section of Chapter 5 for discussion of Proposition 172 funds.

130 Government Code §56815 defines the fiscal impact on the County that must be mitigated in the event that a new city is formed in
an area where County revenues exceed expenditures. State law does not offer a definition of fiscal impact on the County in the event
of annexation. The AFA authors relied on the definition in Government Code §56815 both to promote consistency for comparison
purposes, and as the most objective definition available.

B Memorandum from County Counsel Lloyd W. Pellman to LAFCO Executive Officer Latry J. Calemine, The Effect of Proposition 172

Revennes on the Property Tax Transfer and Revenue Neutrality Calculations. Nov. 20, 2002.
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incorporation, LAFCO law requires the fiscal mitigation payment to be based on revenues and
expenditures in a particular base year (i.e., the fiscal year for which the most recent actual financial
data are available). Particularly in the current economic climate, the LAFCO law is overly restrictive,
as the base year is not likely to be representative of the actual future impact on the County. For
purposes of this report, the base year was one year after the economic peak and predates the
housing financial crisis. When the fiscal impact is based on a peak year, revenues will tend to be
relatively high and unrepresentative of future revenue losses; that would tend to overstate the fiscal
impact and the associated fiscal mitigation payment. When the fiscal impact is based on a
recessionary year, revenues will tend to relatively low while expenditure levels tend to be sustained
(financed through reserves); that would tend to reduce the fiscal impact and the associated
mitigation payment. Flexibility in negotiations would give both the County and the City an
opportunity to consider a longer planning period than just a single year, and perhaps a better chance
of reaching a fair agreement.

Flexibility in negotiations also affords the opportunity for the County and City to consider terms
other than those LAFCO would impose. For example, tax sharing could be accomplished through a
combination of property and sales tax so that both parties could reduce the risk of being overly
reliant on one or the other revenue stream. Recent financial events have demonstrated the
differences in timing of economic cycles on the two revenue streams.

The disadvantage of the City-County negotiation process is that the parties may fail to reach
agreement. Even if the public favors annexation, it cannot be forced upon the County.

FiscAL IMPACT ON CITY

Annexation could have a positive fiscal impact on the City depending on the nature of the fiscal
mitigation agreement with the County.

GENERAL FUND
Figure 6-14:  Dynamic Fiscal Impact on General Fund before Fiscal Mitigation

Before factoring in the w 39
fiscal mitigation payment, & s8 —
annexation of study area 3 E $7
(West Ranch) would generate $6
the greatest positive fiscal $5
impact on the City general $4
fund of $5.1 million in FY 10- $3
11.%%  Annexation of study $2
area 2 (Castaic) would yield a $1 E—
positive fiscal impact of $§0.2 $0 % '
million in  FY  10-11. $1 FY-FY FY FY Fy FY FY Fy FY FY Fy FY FYy FYy
Annexation of study area 3 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
(TCSO’I‘O) WOI:ﬂd have = a = Area 1 - Tesoro Area 2 - Castaic Area 3 - W. Ranch
negative fiscal impact of $0.1

32 1 the event that the Six Flags Magic Mountain park were to be excluded from the West Ranch study area, the estimated impact on
the City’s general fund of annexing the West Ranch area would be approximately $0.5 million less than the estimate for the entire
study area.
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million.

It is important to note that the AFA did not include interest earnings, transfers from capital
funds, or transfers from reserves in the modeled revenue. Similarly, it did not factor in expenditures
for capital replacement or financial reserves. Hence, the impacts shown in Figure 6-13 depict the
full impact without factoring in reserves and capital savings. One financial advantage to the City of
annexing territory in area 1 is to reduce the fiscal mitigation payment to the County.

Figure 6-15:  Dynamic Fiscal Impact on General Fund

The fiscal impact of

. $6.0
annexing all three study areas g
simultaneously  would  be 2 $50 -
positive, as shown in Figure 6- =

15. Annexation of the areas $4.0 1
separately; however, would

have less favorable fiscal $3.0 1

impacts on  the  City. $2.0 -

Annexation of only area 1

would have a negative fiscal $1.0 -

impact of $0.1 million (FY

2010-11 dollars) on the City. $0.0 -

Annexing only area 2 would FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

initially have a negative fiscal

impact of $0.8 million on the
City general fund, although the fiscal impact would improve over time due to anticipated growth.
Annexing only area 3 would initially have a negative fiscal impact of $1.5 million on the City general
fund, although the impact would improve over time and eventually be positive as a result of
anticipated growth.™?

Potential strategies for improving the fiscal impacts on the City general fund include: 1)
negotiations with the County with respect to a fiscal mitigation payment could reduce the amount
owed,” 2) work with the County Sheriff to gain more accurate and specific information on law
enforcement contract service costs for the study areas, 3) retention (possibly with a gradual phase-
out) of a portion of the existing utility users tax," 4) enhanced economic development efforts in the
study areas, and 5) modifications to the boundaries of the study areas to remove outlying areas that
pose particularly high costs or generate particulatly low revenues (e.g., Val Verde).

It is important to note that this study modeled operational impacts, not capital impacts.
Infrastructure deficiencies may include a need for road and drainage improvements in the older parts

133 Note that feasibility findings shown in Figure 6-15 reflect a hypothetical scenario in which the City makes fiscal mitigation

payments to offset negative impacts on the County general fund. This scenario was depicted for educational purposes related to
feasibility. Actual fiscal mitigation terms would be negotiated by the City and County.

134 Relying on fiscal data spanning multiple fiscal years or a subsequent teporting period (after the economic peak), cost-sharing for

facilities such as the Castaic Regional Sports Complex, and credits for deferred infrastructure investments are examples of potentially
negotiable solutions.

35 For example, annexation of the Castaic/Val Verde study area would have a positive fiscal impact on the City under a hypothetical
scenario in which a) the Pitchess Detention Center (and associated subvention revenue) is shifted from study area 1 to study area 2,
and b) residents in the area propose annexation with an overlapping phase-out of the utility users tax (specifically, the scenario
assumes the tax rate declines from 4.5 percent to 2.25 percent upon annexation and is then phased out over the next five years).

BY BURR CONSULTING 67



ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: WEST RANCH, CASTAIC & TESORO

of the Castaic/Val Verde study area, and possibly a lack of adequate space at the parks for the City
to provide recreation programming that matches service levels offered in the existing city limits.

Although there is visual and anecdotal evidence of road and drainage infrastructure needs in the
Castaic/Val Verde study atea, the City has not yet conducted an engineering assessment of those
needs. Hence, the AFA was unable to estimate associated capital costs at this time. If Castaic area
residents demonstrate interest in annexation on the 2009 advisory ballot measure, the AFA author
encourages the City to conduct such an assessment prior to initiating annexation.

ROAD AND TRANSIT FUNDS

Annexation would have a positive fiscal impact on the City’s transit fund of approximately $0.2
million (in FY 10-11 dollars), and would gradually improve over time due to economic recovery and
growth. There would be adequate funds from Prop. A Local Return and TDA Article 8 in both
areas 1 and 2 to cover transit costs. There would be a modest revenue shortfall of $0.1 million in
area 3 in FY 10-11, although the long-run impact for area 3 has no significant fiscal impact on the
City.

The annexation study areas as a whole would generate enough revenue to cover street
maintenance expenses; however, if the areas are annexed incrementally, there could be negative
impacts. Specifically, there would be a positive fiscal impact of about $0.8 million associated with
area 1; this is due to the positive effect of the inmate population on revenue allocations. There is an
estimated $1.0 million negative impact on the City’s street maintenance funds associated with
annexing area 2; this is due to relatively extensive roads in the area compared with the population
levels in the area (which are the primary driver of revenue allocations for street purposes). There
would be adequate revenues in area 3 to cover street maintenance costs.

There would be no fiscal mitigation payment from the City to the County associated with road
and transit funds, because the County’s cost savings exceed revenue losses. Certain County revenue
streams, such as gas tax and Prop. 42 funds, are not significantly affected by changes to the
population in the unincorporated areas as would occur following annexation.
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/. SOURCES

DATA SOURCES

Population and Housing Units

Jobs

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

Los Angeles County Assessor parcel-level data on housing units by study area

Los Angeles County Urban Research Division census tract geo-coding of Assessor
parcel-level data, data on 2007 group quarters population in the Tesoro study area

2000 Census of Population and Housing (household size by census tract)

Southern California Association of Governments, Integrated Growth Forecast, 2008
(estimated number of by census tract and by city)

Analysis of Los Angeles County Assessor parcel-level data on commercial square footage
by study area

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics (countywide job
estimates and trend)

U.S. Department of Energy’s Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey, 2003,
Table B-2 (employment densities by building type)

SCAG consultant report (Natelson Company, Inc., Employment Density Study, Oct. 31,
2001) for estimated employment densities by land use type

City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, “Santa
Clarita Valley Employment Projections,” (technical background for Preliminary Draft
Santa Clarita V alley Area Plan: One 1V alley One 1 ision, 2008)

Growth Projections

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

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning and City of Santa Clarita,
Preliminary Draft Santa Clarita V alley Area Plan: One 1 alley One Vision 2008, 2008 (data and
maps on pending, recorded and approved development activity by area)

County of Los Angeles Regional Planning response to consultant request for
information on pending, recorded and approved development activity by area

City of Santa Clarita response to consultant request for information on pending
development activity and growth projections

Analysis of Los Angeles County Assessor parcel-level data for pipeline development
already constructed
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Analysis of aerial and street-view photographs (google.com) for pipeline development
already constructed

Economic Growth and Projections

U.S. Congressional Budget Office, Economic Projections for Calendar Years 2009 to 2019,
2009 (projected inflation)

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics (job growth trend) and
Consumer Price Index (inflation trend through 2009)

Wall Street Journal, Economic Forecasting Survey: May 2009, May 2009 (economic growth
and recession projections, housing prices)

Housing Prices

Los Angeles County Assessor parcel-level data on homes sold in 2006 and 2007
DataQuick data on housing prices by zip code (through April 2009)

Federal Housing Finance Agency (formerly Office of Federal Housing Enterprise
Opversight) data on historical real housing appreciation rates (1978-2008)

Commercial Real Estate Prices

Hotels

Los Angeles County Assessor parcel-level data on properties sold in 2006 and 2007

LoopNet.com data on asking prices for commercial real estate in the Santa Clara Valley,
June 2009

National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 14708 (February 2009) data on
historical commercial price appreciation rates

PKF Consulting data on Santa Clarita Valley, 2003-8 (occupancy rates and prices)

Los Angeles County Assessor parcel-level data on hotels and motels by area

Taxable Sales

Subventions

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

Board of Equalization quarterly Taxable Sales reports (sales by city)

Letter from Board of Equalization Research and Statistics Section to City and County
Finance Officials, May 27, 2009 (projections)

California State Controllers” Office, Monthly Statements of General Fund Cash Receipts and
Disbursements, FY 04-05 through FY 08-09.

California State Controllers’ Office, Monthly Motor Vebicle License Fee (M1/LEF)
Apportionments, FY 06-07 through FY 08-09.

California State Controllers’ Office, Monthly Highway Users Tax Apportionments, FY 06-07
through FY 08-09.
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SOURCES

California Local Government Finance Almanac, Highway Users (State Gas) Tax Revenues -
California Cities, FY 91-92 through FY 05-006.

U.S. Energy Information Administration, Updated Annual Energy Outlook 2009 Reference
Case Service Report, April 2009, Table 9.

California Local Government Finance Almanac, Proposition 42 Local Street and Road
Improvements - Estimated City by City Allocations, March 2009.

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Local Return Program: FY
2006-07 Estimated Allocations by [urisdiction, 2008.

Municipal Revenue Trends and Projections

California State Controller, Streets and Roads Annual Report FY 06-07, 2008.
City of Los Angeles, Revenue Outlook: Supplement to the 2009-10 Proposed Budget, 2009.

City of Santa Clarita Administrative Services Department’s Five-Year Budget
Projections, last updated June 20009.

County of Los Angeles budget documents and correspondence from CEO
Unincorporated Services staff, 2009.

Los Angeles County Assessot’s annual roll release reports (historical annual property tax
growth)

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 'Y 2009 Adepted Budget and
Proposed FY'10 Budget (Proposition A and C revenue growth)

Parks and Recreation

Roadways

City of Santa Clarita recreation programs and participation, Annexation Park Facilities
Usage Report, May 2009.

City of Santa Clarita Quimby Fees, Worksheet with credit template, June 2009.

City of Santa Clarita average PCIs per roadway classification, Weighted PCI_06_04_09,
June 2009.

City of Santa Clarita, Public Works Service Indicators, June 2009.
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INTERVIEWS AND CORRESPONDENCE

Board of Equalization Local Revenue Allocation Unit, Dan Cady, Supervising Tax Auditor
California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit

California State Controller Division of Accounting and Reporting, Bill Byall

Castaic Town Council, John Kunak and Paul Fancett

City of Santa Clarita Administrative Services Department, Darren Hernandez, Carmen Magana and
Mary Ann Ruprecht

City of Santa Clarita Community Development Department, Sharon Sorensen, Planner

City of Santa Clarita Parks, Recreation & Community Services Department, Jodi Jones, Recreation
Administrator

City of Santa Clarita Parks, Recreation & Community Services Department, Jeff Morrison, Project
Development Coordinator

City of Santa Clarita Public Works Department, Kris Markarian, Senior Engineer
County of Los Angeles CAO, William T. Fujioka™®
County of Los Angeles CAO Unincorporated Services, Dorothea Park and Marjorie Santos

West Ranch Town Council, Dave Bossert

136 The County CAO’s Unincorporated Services office compiled and analyzed fiscal information, and coordinated and compiled
responses from each of the affected County departments and the County’s Urban Research Division to questions submitted by the
consultants.
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Table 8-9: City Road Fund Expenditure Estimates, FY 06-07 Through FY 19-20
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Table 8-11: Dynamic Estimates of Fiscal Impact on City, FY 06-07 Through FY 19-20
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Table 8-1: Population and Job Projections by Area, 2007-2020
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Housing Units 73,342 73,488 73,570 74,065 75,261 76,477 77,7112 78,967 80,243 81,510 82,798 84,105 85,434 86,784
Study Areas 14,774 14,774 14,774 14,979 15,208 15,441 15,678 15,918 16,162 16,410 16,661 16,917 17,176 17,440
1-Tesoro 1,072 1,072 1,072 1,072 1,093 1,115 1,137 1,160 1,183 1,206 1,230 1,254 1,279 1,305
2-Castaic 6,853 6,853 6,853 6,947 7,043 7,140 7,238 7,337 7,438 7,541 7,644 7,749 7,856 7,964
3-West Ranch 6,849 6,849 6,849 6,960 7,072 7,187 7,303 7,421 7,541 7,663 7,787 7913 8,041 8,171
City Limits 58,568 58,714 58,796 59,086 60,053 61,035 62,034 63,049 64,081 65,101 66,136 67,189 68,258 69,344
Household Population 219,149 219503 220,623 222,113 225696 229337 233,037 236,797 240,617 244,413 248269 252,186 256,164 260,206
Study Areas 44,866 44,866 44,866 45,489 46,182 46,886 47,600 48,325 49,062 49,810 50,569 51,340 52,123 52,918
1-Tesoro 3,033 3,033 3,033 3,033 3,093 3,155 3,217 3,281 3,346 3,413 3,480 3,549 3,620 3,691
2-Castaic 22,006 22,006 22,006 22,308 22,615 22,926 23,242 23,561 23,885 24214 24,547 24,884 25,227 25,574
3-West Ranch 19,827 19,827 19,827 20,148 20,473 20,804 21,141 21,483 21,830 22,183 22,542 22,907 23277 23,654
City Limits 174283 174637 175757 176624 179,514 182451 185437 188471 191555 194603 197,700 200,845 204,041 207,288
Total Population 228,337 228,691 229,811 231,301 234,884 238,525 242,225 245,985 249,805 253,601 257,457 261,374 265,352 269,394
Study Areas 52,661 52,661 52,661 53,284 53,977 54,681 55,395 56,120 56,857 57,605 58,364 59,135 59,918 60,713
1-Tesoro 10,828 10,828 10,828 10,828 10,888 10,950 11,012 11,076 11,141 11,208 11,275 11,344 11,415 11,486
2-Castaic 22,006 22,006 22,006 22,308 22,615 22,926 23,242 23,5601 23,885 24,214 24,547 24,884 25,227 25,574
3-West Ranch 19,827 19,827 19,827 20,148 20,473 20,804 21,141 21,483 21,830 22,183 22,542 22,907 23277 23,654
City Limits 175676 176030 177,150 178017 180907 183844 186,830 189,864 192948 195996 199,093 202,238 205434 208,681
Jobs 83,721 83,734 83,741 85,044 86,307 87,590 88,895 90,253 91,662 93,031 94,421 95,833 97,268 98,762
Study Areas 15,378 15,391 15,398 16,096 16,230 16,367 16,506 16,680 16,885 17,064 17,246 17,430 17,617 17,843
1-Tesoro 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467 467
2-Castaic 7,980 7,992 8,000 8,064 8,190 8,318 8,448 8,580 8,714 8,848 8,984 9,122 9,262 9,404
3-West Ranch 6,931 6,931 6,931 7,565 7,574 7,582 7,591 7,633 7,704 7,749 7,795 7,841 7,888 7,973
City Limits 68,344 68,344 68,344 68,948 70,076 71,223 72,388 73,573 74,777 75,967 77,175 78,403 79,651 80,918
24-Hour Population 219,149 219,503 220,623 222,113 225696 229337 233037 236,797 240,617 244413 248269 252,186 256,164 260,206
Study Areas 43,328 43,359 43,433 44339 44,936 45542 46,157 46,805 47,483 48,150 48,828 49516 50,214 50,950
1-Tesoro 2,430 2,430 2,432 2,429 2,469 2,511 2,553 2,596 2,639 2,684 2,729 2,776 2,823 2,871
2-Castaic 21,633 21,654 21,696 21,893 22216 22,544 22,876 23211 23,548 23,891 24,238 24,591 24,948 25,308
3-West Ranch 19,266 19,275 19,305 20,018 20,251 20,487 20,728 20,998 21,295 21,575 21,860 22,149 22,443 22,771
City Limits 175,821 176,144 177,190 177,774 180,760 183,795 186,880 189,992 193,134 196,263 199,441 202,670 205,950 209,257

Soutces: California Department of Finance, Southern California Association of Governments, Los Angeles County Assessor, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Energy, Los Angeles County Regional Planning, and City of Santa Clarita Planning.
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Table 8-2: Building Square Footage Projections by Study Area, 2007-2020
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
1-Tesoro
Residential 2,960,041  2960,041 2960,041 2,960,041 3,018,729 3,078,581 3,139,619 3,201,868 3,265,350 3,330,092 3,396,117 3,463,451 3,532,120 3,602,150
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Office 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hotel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Retail 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Commercial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-Castaic
Residential 12,768,092 12,768,092 12,768,092 12,943,692 13121706 13,302,160 13485114 13,670,575 13,858,586 14,049,184 14242402 14438278 14,636,848 14,838,148
Industtial 7,722318 7,737,691 7,746,325 7,798,446  7,924395 8,052,385 8,182,448 8314618 8448930 8,582,370 8,717,923 8,855,623 8,995,504 9,137,599
Office 211,926 211,926 211,926 214,841 217,795 220,791 223,827 226,905 230,026 233,190 236,397 239,648 242944 246,285
Hotel 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352 61,352
Retail 709,544 709,544 709,544 719,302 729,195 739,224 749,390 759,696 770,145 780,736 791,474 802,359 813,394 824,580
Other Commercial 47,226 47,226 47,226 47,875 48,534 49,201 49,878 50,564 51,259 51,964 52,679 53,404 54,138 54,883
Other 30,534 30,534 30,534 30,954 31,380 31,811 32,249 32,692 33,142 33,598 34,060 34,528 35,003 35,484
3-West Ranch
Residential 14,462,527 14,462,527 14,462,527 14,696,425 14,934,106 15,175,631 15,421,061 15,670,462 15,923,895 16,181,427 16,443,125 16,709,054 16,979,285 17,253,886
Industrial 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4438 4,438
Office 183,485 183,485 183,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485 383,485
Hotel 510,777 510,777 510,777 510,777 510,777 510,777 510,777 510,777 557,727 557,727 557,727 557,727 557,727 622,831
Retail 1,644,671 1,644,671 1644671  1,744671 1,744,671 1744671 1,744671 1,770,817 1799422 1,827,842 1,856,711 1,886,038 1915829 1,946,092
Other Commercial 285,201 285,201 285,201 289,813 294,501 299,263 304,103 309,021 314,019 319,098 324,258 329,503 334,831 340,247
Other 149,056 149,056 149,056 151,467 153,916 156,406 158,935 161,505 164,117 166,772 169,469 172,210 174,995 177,825

Sources: California Department of Finance, Southern California Association of Governments, U.S. Department of Energy, Los Angeles County Assessor, Los Angeles County Regional Planning, and City of Santa Clarita Planning.
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Table 8-3: Building Square Footage per Employee

CBECS' SCAG’ ovov’ AFA*
Setvice’ 1,160 744 750
Industrial 1,200
Warehouse 1,700 1,225 1,685
R&D/Flex 527
Light Manuf 924 841
Institutional’ 1,453 672 1,000
Hotel 2,633 1,804 1,919 1,800
Retail 913 800
Regional 1,023
Other 1,063 585
Office 526 416 400
High-rise 300
Low-rise 466
Government 672 686 700

Notes:

(1) U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, 2003 Commercial
Buildings Energy Consumption Survey: Detailed Tables , Oct. 2006, Table B-2.

(2) Natelson Company, Inc., Employment Density Study: Summary Report, Report to SCAG
2001, Table I1-A.

(3) Assumptions used for Santa Clarita Valley employment projections in Pre/iminary Draft
Santa Clarita V'alley Area Plan: One 1 alley, One 1ision , 2008.

(4) Assumptions for purposes of this study.
(5) AFA assumptions were applied to services and miscellaneous commercial uses.

(6) AFA assumptions were applied primarily to golf course and recreational uses.
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Table 8-4: Property Tax Allocation by Area, FY 06-07
Area 3 -
Areal - Area 2 - Area 3 - All Study Areal- Area2- West All
Recipient Agency Tesoro Castaic  West Ranch Areas Tesoro Castaic Ranch Areas
Total Property Taxes' $6,657,110  $28,397,066 34,280,622 $69,334,798 100% 100% 100% 100%
Affected by Annexation
LA County General $1,532,828 $6,653,119  $7,354,986 $15,540,933 23% 23% 21% 22%
County-Dependent Districts 2% 2% 2% 2%
Lighting Maintenance District No. 1687 $59,269 $356,864 $414,610 $830,743 1% 1% 1% 1%
Road District No. 5 $47,635 $188,172 $232,063 $467,870 1% 1% 1% 1%
Possibly Affected
County-Dependent Districts
LA County Waterworks District No. 36° $0 $35,345 $0 $35,345 0% 0% 0% 0%
Unaffected by Annexation
County-Dependent Districts 23% 22% 22% 22%
Consolidated Fire Protection District $1,198,027 $4917,118  $5,950,305 $12,065,450 18% 17% 17% 17%
LA County Library $184,803 $703,356 $878,350  $1,766,509 3% 2% 3% 3%
LA County Flood Control District $95,506 $360,549 $444,905 $900,960 1% 1% 1% 1%
Other $306,116 $159,157 $174,098 $369,371 1% 1% 1% 1%
Independent Special Districts 8% 8% 8% 8%
Castaic Lake Water Agency $443,454  $1,717,695 $1,913,709  $4,074,858 7% 6% 6% 6%
Newhall County Water District $4,978 $234,317 $0 $239,295 0% 1% 0% 0%
Santa Clarita Valley Sanitary District $56,220 $236,840 $767,343  $1,060,403 1% 1% 2% 2%
Other $719 $10,686 $17,767 $29,172 0% 0% 0% 0%
Education $2,997,556  $12.823.849 $16,132,487 $31,953,892 45% 45% 47% 46%
Source: Los Angeles County Assessor
Notes:
(1) Property tax amounts are actual original charges for FY 06-07. Dollar figures do not reflect uncollectable amounts, taxes paid in arrears or administrative charges.
(2) Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36 provides retail water service to the Val Verde, upper Sloan Canyon and upper Hasley Canyon areas.
(3) Other unaffected County-dependent district activity includes accounts 1.2 (accumulated capital outlay) and 7.31 (fire flow).
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Table 8-5: Assessed Value and Property Tax Calculations

Item Note FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20

Assessed Value Calculations ($1,000s of FY 06-07 dollars)

AV - Existing Development ' 6933480 7,356,041 7,220,802 7,051,888 6,960,214 6,989,286 7,095368 7,231,255 7,346,955 7435119 7,524,340 7,614,632 7,706,008 7,798,480
Area 1 - Tesoro 665,711 706,283 693,307 677,080 668,278 671,069 681,255 694,302 705410 713,875 722442 731,111 739,884 748,763
Area 2 - Castaic 2,839,707 3,012,772 2,957,420 2,888,202 2,850,656 2,862,563 2,906,010 2,961,665 3,009,052 3,045,160 3,081,702 3,118,682 3,156,107 3,193,980
Area 3 - W. Ranch 3,428,062 3,636,985 3,570,165 3,486,606 3,441,280 3,455,654 3,508,103 3,575,289 3,632,494 3,676,083 3,720,196 3,764,839 3,810,017 3,855,737

Supp. AV - New Res Dev 0 0 0 43549 50350 51,362 52968 54,838 56,599 58,186 59,818 = 61,497 = 63,222 64,996
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 6,713 6,875 7,117 7,397 7,665 7911 8,164 8,426 8,696 8,975
Area 2 - Castaic 0 0 0 16965 16975 17280 17783 18373 18924 19415 19918 20434 20964 21,507
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 26584 26,663 27207 28067 29,067 30,010 30,861 = 31,736 32,637 33,562 34,514

Base AV - New Res Dev ’ 0 0 0 0 85966 187,446 294574 408,179 526,140 647,010 772,542 902,885 1,038,189 1,178,608
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 13,482 27,645 42,681 58,396 74,610 91,517 109,140 127,504 146,635
Area 2 - Castaic 0 0 0 0 33489 67,720 103,832 142,069 181,676 222,159 264,119 307,602 352,652 399,314
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 0 52477 106,244 163,097 223429 286,068 350,240 416,906 486,143 558,033 632,660

Supp. AV - New Com Dev * 0 1,230 691 54072 12513 12710 12911 17,037 26,534 17,552 17,826 18,104 18,386 31,042
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic 0 1,230 691 6,169 12,102 12293 12488 12,685 12,885 12845 13,044 13246 13,451 13,659
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 47,904 410 417 424 4352 13649 4708 4782 4858 4935 17,383

Base AV - New Com Dev  ° 0 0 2460 3841 111986 138,518 164730 190,714 225688 280,985 318,619 357,105 396459 436,697
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic 0 0 2,460 3,341 16,178 40,827 65,729 90,781 116,615 143,525 170,568 198,229 226,518 255447
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 0 95808 97,691 99,000 99,933 109,072 137,461 148,051 158,876 169,941 181,250

Supp. AV - Turnover 6 0 0 98 154 7918 13,039 18372 23956 30,073 37,120 43,646 50,400 57,386 64,612
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 539 1,106 1,707 2,336 2,984 3,601 4,366 5,100 5,865
Area 2 - Castaic 0 0 98 154 1987 4342 6782 9314 11932 140627 17387 20233 23167 26,190
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 0 5,931 8,157 10484 12934 15806 19,508 22,598 25801 29,119 32,556

Total Assessed Value 76,933,480 7,356,041 7,223351 7,055,828 7,158,319 7,323,169 7,567,710 7,848,521 8,122,739 8,393,187 8,652,621 8918269 9,191,055 9471,172
Area 1 - Tesoro 665,711 706,283 693,307 677,080 668,278 684,551 709,438 738,089 765514 790,822 816,943 843911 871,754 900,498
Area 2 - Castaic 2,839,707 3,012,772 2,959,880 2,892,142 2,900,476 2,973,096 3,079,913 3,201,297 3,316,657 3,422,775 3,531,017 3,641,901 3,755,509 3,871,907
Area 3 - W. Ranch 3,428,062 3,636,985 3,570,165 3,486,606 3,589,565 3,605,521 3,778,358 3,909,135 4,040,568 4,179,590 4,304,661 4,432,456 4,563,792 4,698,766
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Item Note FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20

Property Tax Calculations (FY 06-07 dollars)
8

Total Property Tax 3,875,018 4,111,868 4,037,409 3,997,955 4,035,810 4,128,618 4,266,299 4,426,590 4,586,139 4,733,155 4,879,214 5,028,774 5,182,353 5,346,970
Area 1 - Tesoro 372,056 394,731 387479 378410 377242 386428 400472 416,641 432,118 446399 461,140 476359 492,070 508,291
Area 2 - Castaic 1,587,069 1,684,481 1,654,619 1,629,304 1,637,283 1,678,147 1,738235 1,806,515 1,871,408 1,930,967 1,991,854 2,054,227 2,118,132 2,183,605
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,915,893 2,032,657 1995312 1,990,242 2,021,285 2,064,044 2,127,591 2,203434 2282613 2355789 2426220 2,498,189 2572151 2,655,075

Property Tax - General 2,601,728 2,760,746 2,710,744 2,684,048 2,709271 2,771,581 2,864,040 2,971,685 3,078,817 3,177,538 3,275,633 3,376,084 3479240 3,589,798
Area 1 - Tesoto 267237 283523 278314 271800 270962 277,559 287,647 299261 310,377 320,635 331,223 342,154 353439 365,090
Area 2 - Castaic 1,052,662 1,117,272 1,097,465 1,080,674 1,085967 1,113,071 1,152,926 1,198214 1,241,256 1,280,760 1,321,145 1,362,515 1,404,901 1,448,328
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,281,830 1,359,951 1,334,965 1,331,573 1,352,342 1,380,950 1,423.467 1474210 1,527,184 1,576,143 1,623,265 1,671,415 1,720,900 1,776,380

Lighting Maintenance District 814,544 864,337 848,697 840,623 848,787 868,304 897229 930001 964,427 995315 1025986 1,057,385 1,089,622 1,124,186
Area 1 - Tesoto 58,113 61655 60,522 59,106 58923 60,358 62,552 65077  G7495 69725 72028 74405 76859 79,392
Area 2 - Castaic 349905 371382 364,798 359217 360976 369,985 383233 398287 412,594 425725 439,149 452901 466990 481425
Area 3 - W. Ranch 406,525 431301 423377 422301 428,888 437961 451444 467,537 484338 499865 514,809 530,080 545774 563,369

Road District No. 5 458747 486,785 477,968 473284 477,752 488734 505029 524,004 542,895 560302 577,596 595304 613490 632,986
Area 1 - Tesoro 46706 495553 48642 47,504 47357 48510 50273 52303 54246 56039 57,889 59,800 61,772 63,808
Area 2 - Castaic 184503 195827 192355 189413 190340 195091 202,076 210,014 217,558 224482 231,560 238,811 246241 253,852
Area 3 - W. Ranch 227538 241405 236970 236368 240,054 245133 252680 261,687 271,091 279781 288,146 296,693 305477 315326

Sources: Authors' calculations based on data provided by the Los Angeles County Assessor, Los Angeles County CEO, the City of Santa Clarita, DataQuick (residential home values), LoopNet (commercial property values).

Notes:

(1) Assessed value (AV) from existing development in FY 06-07 was provided by the Los Angeles County Assessor. The FY 07-08 estimate was provided by the Assessor, with inflation removed. In subsequent years, the estimate
is based on projected property tax growth rates less projected inflation.

(2) Supplemental AV from new residential development (built after FY 06-07) is 50 percent of the product of projected new housing units in that year (see Table 8-1) and housing prices. Home price assumptions wete based on
analysis of 2007 parcel-level Assessor data and DataQuick zip code medians and trends (through April 2009). Housing prices were assumed to be $450,000 on average in FY 09-10, specifically $640,000 in area 1, $360,000 in area 2
and $480,000 in area 3. In subsequent years, housing prices appreciate in real terms by 1.2% annually on average (historical trend from 1978-2008).

(3) Base AV from new residential development is the sum of a) the product of projected new housing units (see Table 8-1) and housing prices from the prior year, and b) base AV from the prior period adjusted for real appreciation.
(4) Supplemental AV from new commercial development is 50 percent of the product of projected new square footage in that year (see Table 8-2) and purchase prices (per square foot). Commercial prices were based on analysis of
2007 parcel-level Assessor data, and LoopNet.com data on current asking prices in the study area (as of June 2009). Price per square foot assumptions were $300 for retail, $380 for hotel, $160 for industrial, $325 for office, and
$115 for other commercial uses.

(5) Base AV from new commercial development is the sum of a) the product of projected new square footage (see Table 8-2) from the prior year and prices, and b) base AV from the prior period. Base AV was adjusted for real AV
appreciation (calculated with a cap of 2 percent on nominal AV appreciation net of projected inflation).

(6) Supplemental AV from turnover is calculated as four percent of the base AV in the current period from new residential and commercial development. Turnover on existing propetties is excluded, because it has already been
factored into the AV from existing development.

(7) Total AV is the sum of AV from existing development, base AV from new residential development, and base AV from new commercial development for the current petiod, in addition to supplemental AV from turnover in the
prior period.

(8) Property tax does not reflect fiscal mitigation payments from the City to the County. Property tax is calculated as the product of a) the one percent tax rate, b) total AV, ¢) one minus the ratio of property tax administrative fees
to gross property tax revenue (all cities FY 06-07), and d) the sum of the assumed transfering property tax shares (5.7%).
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: WEST RANCH, CASTAIC & TESORO

Table 8-6: Dynamic City General Fund Revenue Estimates, FY 06-07 Through FY 19-20

Note FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY12-13 FY 13-14 FY 1415 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY 17-18 FY18-19 FY 19-20
General Fund Revenues
Property Tax (1%) ! 15,095,146 16,555,870 15,735,407 15,311,948 15,388,276 15,704,033 16,242,512 16,826,507 17,433,862 18,046,926 18,665,943 19,297,635 19,950,197 20,631,371
Existing City 11,220,128 12,291,637 11,640,000 11,300,000 11,300,000 11,530,000 11,933,550 12,351,224 12,783,517 13,230,940 13,694,023 14,173,314 14,669,380 15,182,808
Area 1 - Tesoro 372,056 409,358 393,045 379,734 382,146 390,678 404,477 421,224 438,168 454211 469,902 485,409 501,420 517,948
Area 2 - Castaic 1,587,069 1,746,899 1,678,387 1,635,006 1,658,568 1,696,607 1,755,618 1,826,387 1,897,607 1,964,759 2,029,699 2,093,257 2,158,376 2,225,093
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,915,893 2,107,977 2,023975 1,997,208 2,047,561 2,086,748 2,148,867 2,227,672 2,314,570 2,397,015 2472318 2,545,654 2,621,022 2,705,521
VLF In-Lieu Property Tax 2 12,020,349 13,660,573 14,234,317 13,810,000 13,810,000 14,186,865 14,832,399 15,528,130 16,248,171 16,987,977 17,729,971 18,487,792 19,270,738 20,079,651
Existing City 12,020,349 13,660,573 14,234,317 13,810,000 13,810,000 14,090,000 14,583,150 15,093,560 15,621,835 16,168,599 16,734,500 17,320,208 17,926,415 18,553,839
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 9,611 25,158 44,026 63,115 81,192 98,870 116,343 134,382 153,006
Area 2 - Castaic 0 0 0 0 0 42,993 109,698 189,684 270,166 346,199 419,594 491,436 565,043 640,457
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 0 0 44,262 114,393 200,860 293,055 391,987 477,007 559,806 644,898 732,348
Sales Tax ? 39,020,523 39,467,645 33,966,338 32,745,804 33,008,690 33,812,882 35,188,885 36,690,577 38,257,854 39,830,379 41,468,994 43,176,539 44,955,990 46,810,452
Existing City 32,175,550 32,633,354 27,800,000 26,500,000 26,500,000 27,030,000 28,120,000 29,250,000 30,420,000 31,575,960 32,775,846 34,021,329 35,314,139 36,656,076
Area 1 - Tesoro 4,031 4,180 4,240 4,255 4,310 4,358 4,401 4,450 4,512 4,591 4,678 4,767 4,858 4,950
Area 2 - Castaic 2,112,068 2,108,724 1,902,482 1,865,137 1,961,663 2,063,185 2,169,961 2282263 2400377 2524604  2,655260 2,792,677 2937207 3,089,216
Area 3 - W. Ranch 4,728,874 4,721,387 4259615 4376412 4542716 4715339 4,894,522 5153864 5432965 5725224 6,033,209 6,357,766 6,699,786 7,060,210
Transient Occupancy Tax ¢ 3,956,354 4,787,517 4,133,069 3,850,496 3,984,136 4,084,297 4,182,038 4285565 4317290 4516,584  4,728492 4882578 5,040,812 5,038,976
Existing City 1,804,923 2,433,651 2,000,000 1,863,263 1,927931 1,976,399 2,023,696 2,073,793 2,004,036 2,096,546  2,194911 2266436 2339887 2,214,034
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic 227,621 249,038 225,678 210,249 217,546 223,015 228,352 234,005 226,134 236,572 247,672 255,743 264,031 249,830
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,923,810 2,104,827 1,907,391 1,776,985 1,838,659 1,884,883 1,929,990 1,977,767 2,087,120 2,183,466 2285909 2,360,399 2,436,895 2,575,112
Documentary Transfer Tax ° 1,817,905 1,416,748 1,626,124 926,097 1,008,430 1,031,641 1,054,355 1,079,248 1,108,501 1,125,340 1,144275 1,163,796 1,183,924 1,205,583
Existing City 1,073,774 836,824 1,073,412 430,000 468,229 479,006 489,552 501,110 514,693 514,693 514,693 514,693 514,693 514,693
Area 1 - Tesoro 67,177 52,353 49,896 44785 48,767 49,889 50,988 52,191 53,606 55,126 56,836 58,598 60,415 62,370
Area 2 - Castaic 395,966 308,588 294,108 263,982 287,451 294,067 300,542 307,637 315,976 324936 335,012 345,400 356,110 367,635
Area 3 - W. Ranch 280,989 218,983 208,708 187,329 203,984 208,679 213,273 218,309 224226 230,584 237,734 245,106 252,706 260,885
Business License Tax ¢ 240,656 246,926 215,808 218,878 222215 225,607 229,055 232,625 236,313 239,907 243,558 247267 251,036 254,938
Existing City 214,877 221,128 190,000 191,680 194,817 198,005 201,245 204,538 207,885 211,192 214,553 217,967 221,435 224,958
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic 11,602 11,621 11,631 11,724 11,908 12,094 12,283 12,475 12,670 12,864 13,062 13,262 13,466 13,673
Area 3 - W. Ranch 14,177 14,177 14,177 15,473 15,491 15,509 15,527 15,613 15,758 15,850 15,943 16,038 16,135 16,307
Vehicle License Fees MVLE 7 4543211 4,146,180 3,557,968 3,574,205 3,632,774 3,691,660 3,748,283 3809961 3884491 3974488 4,072,715 4,173,899 4,278,148 4,385,574
Existing City 1,504,146 1,235,564 945,000 956,559 977,762 1,003,728 1,029,579 1,057,336 1,089,239 1,126,151 1,165,936 1,207,353 1,250,473 1,295,374
Area 1 - Tesoro 624,903 598,491 537,288 538,250 545,550 552,059 558,112 564,796 573,249 583,828 595,483 607,386 619,543 631,959
Area 2 - Castaic 1,269,955 1,216,279 1,091,899 1,093,854 1,109,594 1,123,407 1,136,323 1,150,557 1,168,432 1,190,680 1,215,171 1,240,218 1,265,836 1,292,041
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,144,207 1,095,846 983,782 985,543 999,868 1,012467 1,024,270 1,037,273 1,053,571 1,073,829 1,096,126 1,118,943  1,142296 1,166,200
continued
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Note FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY 12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY 16-17 FY17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20
8 7426440 7421,885 7484594 7,629,197 7,891,053 8161956 8442219 8733239 9035297 9,347,641 9,670,830 10,005,241 10,351,266 10,710,640

Franchise Fees

Existing City 5958,143 5955813 5980,474 6,106,235 6,319953 6,541,152 6,770,092 7,007,045 7252292 7,506,122 7,768,836 8,040,745  8,322172 8,613,448
Area 1 - Tesoro 82,337 82,174 84,234 83,425 86,338 89,357 92,487 95,737 99,112 102,651 106,320 110,127 114,074 118,178
Area 2 - Castaic 733,091 732,182 751,341 751,970 776,734 802,316 828,743 856,047 884,258 913,716 944,158 975,616 1,008,124 1,041,722
Area 3 - W. Ranch 652,869 651,716 668,546 687,568 708,028 729,131 750,897 774,409 799,635 825,152 851,515 878,753 906,896 937,293
Other !
Existing City 22,045,838 8,617,127 6,232,104 6,072,390 6,253,324 (6,427,103 6,599,241 6,781,724 6,988,835 7,224,348 7,478,601 7,741,771 8,014,170 8,295,107
Area 1 - Tesoro 76,420 65,017 58,306 59,423 61,202 62,912 64,609 66,417 68,477 70,852 73,421 76,086 78,851 81,716
Area 2 - Castaic 680,409 579,315 520,074 535,625 550,600 564,873 578,942 593,876 610,941 630,673 652,000 674,048 696,839 720,314
Area 3 - W. Ranch 605,952 515,648 462,764 489,752 501,896 513,347 524,560 537 241 552,474 569,543 588,025 607,126 626,868 648,104

Sources: Los Angeles County, City of Santa Clarita, California State Controller, California Department of Finance, SCAG, California Local Government Finance Almanac, Board of Equalization, PKF Consulting, DataQuick.

Notes:

(1) Existing City: City projections (through FY 12), 3.5% thereafter (historical average adjusted for slower future population growth). Annexation areas: Projected based on development, prices and turnover.

(2) Existing City: City projections (through FY 12), 3.5% thereafter (historical average adjusted for slower future population growth). Annexation areas: 0.0636% of cumulative change in assessed value beginning in year following annexation effective date.

(3) Existing City: City projections (through FY 15), historical 3.8% average annual growth rate (City, FY 04-FY 09) thereafter. Area 1: Inflation (CPI-U) only; no new retail space was projected during forecast period. Areas 2 and 3: Retail square footage growth
plus a) weighted avg. projections (through FY 09-10), b) 3.8% average annual growth rate (City, FY 04-FY 09) thereafter.

(4) Existing City: City projections (through FY 10), consistent with occupancy and rate projections for study areas thereafter. Area 1: No activity. Areas 2 and 3: Projections assume gradual recovery in rates and occupancy, with supply-side impacts in FY 15 and
FY 20.

(5) Existing City: City projections (through FY 10), consistent with study area projections thereafter. Annexation areas: Based on projected new development, turnover rates, and prices.

(6) Existing City: City actuals and estimated FY 09, thereafter projected based on city job growth. Annexation areas: Based on projected job growth.

(7) Existing City: City actuals and estimated FY 09, thereafter projected based on city population and MVLEF pool growth at sum of projected state population growth and inflation. Annexation areas: Annexation allocation based on population at time of
annexation, rate projected based on projected growth in statewide MVLF revenue and population.

(8) Existing City: City actuals and estimated FY 09, thereafter projected at 3.5 percent annual growth. Annexation areas: Estimated based on city amount per capita (24-hour pop).

(9) Existing City: City actuals and projections (through FY 09) for miscellancous fees, interest income, vehicle fines (red light), and transfers from the transit fund, PFA capital fund, and GF capital fund; thereafter, increases with inflation and population growth.

Annexation areas: allocation based on population (24-hour) for fees, but excludes interest income, , and transfers from the transit fund, PFA capital fund, and GF capital fund.
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS:

WEST RANCH, CASTAIC & TESORO

Table 8-7: Dynamic City Road Fund Revenue Estimates, FY 06-07 Through FY 19-20
Note FY 06-07 FY07-08 FY 0809 FY09-10 Fy10-11 FY1112 FY12-13 Fy13-14 FY14-15 FY 1516 FY16-17 Fy17-18 FY18-19 FY 19-20
Road Fund Revenues

Gas Tax 3925476 4018488 3608268 3549925 3785810 3983996 4052561 4,113,185 4169241 4213193 4,264,631 4322840 4334336 4,371,579
Existing City 2,992,061 3,092398 2777387 2736463 2917091 3071862 3126926  3,175917 3221425 3257620 3299295 3346231 3357437 3,387,790
Area 1 - Tesoro 191,932 190426 170,849 167267 176,539 183999 185350 186,327 187,066 187,247 187,816 188,669 187,499 187,414
Area 2 - Castaic 390,052 386991 347206 339,927 363705 382,165 388,097 393242 397927 401432 405773 410,743 411204 414,192
Area 3 - W. Ranch 351430 348,672 312,826 306,268 328474 345969 352,179 357,699 362,824 366,894 371,747 377,198 378,606 382,183
Proposition C "Local Return” 2,835,551 2917,865 3,099,785 2718310 2,707,567 2,757,831 2,887,864 3,024,059 3166710 3316124 3472622 3635915 3,806,922 3,986,008
Existing City 2,158,702 2218012 2384886 2092361 2,087,130 2,122,516 2224224  2330,810 2442509 2559566 2,682,237 2810028 2943913 3,084,182
Area 1 - Tesoro 139,176 143906 147,000 128710 127,576 129108 133872 138824 143969 149318 154878 160,684 166,723 173,002
Area 2 - Castaic 282,839 292452 298739 261,570 259266 265986 278,051 290,663 303,847 317,630 332,037 347,157 362,965 379,492
Area 3 - W. Ranch 254833 263495 269,159 235670 233594 240221 251,717 263762 276384 289,611 303470 318046 333322 349332
TCRP/ Prop. 42 1,588,895 0 1971316 2139540 2322264 2471,198 2,539,025 2605496 2,678,109 2,753,804 2,840,506 2,934,122 2998195 3,081,146
Existing City 1213712 0 1517379 1649267 1,787,290 1903309 1956968 2,009,640 2,067,111 2,127,026  2,195294 2268972 2319860 2,385403
Area 1 - Tesoro 77,146 0 93340 100812 108717 114557 116557 118455 120589 122,819 125532 128499 130,129 132,541
Area 2 - Castaic 156,780 0 189,690 204,874 223977 237,934 244043 249999 256518 263307 271211 279,749 285447 292919
Area 3 - W. Ranch 141,256 0 170907 184,588 202281 215399 221457 227403 233,800 240653 248469 256902 262,760 270,283
Proposition C Discretionary 13,064,152 8,547,208 7,196,491 3595536 5414060 5571081 5833881 6,109,138 6397447 6698275 7013313 7343234 7,688,745 8,050,583
Existing City 11,674,058 7,170,518 5,797,871 2359211 4,169,893 4293941 4499719 4715367 4941359 5,176,783 5423432 50681843 5952577 6,236,221
Area 1 - Tesoto 285836 283,080 287,580 251244 250979 255748 265228 275081 285324 296021 307,145 318713 330,744 343258
Area 2 - Castaic 580,888 575287 584451 517,610 521,280 535475 559,764 585154 611,696 639,550 668,673 699,121 730,956 764,241
Area 3 - W. Ranch 523370 518323 526,580 467471 471909 485917 509,170 533536 559,068 585920 614,063 643557 674468 706,863
TDA - Article 8 7403472 7713259 7836376 6,710,174 6,590,388 6,638,880 6805165 6975016 7,148491 7325650 7,504,876 7,687,796 7,874,466 8,064,943
Existing City 5663342 6,049,433 6,031,883 5172543 5072176 5113245 5245118 5379885 5517,596 50658299  5800,167 5945014 6,092,885 6,243,827
Area 1 - Tesoro 357,812 342,122 371,046 316,173 308528 307,757 312400 317,108 321,881 326721 331,668 336,684 341,770 346927
Area 2 - Castaic 727060 695274 754056 642540 635,627 639,209 654092 669,256 684,707 700447 716564 732980 749,698 766,721
Area 3 - W. Ranch 655,158 626430 679391 578918 574056 578,669 593555 608766 624307 640,183 656476 673,118 690,114 707,469
TDA - Bicycle & Pedestrian 108254 256,740 180356 133,796 135000 136293 138869 141,636 144888 148727 152,895 157,155 161,534 166,037
Existing City 72740 222227 144777 102987 104065 104895 106956 109,166 111,753 114796 118,096 121,458 124915 128472
Area 1 - Tesoro 7,303 7,097 7,316 6,335 6,361 6,381 6,438 6,502 6,587 6,697 6,819 6,945 7,074 7,206
Area 2 - Castaic 14841 14422 14,868 12,875 12,927 13,145 13,371 13,614 13902 14,246 14619 15005 15401 15808
Area 3 - W. Ranch 13371 12994 13396 11,600 11,647 11,872 12,104 12354 12,646 12,989 13361 13,747 14,143 14,551
Measure R Local Return 0 0 0 1184873 2358415 2,402,197 2515461 2634094 2758350 2888496 3,024,813 3,167,049 3316004 3471996
Existing City 0 0 0 912030 1817986 1,848,808 1,937,401 2030242 2,127,537 2,220,499 2336352 2447,664 2,564,283 2,686,464
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 56,03 111,125 112459 116,609 120922 125404 130063 134905 139,964 145223 150,693
Area 2 - Castaic 0 0 0 114014 225833 231,686 242,195 253181 264,665 276670 289220 302389 316,159 330,555
Area 3 - W. Ranch 0 0 0 102725 203471 209243 219257 229749 240,743 252264 264,336 277,032 290338 304,284

continned
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Note FY 06-07 FY07-08 FY08-09 FY09-10 Fy10-11 FY11-12 FY1213 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY18-19 FY 19-20
Surface Transportation Program * 126434 131119 133,003 133,468 135203 136,690 138,057 139,576 1415530 144007 146,743 149531 152372 155267

Existing City 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 1 - Tesoro 8,548 8,865 8,992 9,024 9,141 9,241 9,334 9,437 9,569 9,736 9,921 10,110 10,302 10,497
Atea 2 - Castaic 62,013 64311 65,235 65,463 66,314 67,044 67,714 68,459 69,417 70,632 71,974 73342 74,735 76,155
Atea 3 - W. Ranch 55873 57,943 58,776 58,081 59,748 60,405 61,009 61,681 62,544 63,639 64,848 66,080 67,335 68,615

Vehicle Code Fines ’ 1938405 2064405 1,189,091  1480,552 1,523,993 1565612 1,606,778 1,650,660 1,700,775 1757,838 1819496 1883318 1949379 2,017,759
Existing City 1,555,159 1,656,616 955000 1185000 1220567 1254712 1288528 1324394 1365148 1411538  1461,650 1,513,534 1,567,254 1,622,673
Area 1 - Tesoro 21,491 22,857 13,110 16,190 16,674 17,140 17,603 18,095 18,657 19,304 20,003 20,729 21,483 22263
Atrea 2 - Castaic 191,347 203,657 116933 145930 150,010 153,899 157,732 161,801 166450 171,826 177,636 183643 189,853 196248
Area 3 - W. Ranch 170408 181275 104,048 133432 136,741 139,861 142,916 146370 150521 155171 160206 165410 170789 176,575

Notes:
(1) Existing City: City actuals and estimated FY 09, thereafter projected based on city population and annual gas consumption growth as projected for the Pacific region by U.S. EIA in April 2009. Annexation Areas: Per capita allocations for FY 07-09 based on actual
rates, projections based on US EIA gasoline consumption projections.

(2) Existing City: City actuals through FY 08, subsequent projections based on SCAG projected (annualized) countywide population growth rate and projected growth in taxable sales (MTA) in FY 09 and FY 10, LA City projection in FY 11 and FY 12, 3.8 percent
annual rate thereafter. Annexation Areas: Projected local and countywide population growth (at SCAG projected rate), projected growth in countywide taxable sales (MTA in FY 09 and FY 10, LA City projection in FY 11 and FY 12, 3.8 percent annual rate
thereafter).

(3) Existing City: City actuals through FY 08, Local Government Finance Almanac estimates thru FY 11, thereafter projected based on projected population growth, inflation and statewide gas consumption. Annexation Areas: Per capita Local Government Finance
Almanac estimates thru FY 11, thereafter projected based on projected population grow th, inflation and statewide gas consumption.

(4) Existing City: FY 07 and 08 - City actuals. FY 09 and 10 - City budgets. Thereafter, assume City attracts grants proportional to population share. Annexation Areas: County reported none; assume City attracts grants proportional to population share.

(5) Existing City: City actuals for FY 07, MTA budgets (pool size) through FY 10, thereafter the TDA pool was projected to increase with countywide sales tax (consistent with Prop. C projections) and the City's share based on projected population. Annexation Areas:
MTA budgets (pool size) through FY 10, thereafter the TDA pool was projected to increase with countywide sales tax (consistent with Prop. C projections) and the study area's share based on projected population.

(6) Existing City: City actuals for FY 07 and 08, City budget projection for FY 09, MTA budget projection (pool size) for FY 10, thereafter the TDA pool was projected to increase with inflation and the City's share based on projected city and county population.
Annexation Areas: The product of MTA per capita allocation and population estimate for FY 07. For FY 08 through FY 10, the product of MTA's projected pool size and projected population. Thereafter, the TDA pool was projected to increase with inflation and the
study area's share based on projected area and county population.

(7) Estimated based on MTA projected total revenues (thru FY 10) and projected population. Thereafter, growth calculated same as Prop. C.
(8) Existing City: Not found in City budget documents. Annexation Areas: Increased by projected inflation (IFA assumption). Not found in County RFI response.

(9) Existing City: City actuals for FY 07 thru FY 08, City budgets for FY 09 thru FY 10. Thereafter, projected growth based on annual growth in 24-hour population and inflation. Annexation Areas: Estimated based on City revenues per capita (24-hour pop) for FY

07 thru FY 10. Thereafter, projected growth based on annual growth in 24-hour population and inflation.
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Table 8-8: Dynamic City General Fund Expenditure Estimates, FY 06-07 Through FY 19-20

Note FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20

Law Enforcement !

Net City Cost 17,911,838 20,355,841 22,316,974 23,964,240 25327443 26,146,266 26,965,141 27,837,161 28,822,137 29,933,892 31,134,064 32,382,426 33,680,917 35,031,673
Existing City 13,843,812 15,732,748 17,248,481 18,521,630 19,589,345 20,236,936 20,885,226 21,572,736 22,346,204 23,219,109 24,161,402 25,141,831 26,161,936 27,219,932
Area 1 - Tesoro 685768 779339 854,422 917489 970,024 1,001,805 1,033,669 1067565 105771 1,149323 1,196,365 1245386 1296469 1,349,635
Area 2 - Castaic 1,713,790 1,947,630 2,135269 2292879 2419589 2494018 2568235 2646913 2735665 2,837,004 2,946,345 3,059,893 3,177,811 3,299,880
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,668,467 1,896,124 2,078,801 2232242 2348486 2413507 2478012 2549947 2,634,497 2728457 2829952 2935317 3,044,702 3,162,226

Animal Control 2

Gross City Cost 256,503 257,997 259212 263793 268864 274,009 279,242 284594 290,102 295782 301,608 307,560 313,641 319,855
Existing City 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 1 - Tesoro 12,980 13,526 13,788 13,905 14,431 14,948 15,469 16,023 16,645 17,349 18,110 18,903 19,732 20,597
Area 2 - Castaic 189,666 190,614 191,567 195,160 198,820 202,548 206,347 210,216 214,158 218,174 222266 226,434 230,680 235,006
Area 3 - W. Ranch 53,857 53,857 53,857 54,728 55,613 56,513 57,426 58,355 59,299 60,258 61,233 62,223 63,229 64,252

Community Development ’

Gross City Cost 6,672,048 6,331,495 5818,039 4772921 4,677,661 4972133 5224472 5492156 5,776,124 6,001,756 6,245,323 6,498,748 6,762,428 7,035,903
Existing City 5,352,904 5,080,812 4,672,669 3,820,137 3,743,893 3979,581 4,181,548 4,395,796 4,623,078 4,803,668 4,998,614 5201449 5412493 5,631,375
Area 1 - Tesoro 73,973 70,101 64,143 52,192 51,150 54,370 57,129 60,056 63,161 65,629 68,292 71,063 73,947 76,937
Area 2 - Castaic 658,622 624,613 572,137 470,442 461,052 490,077 514,949 541,333 569,322 591,562 615,569 640,547 666,537 693,492
Area 3 - W. Ranch 586,550 555,969 509,090 430,151 421,566 448,105 470,846 494,971 520,563 540,898 562,849 585,688 609,452 634,098

Net City Cost 5,626,340 5233,668 5,158,953 3,965,383 3,841,859 4,107,078 4,329,140 4,565,487 4,817,022 5,005,609 5,209,183 5,421,007 5,641416 5,869,878
Existing City 4513944 4,199,843 4,143,334 3173802 3,074,936 3,287,211 3464945 3,654,112 3,855434 4,006,038 4,168,614 4,337,769 4,513,770 4,696,308
Area 1 - Tesoro 62,379 57,946 56,877 43361 42,010 44911 47,339 49,923 52,674 54,724 56,937 59,238 61,631 64,112
Area 2 - Castaic 555,396 516,311 507,323 390,347 378,672 404,313 426,701 449,996 474,789 493,495 513,688 534,705 556,579 579,272
Area 3 - W. Ranch 494,620 459,568 451,418 357,373 346,241 370,143 390,156 411,456 434,126 451,352 469,943 489,294 509,435 530,186

Parks & Recreation ¢

Gross City Cost 22,527.227 23,871,558 24,578,745 23967750 24,812,938 25637,555 26,463,577 27,343,156 28335376 29453589 30,660,880 31,917,734 33226188 34,588,366
Existing City 18,715,363 19,849,435 20,461,696 19,918,931 20,609,276 21,281,654 21,954,339 22,670,600 23,479,353 24,389,639 25372382 26,394,724 27,458,260 28,564,649
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic 2,005,208 2,115,812 2,165,748  2,127449 2206312 2283,626 2,361,333 2,444,078 2,537,156 2,642,781 2,756,822 2,875,784 2,999,879 3,129,330
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,806,657 1906310 1,951,301 1921370 1,997.350 2,072,275 2,147,905 2228478 2318867 2421,169 2,531,675 2,647,225 2768049 2,894,388

Net City Cost 17,909,381 19,254,020 20,331,303 19,841,771 20,581,499 21,265,672 21,951,023 22,680,812 23,504,048 24,431,835 25,433,532 26,476,362 27,562,017 28,692,260
Existing City 14,816,332 15,949,354 16,869,132 16,434,781 17,044,211 17,600,279 18,156,601 18,748,960 19,417,813 20,170,634 20,983,379 21,828,872 22,708,434 23,623,436
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic 1,627,079 1,738399 1,821,254  1,790201 1,856,563 1921620 1,987,009 2,056,637 2134960 2223841 2319804 2419008 2524332 2,633,261
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,465,970 1566267 1640918 1616790 1,680,725 1743773 1807414 1875214 1951275 2037360 2130348 2227581 2329252 2435563

continued
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Note FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY08-09 FY09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY18-19 FY 19-20

Public Works >
Gross City Cost 16,318,971 18,131,116 18,524,791 15848554 16,984,769 17,877,177 18,685,610 19,541,810 20448447 21232794 22,079,061 22959,051 23,874,108 24825048
Existing City 13,773,300 15305446 15,648,043 13,351,117 14315679 15075548 157765247 16494272 17,264,952 17,933,077 18,653,879 19,403,574 20,183,318 20,991,760
Area 1 - Tesoro 142,752 158379 161,104 136,804 146677 154,458 161,528 169,021 176962 183,934 191466 199315 207,494 216,008
Area 2 - Castaic 1,271,002 1,411,190 1436998 1233121 1,319,568 1,386,838 1447396 1511323 1578811 1,637,238  1,700275 1,765,735 1,833,712 1,904,079
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,131,917 1,256,100 1,278,647 1,127,511 1,202,845 1260334 1311439 1,367,194 1427721 1478545 1533441 1,590,427 1,649,584 1,713,201
Net City Cost 5035929 5912153 10,368,842 7,600,225 8,451,348 9,057,460  9,585669 10,150,288 10,748,587 11,182,558 11,650,328 12,136,644 12,647,494 13,176,051
Existing City 4,721,052 5500,139 9,097,717 6,749,344 7481253 8,007,253  8467,707 8,959,059 9479242 9862773 10,276,199 10,706,111 11,157,387 11,623,691
Area 1 - Tesoro 17,657 23,093 71,186 46,610 53,310 57,900 61,836 66,067 70,559 73,568 76,813 80,194 83,773 87,476
Area 2 - Castaic 157212 205767 634955 420,127 479,604 519,864 554,087 590,750 629,515 654,844 682,123 710437 740336 771,092
Area 3 - W. Ranch 140,008 183,153 564,985 384145 437181 472443 502,040 534412 569271 591,372 615,192 639,902 665,998 693,792
City Manager 5045434 6,084204 6950,006 6236257 6489135 6,841,603 7148407 7473205 7817,038 8118206  8443,133 8781048 9,132,467 9,497,243
Existing City 4,650,150 5,608,032 6,408,185 5742245 5976643 6302,892 6587210 6,887,902 7205944 7484802  7,785646 8098550 8423994 8761417
Area 1 - Tesoro 22,166 26,690 30,343 27,061 28,163 29,700 31,040 32,462 33,969 35,307 36,753 38,260 39,830 41,464
Area 2 - Castaic 197357 237809 270,651 243920 253370 266,668 278,142 290261 303064 314,279 326379 338945 351,994 365501
Area 3 - W. Ranch 175,761 211,674 240,826 223030 230,958 242343 252,015 262,580 274061 283817 294354 305293 316,649 328861
Administrative Services 7833772 TAT4123 7536473 7140244 7407875 8,051,972 8175516 8,789,021 8955817 9,299,518 9,670,349 10,055963 10,456,948 10,873,601
Existing City 6,683,478 6,377,692 6434873 6,081,004 6312001 6,864,115 6972748 7498837 7,643,412 7,939,199 8258307 8590207 8935409 9293316
Area 1 - Tesoro 64504 61455 61,692 58,023 60,222 65,488 66,526 71,556 72,953 75,827 78,932 82,168 85,540 89,050
Area 2 - Castaic 574318 547577 550,273 523005 541,787 588,002 596,118 639,823 650,870 674,956 700,944 727930 755953 784,963
Area 3 - W. Ranch 511,471 487398 489,635 478212 493864 534366 540,124 578,806 588583 609,535 632,166 655658 680,046 706,272
City Attorney 2,501,929 2,250,530 2276830 2,282,655 2395622 2514194 2,638,649 2769532 2907,147 3018715 3,139,091 3264265 3394429 3,529,679
Existing City 2134551 1920384 1944028 1944028 2041229 2143291 2250455 2362978 2481127 2,577,143 2,680,728 2788466 2900522 3,016,703
Area 1 - Tesoro 20,601 18,505 18,638 18,549 19,475 20,448 21,471 22,548 23,681 24,614 25,622 26,673 27,767 28,906
Area 2 - Castaic 183424 164,881 166,242 167,199 175208 183,601 192,397 201,616 211279 219,098 227533 236293 245390 254,807
Area 3 - W. Ranch 163,352 146760 147,923 152,879 159,710 166,854 174,325 182,389 191,060 197,861 205207 212,833 220,750 229263
Nondepartmental 8,120,243 19,675984 21,133,885 23,763,865 8,237.921 8239,538 8241215 8243012 8244924 8247518 8250332 8253268 8256330 8,259,574
Existing City 7,748,998 19,551,664 20,838,159 23449388 8141667 8143261 8144903 8146594 8148337 8,150,651 8,153,148 8155746 8158447 8161248
Area 1 - Tesoro 20,818 6,968 16,561 17,226 5,290 5,308 5327 5,347 5369 5,400 5433 5467 5,503 5,541
Area 2 - Castaic 185,355 62,088 147,722 155,275 47,587 47,658 47,734 47,815 47,901 48,063 48243 48,432 48,632 48,841
Area 3 - W. Ranch 165,072 55264 131443 141,976 43378 43311 43250 43255 43317 43 404 43,509 43,623 43748 43945
continued
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Notes:

(1) Existing City: general fund actuals/budgeted cost for FY 06-07 through FY 09-10. Thereafter, projections account for growth in the 24-hour population, inflation and an assumed 0.5 percent real annual cost growth. Annexation areas: net County cost for FY
06-07, projections for FY 07-08 through FY 09-10 are based on the annual growth in the City's law enforcement costs. Thereafter, projections account for growth in the 24-hour population, inflation and an assumed 0.5 percent real annual cost growth. Net cost
signifies the City's general fund share of estimated contract service costs, and is estimated for the study areas based on the financing approach in the existing city.

(2) Existing City: animal control expenditures included in Community Development. Annexation areas: Gross County cost for FY 06-07; projections account for grow th in the household population in the area, projected inflation, and a 0.5% annual real cost
increase. Offsetting animal license revenue is in the "Other" general fund category on Table 8-6.

(3) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted cost and Community Development Department service chatges and permit revenues for FY 06-07 through FY 09-10, City-projected growth thru FY 14-15; thereafter, projections account for growth in the 24-
hour population, inflation and an assumed 0.5 percent real annual cost growth. Annexation areas: estimated based on City costs per capita for FY 06-07 through FY 09-10; growth through FY 14-15 based on City projections; thereafter, projections account for
growth in the 24-hour population, inflation and an assumed 0.5 percent real annual cost growth.

(4) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted cost and Parks & Recreation fee revenue for FY 06-07 through FY 09-10; thereafter, City cost per resident increases with inflation and a 0.5% real cost increase, as do offsetting revenues per resident. In FY 10-11,
there is a one-time reduction of 1.1% for reduced non-resident fees. Area 1: assumed to remain zero due to lack of public park facilities in study area and proximity of City park facilities. Areas 2 and 3: Estimated based on City park and recreation costs per
resident (75% - adjusted for existing non-resident participation) for FY 06-07 through FY 09-10; thereafter, study area cost per resident increases with inflation and a 1.0% real cost increase, as do offsetting revenues per resident.

(5) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted/City-projected cost and fee/permit revenue for FY 06-07 through FY 14-15. Thereafter, City cost per capita increases with inflation and a 0.5% real cost increase. Net cost deducts public works fee and permit
revenue, and transfers from gas tax, Prop. 42, Traffic Safety Fund (vehicle code fines), landscape maintenance district, transit fund, and stormwater utility fund. Transfer projections for gas tax and Traffic Safety Fund consistent with revenue projections; other
transfers increase with inflation, 24-hour population growth and 0.5 percent real cost increase. Annexation areas: Estimated based on City public works general fund costs per capita, adjusted for a 75% variable cost factor. Cost inflation follows same trend as for
existing city.

(6) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted/City-projected cost for City Manager Department FY 06-07 through FY 14-15; thereafter, City cost per capita increases with inflation and a 0.5% real cost increase. Annexation areas: estimated based on City
costs per capita for this department, adjusted for a 34% variable cost factor; cost inflation follows same trend as for existing city.

(7) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted/City-projected cost for Administrative Services Department FY 06-07 through FY 14-15; thereafter, City cost per capita increases with inflation and a 0.5% real cost increase. Annexation areas: estimated based
on City costs per capita for this department, adjusted for a 70% variable cost factor; cost inflation follows same trend as for existing city.

(8) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted/City-projected cost for City Attorney Department FY 06-07 through FY 14-15; thereafter, City cost per capita increases with inflation and a 0.5% real cost increase. Annexation areas: estimated based on City
costs per capita for this department, adjusted for a 70% variable cost factor; cost inflation follows same trend as for existing city.

(9) Existing City: General fund actuals/budgeted/City-projected non-departmental cost for FY 06-07 through FY 14-15; thereafter, only the nondepartmental O&M administrative costs increase with inflation, consistent with the City projections for prior years.
Annexation areas: estimated based on City costs per capita for this department, adjusted for fixed/variable cost factors. Transfers for gas tax, stormwater and self-insurance were 100% variable costs, non-departmental administration costs were assumed to be 85

percent variable costs. The following were assumed to be fixed costs: debt service, reserves, capital replacement, GASB 45 and other categories.
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Table 8-9: Dynamic City Road Fund Expenditure Estimates, FY 06-07 Through FY 19-20

Note FY 06-07 FY07-08 FY08-09 FY09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY 16-17 FY17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20
Transit
Expenditures 1908358 1979072 2007502 2014528 2040717 2063165 2083797 2,106,718 2136212 2173596 2214894 2256977 2299860 2343557
Area 1 - Tesoro 113,410 117,612 119,302 119,719 121,276 122,610 123,836 125,198 126,951 129,173 131,627 134,128 136,676 139,273
Area 2 - Castaic 889,318 922,272 935,520 938,795 950,999 961,460 971,075 981,756 995,501 1,012,922 1,032,168 1,051,779 1,071,763 1,092,126
Area 3 - W. Ranch 905,630 939,188 952,680 956,014 968442 979,095 988,886 999764 1013761 1,031,501 1,051,100 1,071,071 1091421 1,112,158
Revenues 1 2554903 2,476,025 2,634,819 2,264,605 2,238,784 2,263,486 2,330,795 2,400,266 2471978 2546,013 = 2,622,657 2,701,962 2,783,875 2,868,492
Area 1 - Tesoro 525,348 509,252 541,781 465,656 456,695 457,702 467,879 478,337 489,087 500,138 511,542 523,302 535,401 547,851
Area 2 - Castaic 1,067,635 1034924 1,101,030 946326 936738 948124 977019 1006831 1,037,594 1069340 1102190 1136166 1,171243 1207461
Area 3 - W. Ranch 961,920 932,448 992,008 852,623 845,351 857,660 885,897 915,098 945,298 976,535 1,008,924 1,042,495 1,077,232 1,113,180
Net Transit Revenues 646,545 497,552 627,317 250,076 198,067 200,321 246,998 293,548 335,766 372,417 407,762 444,985 484,015 524,934
Area 1 - Tesoro 411,938 391,640 422479 345936 335419 335092 344043 353139 362,136 370,966 379915 389,174 398724 408,578
Area 2 - Castaic 178,317 112,652 165,509 7,531 -14,261 -13,336 5,944 25,075 42,093 56,418 70,023 84,387 99,480 115,335
Area 3 - W. Ranch 56,290 26,740 39329 103391  -123091 121435  -102,989 84666 68463  -54967 42176 28576 -14,189 1,022
Street Maintenance
Expenditures 4,296,960 4,499,154 4,608,776 4,670,995 4,778,427 4,878,774 4,976,350 5,080,853 5,202,794 5,345,871 5,500,901 5,660,427 5,824,579 5,993,492
Atea 1 - Tesoro 246,600 258204 264495 268066 274231 279990 285590 291587 298585 306,796 315693 324849 334269 343963
Area 2 - Castaic 2558520 2678911 2744183 2781230 2845198 2904947 2963046 3025270 3097877 3183068 3275377 3370363 3468104 3568679
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,491,840 1,562,039 1,600,098 1,621,699 1,658,998 1,693,837 1,727,714 1,763,996 1,806,332 1,856,006 1,909,830 1,965,215 2,022,207 2,080,851
Revenues 2 4567280 4080347 4428327 4252150 4613708 4759945 4921762 5100521 5284436 5471021 5668600 5876995 6075952 6,294,105
Area 1 - Tesoro 1,143370 1047870 1,150,675 1,081,620 1142531 1163725 1195042  1226,780 1259300 1292170 1326935 1363487 1397901 1435452
Area 2 - Castaic 1857077  1,649773 1782632 1,669,795 1,823312 1887333 1956911 2,041,187 2126516 2211711 2301166 2395536 2486280 2,584,945
Area 3 - W. Ranch 1,566,832 1382703 1495021 1,500,735 1,647,866 1,708,887 1,769,808 1832553 1,898,620 1,967,140 2,040,499 2117,972 2,191,762 2,273,707
Net Street Revenues 270,320 -418,807  -180,449 -418,844  -164,719  -118,829 -54,588 19,668 81,642 125,150 167,699 216,568 251,372 300,612
Area 1 - Tesoro 896,770 789,666 886,180 813,555 868,300 883,735 909,452 935,193 960,715 985,373 1,011,242 1,038,639 1,063,632 1,091,489
Area 2 - Castaic 701,443 -1,029138 961552  -1,111435 -1,021886 -1,017,614 -1,006135  -984083  -971361 -971358  -974211 -974828  -981815 -983734
Area 3 - W. Ranch 74,992 -179,335  -105,077 -120,964 -11,133 15,050 42,094 68,557 92,288 111,134 130,669 152,757 169,555 192,857
Notes:
(1) Transit revenues include Proposition A Local Return and TDA Article 8. TDA Article 8 surplus may be carried over to street maintenance.
(2) Street revenues include gas tax, Proposition 42, vehicle code fines, Prop. C Local Return, Prop. C Discretionary Grants, Measure R, TDA Article 3, STP, and carry-over from transit uses of TDA Article 8.
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Table 8-10: Static Estimates of Fiscal Impact on County, FY 06-07
AFA Estimates by Area Estimates for All Study Areas Combined
Areal Area 2 Area 3 AFA IFA County
Revenues Transferred
Property Taxes General 267,237 1,052,662 1,281,830 2,601,728 3,175,420 3,952,083 '
Transient Occupancy Tax 0 273,145 2,308,572 2,581,717 2,581,717 2,581,717
Sales Tax
Allocable 3,664 1,919,831 4,298,459 06,221,954 0,221,954 0,221,954
Pool Allocation 398 208,574 466,993 675,966 675,965 207,655
Less Admin Chatges -31 -16,337 -36,578 -52,947 NP NP
Real Property Transfer Tax 67,177 395,966 280,989 744,131 543,216 744,132
Franchise Fees 37,267 325,731 320,985 683,983 777,073 392,856
Utllity User Tax 166,639 1,679,159 1,679,774 3,525,572 3,542,193 3,638,328
Business License 0 11,602 14,177 25,779 23,201 25,779
Subtotal 542,350 5,850,333 10,615,201 17,007,883 17,540,739 17,764,504
Net General Fund Expenditures for Service Responsibilities Transferred :
Animal Care and Control -7,463 105,231 15,900 113,668 113,668 113,668
Planning 26,846 228,481 64,701 320,028 320,028 320,028
Parks and Recreation 648 633,090 200,103 833,841 833,192 833,192
County Sheriff : 2,264,027 3,773,377 3,773,377 9,810,781 9,810,780 5,054,736
Office of Public Safety 0 52,814 12,483 65,297 65,297 65,252
Public Works 2762 V3 17 Bl B 33,140
Subtotal 2,286,820 4,812,325 4,077,611 11,176,756 11,176,106 6,420,016
Net Fiscal Impact ’ 1,744,470 -1,038,008  -6,537,590 -5,831,127  -6,364,633 -11,344,488
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AFA Estimates by Area Estimates for All Study Areas Combined
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 AFA IFA County
Revenues Transferred
Gas Tax (2106¢) 15,118 109,674 98,815 223,607 223,607 NP
Gas Tax (2105a) 0 0 0 0 0 NP
Prop. 42 0 0 0 0 0 NP
Other Revenues 2,795,988 NP
Prop. C Local Return 38,987 282,839 254,833 576,660 NP
Prop. A Local Return 46,932 340,475 306,762 694,169 NP
TDA Atticle 8 100,234 727,160 655,158 1,482,552 NP
Prop. Tax - Road Dist. 46,706 184,503 227,538 458,747 NP
Subtotal 247977 1,644,651 1,543,106 3,435,734 3,019,595 NP
Expenditure Reductions
Street Maintenance 243,261 2,606,575 1,183,884 4,033,720 4,033,720 4,033,720
Transit Costs 113,410 889,318 905,630 1,908,358 1,908,359 1,908,359
Subtotal 356,671 3,495,893 2,089,514 5,942,078 5,942,079 5,942,079
Net Fiscal Impact * 108,694 1,851,242 546,408 2,506,344 2,922,484 NP °
Revenues Transferred
Property Tax 58,113 349,905 406,525 814,544 NP 0
Other Revenues 8,834 71213 28,765 108,812 NP 0
Subtotal 66,947 421,118 435,290 923,356 NP 0
Expenditure Reductions
Subtotal 68,103 428,077 330,787 826,967 NP 826,967
Net Fiscal Impact * 1,156 6,959 -104,503 12,423 NP 826,967
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ANNEXATION FISCAL ANALYSIS: WEST RANCH, CASTAIC & TESORO

Notes:

(1) The County's estimate of transferable property taxes (before fiscal mitigation) includes shares presently allocated to the Landscape Maintenance District
1687 (street lighting) and Road District. Offsetting County costs for transferred street lighting responsibilities are reflected under Street Lighting Funds.

(2) Net general fund expenditures are gross expenditures for the particular department less those service-specific revenues that the County would no longer
receive following annexation (e.g., recreation fees, building permits, planning fees, and service charges not included under "Revenues Transfered").

(3) Both the AFA and the IFA calculated net fiscal impact following the definition in Government Code §56815 as the difference between a) revenues that
would transfer from the County to the city, and b) expenditures for services to be assumed by the city. Neither the AFA nor the IFA deducted from costs the
portion of law enforcement expenditures that the County financed from Proposition 172 funds, because those funds would not transfer to the city. By
contrast, the County deducts from costs the portion of law enforcement expenditures that the County financed from Proposition 172 funds.

(4) Net fiscal impact does not factor in property tax transfer from City to County, or some other type of fiscal mitigation payment. The City and County
would negotiate fiscal mitigation terms.

(5) The County estimated the net fiscal impact on County road and transit funds as +$3.5 million in FY 09-10, but did not provide estimates of revenue
impacts in the FY 06-07 reference year used for purposes of this study.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

Table 8-11: Dynamic Estimate of Fiscal Impact on City
Note FY 06-07 FY07-08 FYO08-09 FYO09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12 FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY18-19 FY 19-20
General Fund Revenue !
Existing City 88,017,727 77,885,672 70,095,307 67,230,126 67,752,016 69,275,392 71,750,105 74,320,331 76,882,332 79,654,552 82,541,901 85,503,816 88,572,763 91,550,338
Area 1 - Tesoro 1,226,923 1,211,572 1,127,009 1,109,872 1,128,313 1,158,865 1,200,232 1,248,841 1,300,240 1,352,452 1,405,510 1,458,716 1,513,542 1,570,127
Area 2 - Castaic 7,017,780 6,952,646 6,475,600 6,367,547 6,574,064 6,822,557 7,120,461 7,452,931 7,786,560 8,145,004 8,511,627 8,881,656 9,265,031 9,639,981
Area 3 - W. Ranch 11,266,771 11,430,560 10,528,957 10,516,270 10,858,203 11,210,364 11,616,299 12,143,008 12,773,375 13,412,651 14,057,787 14,689,591 15,347,501 16,101,979
All Study Areas 19,511,475 19,594,778 18,131,565 17,993,689 18,560,580 19,191,786 19,936,993 20,844,780 21,860,174 22,910,106 23,974,924 25,029,963 26,126,075 27,312,087
General Fund Expenditure
Existing City 59,112,317 74,839,856 82,983,909 82,096,222 (9,661,287 72,585,239 74,929,794 77,831,177 80,577,512 83,410,349 86,467,424 89,647,551 92,959,898 96,396,051
Area 1 - Tesoro 906,874 987,522 1,123,507  1,142224  1,192926 1,240,508 1,282,677 1,331,491 1,381,621 1,436,113  1,494965 1,556,288 1,620,245 1,686,780
Area 2 - Castaic 5,383,598 5,611,075 6425256 6,178,612 6,351,199 6,628,793 6,856,769 7,134,029 7,402,201 7,683,755 7,987,326 8,302,978 8,631,707 8,972,623
Area 3 - W. Ranch 4,838,578 5,060,066 5,799,807 5,641,375 5,796,155 6,043,253 6,244,763 6,496,416 6,745,488 7,003,415 7,281,904 7,571,726 7,873,809 8,194,360
All Study Areas 11,129,051 11,658,663 13,348,569 12,962,211 13,340,280 13,912,554 14,384,209 14,961,936 15,529,310 16,123,283 16,764,195 17,430,991 18,125,761 18,853,763
Gross Fiscal Impact By Area }
Area 1 - Tesoro 320,049 224,050 3,502 -32,352 -64,613 -81,643 -82,445 -82,650 -81,381 -83,661 -89,455 -97,572  -106,703  -116,653
Area 2 - Castaic 1,634,182 1,341,570 50,344 188,935 222,865 193,764 263,692 318,902 384,358 461,249 524,301 578,678 633,324 667,357
Area 3 - W. Ranch 6,428,193 6,370,494 4,729,150 4,874,895 5,062,048 5,167,111 5371,537 5,646,592 6,027,887 6,409,236 6,775,883 7,117,866  7473,693 7,907,619
All Study Areas 8,382,424 7,936,115 4,782,996 5,031,478 5,220,300 5,279,232 5552784 5,882,844 6,330,865 6,786,824 7,210,729 7,598,972 8,000,314 8,458,323
Fiscal Mitigation Payment
Area 1 - Tesoro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Area 2 - Castaic -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007 -1,038,007
Area 3 - W. Ranch -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589 -6,537,589
All Study Areas -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035 -2,866,035
Net Fiscal Impact >
Area 1 - Tesoro 320,049 224,050 3,502 -32,352 -64,613 -81,643 -82,445 -82,650 -81,381 -83,661 -89,455 -97,572  -106,703  -116,653
Area 2 - Castaic 596,175 303,563  -987,663  -849,072  -815,143  -844244  -774315  -719,105  -653,649  -576,758  -513,706  -459,329  -404,683  -370,650
Area 3 - W. Ranch -109,396  -167,094 -1,808,439 -1,662,694 -1,475,541 -1,370,477 -1,166,052  -890,997  -509,701 -128,353 238,294 580,277 936,104 1,370,031
All Study Areas 5,516,389 5,070,080 1,916,961 2165443 2354265 2413197 2,686,749 3,016,810 3464,830 3,920,789 4,344,694 4732937 5134279 5592289
Notes:
(1) General fund revenues do not include utility users tax revenues in the annexation study areas. Study area constituents could potentially request annexation with retention of some or all of the tax to offset negative fiscal impacts on the City.
(2) General fund expenditures do not include capital savings, financial reserves or fiscal mitigation payment to County.
(3) The difference between general fund revenues and expenditures, not accounting for fiscal mitigation payment.
(4) Fiscal mitigation payment shown hete is the general fund fiscal impact on the County, is based on the FY 06-07 base year static impact and excludes consideration for growth and inflation subsequent to FY 06-07. For cach study area, the mitigation payment
amount reflects only that annexation area; if more than one annexation area is annexed, the amounts would differ. Actual fiscal mitigation terms would be negotiated by the City and County.
(5) Net fiscal impact reflecting the fiscal mitigation payment scenario discussed in note 4.
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