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I. Introduction

With the successful completion of the Regional Transportation
Mitigation Fee (RTMF) Nexus Study and the adoption of enabling
ordinances, issues relating to implementation of the RTMF program
need to be addressed. With a program of this nature involving
coordination with multiple local jurisdictions, and adherence to local
ballot Measure requirements and restrictive State legislation, it is
necessary to establish administrative guidelines.

Administrative procedures and policies will guide participating
jurisdictions with various aspects of the RTMF program implementation
and will ensure that the program is caried out consistently in all
jurisdictions. This Administrative Manual will provide step by step
guidance for administering the program, including the fee structure,
procedures for collecting the fee, worksheets for calculating the
appropriate fee amount, procedures for exemptions and refunds, and
procedures for reporting fee collections.
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Il. Explanation of Program

The RTMF is an important part of the Measure “C” Extension approved
by Fresno County voters in 2006. The RTMF is intended to ensure that
future development contributes its fair share fowards the cost of
infrastructure to mitigate the cumulative, indirect regional
transportation impacts of new growth in a manner consistent with the
provisions of the State of Cdlifornia Mitigation Fee Act.

The purpose of the RTME is to establish a uniform, cooperative program
to mitigate the regional fraffic impacts of future developments on high-
priority state roadways in Fresno County. The fees will help fund
improvements needed to maintain the target level of service in the
face of the higher traffic volumes brought on by new developments.

Each jurisdiction is responsible for adoption of a local enabling
ordinance, and calculation and collection of fees within their
jurisdiction. Local jurisdictions are also responsible for transmitting all
fees collected to Fresno County Transportation Authority (FCTA) within
90 days of payment, and for preparation and submittal of required
reporfs as detailed in Chapter VIIl. A copy of the RTMF Model
Ordinance detdiling specific provision of the RTMF program is included
in Appendix 1.
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. Development Fee Structure

The RTMF Nexus Study report describes the methodology and resulis of the
study undertaken to develop a Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
[RTMF} for the local governments of Fresno County. The RTMF is an
important component of the Measure “C" Extension that was approved
by Fresno County voters in 2006, and the Nexus Study was carried ouf to
fulfill a specific provision of the Measure.

The Nexus Study was based on the conventional approach of comparing
traffic level-of-service with and without the addition of fraffic from
expected new development to identify where capacity improvements
are needed to maintain the target level-of-service. The methodology
used in the study is described in Chapters 2 through 7 of the Nexus Study
report.

Over the year-long course of the study numerous policy issues were raised
and analyzed. Input was sought and received at more than a dozen
public meefings and through web-based comrespondence. Based on this
input and guidance in Measure “C" ballot language the FCOG and FCTA
Boards ultimately approved a plan that:

» Limits the use of RTMF funds to projects for state facilities identified
on the Regional Transportation Funding Tier 1 list or in the Freeway
Interchange Deficiency Study {FIDS).

« Exempts projects for the development of educational or
governmential facilities from paying the fee, and reduces the fee for
affordable housing to half of the fee for market-rate housing. Retail
developments are to be given a reduction for pass-by trips that are
incidental fo longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

e Phases in the fee over a three-year period, with reduced fees in
2009 and 2010, and the full fee fo take effectin 2011.

e Is expected to generate approximately $213 million over a 20-year
period; enough 1o fund approximately 20% of the overall costs of
the Tier 1 and FIDS programs.

There will be 4 different fee categories for residential developments and 7
categories for non-residential developments. The fees adopted by the
FCOG and FCTA Boards in October 2008 were as follows:
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2031 and
Land Use Category 2009 2010 thereafter
Residential Developments ($/dwelling unit}
Single-Family Dwelling (market-rate) $1,200 $1,450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling (affordable) $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling {market-rate) $843 $1,018 $1.212
Multi-Family Dwelling {affordable) $421 $509 $606
Non-Residential Developments ($/5q.t.}
Commercial/Retall $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt  Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42

For the purpose of calculating the RTMF obligation, residential dwelling
units are defined as a building or portion thereof used by one (1) family
and containing at least one (1} kitchen, which is designed primarily for
residential occupancy. Residential dwelling units may include, but are not
limited to, detached houses, apartment homes, condominiums and
mobile homes. Residential dwelling units do not include hotel and motel
rooms, dormitories, medical care faciliies and correctional institutions
which are considered o be non-residential developments.

Non-residential development is defined as commercial/retail,
commercial/office/service, education, government, light industrial, heavy
industrial and other non-residential developments which are designed
primarily for use as a business and is not infended for residential
occupancy or dwelling use. The applicable non-residential land use
category for a non-residential development is determined based on the
predominate use of the building or structure associated with the new
development and may be related to the underlying land use zoning of
the new development site. The RTMF non-residential land use categories
were defined with reference to the North American Industry Classification
System {NAICS) for the purpose of determining the respective fee rates.

Appendix 2 in Section XI provides a list of non-residential use types based
on the NAICS developed by the United States Census Bureau. Each
NAICS use type has been assigned to an appropriately comresponding
RTMF non-residential use category. The NAICS cross reference with RTMF
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non-residential use categories is to be used to determine which category
a particular development type falls into.

Within these categories there are several types of developments that
have been explicitly defined for the purpose of supplementai fee
calculation (herein referred to as ‘defined use'}these defined uses have
unigue characteristics such that their trip generation is not necessarily
proportionate to the number or size of buildings on the site. For these
defined uses, the standard RTMF calculation methodology does not assign
a fair share of the fee obligation to the development. The supplemental
fee calculation methodology for these defined uses are explained in
Section V and specific fee calculation are included in Appendix 8.
Defined use types are Residential - Mobile Home Parks and Non-
Residential - Fuel Filing Stations, Vehicle Dealerships, Group Quarters,
Congregate Care Facilities and Nursing Homes, Mini-Warehouses and
Rental Storage, Golf Courses, Wholesale Nurseries, and Retail Nurseries /
Garden Centers. Determination of the precise floor area for each defined
use will be explained in Section V.
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V. Exemptions and Waivers

Developments of educational facilities and government facilities shall
be exempt from paying the RTMF.

An "education development” means any development project that is
predominately dedicated to conducting regular academic instruction
at preschool, kindergarten, elemeniary, secondary, and collegiate
levels and including graduate schools, universities . non-profit research
institutions and religious institutions. This definition applies only to pubilic
or non-profit institutions and does not include schools, academies or
institutes, incorporated or otherwise which operate for profit, nor does it
include commercial or trade schools.

"Government development” is defined as any development project
that is predominately dedicated to provision of administrative, clerical,
law enforcement, public safety, taxation and governance services by
public institutions with legislative, executive or judicial authority.
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V. Fee Calculation

RTMF fees will be assessed according to the Master Fee Schedule
presented previously in Section 1. Fee Calculation Worksheets (referred
to as Forms A, B and B.1-B.7) have been developed for the jurisdictions
1o use in determining the amount of the RTMF fo be assessed. Each
jurisdiction will complete the appropriate forms for each development
and assign each form an Application number consisting of the three
letter City Code found in Appendix 5 along with a unique 6 digit code
consisting of the two digit year followed by a unique 4 digit number.
This code dlong with the applicant name and total fee will be
transferred to the Master Fee Collection Log (referred to as Form C).

1. Residential developments are divided into four categories; single-
family market rate, single-family affordable, multi-famity market rate

and multi-family affordable. Residential developments have a flat cost
per unit.

Residential RTMF obligations are calculated by multiplying the net
increase in the total number of dwelling units associated with a new

development by the appropriate residential land use category fee
rate using Form A.

A. Mobite Homes are the only Residential Defined Use that has been
idenfified for the supplemental RTMF calculations. Mobile homes 1o be
located in mobile home parks will be considered as multi-family
dwelling units with the RTMF obligation calculated using Form A for
standard residential fee calculations. Notice of the fee obligation will
be provided to the mobile home park developer at the time of
issuance of the “Mobile Home Park Permit” or equivalent building
permit for the installation of site infrastructure including, but not timited
to, permanent foundations, and electrical, water and sewer
receptacles. The RTMF will be required to be paid in full by the mobile
home park developer at the time of final inspection by the appropriafe
local jurisdiction to authorize utilization of the site for lease to a mobile
home owner (which is considered the equivalent to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy).

Mobile homes to be located on individual lots will be considered

single-family dwelling units with the RTMF obligation calculated using
Form A for standard residential fee calculations.
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2. Non-residential developmenis have seven categories. Two of the
seven categories, education and government, are exempt from
paying the fee. The remaining five categories, commercial/retail,
commercial/office/service, light industrial, heavy industrial, and other
non-residential are assessed the RTMF fee. Non-residential
developments have a per square foot cost.

Non-residential RTMF obligations are calculated by multiplying the net
increase in the gross floor area of the buildings or structures associated
with a new development by the appropriate non-residential land use
category fee rate using Form B. The gross floor area of non-residential
developments is defined as the sum, measured in square feet, of the
area at each floor level, including cellars, basements, mezzanines,
penthouses, corridors, lobbies, stores, and offices, that are included
within the principal outside faces of the exterior wall of the building or
structure, not including architectural setbacks or projections. included
are all stories or areas that have fioor surfaces with clear standing head
room (at least 6 feet, 6 inches) regardless of their use. Where a ground
level area, or part thereof, within the principal outside faces of the
exterior walls of the building or structure is left un-roofed, the gross floor
area of the un-toofed portion will be added to the overall square
footage of the building for the purpose of the non-residential fee
calculation unless the unroofed area is solely provided for architectural
or aesthetic purposes.

Appendix 2 provides a list of non-residential use types based on the
North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) developed by
the United States Census Bureau. Each NAICS use type has been
assigned to an appropriately corresponding RTMF non residential use
category. The NAICS cross reference with RTMF non-residential use
categories is to be used to determine which category a particular
development type falls info.

Eight Non-Residential Developments have a Defined Use for
supplemental fee calculation. Each of them is described below with
the details on proper calculation of the RTMF. A summary table of all
Defined Use Types can be found in Appendix 4.

A. All types of fuel filling stations or facilities with fuel filing positions will
be considered commercidal/retail use types. The methodology outline
in Form B.1 and described as follows will be applied to determine the
gross floor area for calculating the RTMF obligation for all types of fuel
filing stations or facilities with fuel filling positions (for the example
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calculation assume a fuel filling station with 12 fuel filling positions and
a building area of 1,250 square feet). The total number of fuel filling
positions is equal to the maximum number of vehicles that could be
supplied with fuel af the same time.

1. Multiply the total number of fuel filling positions by 1,885.5 square
feet (i.e. for the example station ifis 12 x 1,885.5 = 22,626 square feet).
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site noting that the
canopy area is not included as part of the gross floor area of the
buildings on the site {i.e. for the example station itis 1,250 square feet).
3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. {i.e. 22,626 >
1,250; for the example station RIMF would be calculated for 22,626
square feet].

B. All vehicle dealerships are considered o be commercial/retail use
types. RTMF obligation for Vehicle Dealerships will be calculated
based on the gross floor area of all buildings associated with the
dealership, including all vehicle sales, parts sales, service areas,
administrative offices and waiting areas, using Form B for stfandard non-
residential fee calculations.

C. Group quarters include, but are not limited to, correctional
facilities, nursing homes, mental hospitals, college dormitories, military
barracks, group homes, missions and shelters. Group quarters typically
provide a group of rooms with shared living quarters for unrelated
persons. Occupants of group quarters live and eat together with other
persons in the building sharing at a minimum communal kitchen, dining
and living facilifies.

All group guarters will be considered non-residential
commercial/office/service use types. The RTMF obligation for group
quarters will be calculated using Form B for standard non-residential
fee calculations.

C.1 Congregate care facilities {including senior assisted living facilities)
and nursing homes are specific types of group quarters whose primary
function is to provide care for elderly persons or other persons who are
unable to adequately care for themselves due to advanced age or
health reasons (such as chronic health care or convalescent care
facilities). According to the Trip Generation 7 Edition (Institute of
Traffic Engineers, 2003) vehicle ownership by residents of these types of
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facilities is very low and residents do litfle or no driving due to their
mobility limited condition. Traffic generation at these facilities is
primarily limited to employees, visitors, and deliveries. By contrast, trip
generation at other types of group quarters such as dormitories,
barracks, and group homes is higher due to the increased mobility of
residents. For this reason, it is considered appropriate to adjust the
RTMF calculation methodology specifically for congregate care,
nursing home and assisted living facilities.

The methodology outlined in Form B.2 and described as follows will be
applied to determine the gross floor area for those group quarters

specifically used only for congregate care (including assisted living)
and/or nursing homes.

1. Multiply the total number of beds by 134.9 square feet

li.e. for 120 beds itis 120 x 134.9 = 16,188 square feet].

2. Use the resultant value as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF
obligation using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.

D. Al types of mini-warehouses or facilities providing rental storage
lincluding outdoor rental storage areas) will be considered industrial
use types. The methodology outlined in Form B.3 and described as
follows will be applied to determine the gross floor area for all types of
mini-warehouses rental sforage facilities.

1. Mulliply the total site area in acres by 6,521.8 square feet

(i.e. for the example facility itis 3.3 x 6,521.8 = 21,521 square feef).

2. Use the resultant value as the gross floor area o calculate the RTMF
obligation using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.

For the purpose of determining the RTMF obligation, a residence that is
located entirely within a mini-warehouse or rental storage site and is
used exclusively by an on-site caretaker and his/her immediate family
is considered to be integral to the primary industrial use of the site and
therefore is not subject to any additional RTMF obligation over the
amount calculated in accordance with the methodology outlined
above.

E. All public and private golf courses are considered o be service use
types. The methodology outlined in Form B.4 and described as follows
will be applied to determine the gross floor area for the purpose of
calculating the fee obligation for all public and private golf courses
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[for the example calculation assume a golf course with 18 holes and
including buildings covering an area of 20,000 square feet).

1. Multiply the total number of holes by 2,034.1 square feet

li.e. for the example golf course itis 18 x 2,034.1 = 36,614 square feet).
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site

(i.e. for the example course it is 20,000 square feef)].

3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. {i.e. 36,614 >

20,000; for the example golf course RIMF would be calculated for
36,614 square feet).

F. All wholesale nurseries will be considered industrial use types. The
methodology outlined in Form B.5 and described as follows will be
applied to determine the gross floor area for all wholesale nurseries {for
the example calculation assume a wholesale nursery with a total site
area of 24.2 acres and including buildings with a gross floor area of
2,750 square feet).

1. Mulliply the total site area in acres by 437.2 square feet

li.e. for the example facllity it is 24.2 x 437.2 = 10,580 square feet).

2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site

[i.e. for the example facility it is 2,750 square feet}.

3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area fo calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. (i.e. 10,580 >

2,750; for the example wholesale nursery RIMF would be calculated for
10,580 square feet)].

G. Allretail nurseries (also referred to as "Garden Centers”} will be
considered commercial/retait use types. The methodology outlined in
Form B.é and described as follows will be applied to determine the
gross floor area for all retail nurseries (for the example calculafion
assume a retail nursery with a total site area of 2.5 acres and including
buildings with a gross floor area of 9,650 square feet).

1. Multiply the total site area in acres by 1,114.4 square feet

li.e. for the example facility itis 2.5 x 1,114.4 = 2,786 square feet).

2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site

li.e. for the example facility it is 9.650 square feetf).

3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
- two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
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using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. (i.e. 2,650 >
2.786; for the example retail nursery RTMF would be calculated for
9,650 square feel].

This methodology applies only o retail nurseries and garden centers
that are free-standing businesses. Where the selling of garden and
landscaping supplies {including plants) is an integral component of a
more extensive retail store, the RTMF obligation will be determined

based exclusively on the gross building area of the primary business of
the site.

H. All types of high-cube warehouses or distribution centers will be
considered industrial use types. The methodology outlined in Form B.7
and described as follows will be applied fo determine the equivalent
floor area for high-cube warehouses/distribution centers with @
minimum gross floor area of 200,000 square feet, a minimum ceiling
height of 24 feet and a minimum dock-high door loading ratio of |
door per 10,000 square feet (for the example calculation assume a
high-cube warehouse with a gross floor area of 450,000 square feet, a
ceiling height exceeding 24 feet and a dock-high door loading rafio
exceeding 1:10.000).

1. Subtract 200,000 square feet from the total gross floor area

(i.e. for the example facility it is 450,000 — 200,000 = 250,000 square
feef}.

2. Multiply the resultant value from step 1 which is total gross floor area
in excess of 200,000 square feet by 0.24

(i.e. for the example facility it is 250,000 x 0.24 = 60,000 square feet).

3. Add 200,000 square feet to the resultant value of step 2

(i.e. for the example facility it is 200,000 + 60,000 = 260,000 square feef).
4. Use the resultant value of step 3 as the gross floor area to calculate
the RTMF obligation using Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.

The RTMF obligation for a warehouse facility with a gross floor area of
less than 200,000 square feef, a ceiling height of less than 24 feet
and/or a dock-high door loading ratio of less than 1 door per 10,000
square feet will be calculated based on the actual gross floor area
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.
Furthermore, where other uses such as wholesale showrooms, retfail
showrooms or office suites are co-located with qualifying high-cube
warehouse facilities, only the qualifying warehouse portion of the
premises will be calculated using Form B.7. The fee obligation for all

Fresno County RTMF Administrative Manual

13



other co-located facilities will be calculated based on the actual gross
floor area and the appropriate land use category using Form B for
standard non-residential fee calculations.

3. The Fee Calculation Worksheet, Form A or Form B, (Appendix 5 & 6)
shall be used by local jurisdictions to determine the fee amount due

from the developer. For any development that has a defined use, the
corresponding Defined Use Worksheet {Form B.1 -B.7, Appendix 7] will

also be completed to determine the correct figures to be used on
Form B.

The RTME can be calculated at the time a building permit or
development application is filed with the respective locail jurisdiction
using the most recent fee schedule in effect atf the time. However, the
fee obligation to the RTMF program will be based on the fees in effect
at the time of full payment which can occur up until the fees are due
at issuance of a certificate of occupancy or final inspection.
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V!. Fee Collection Procedures

Once the development fee has been calculated as described in
Section V, the jurisdiction is responsible for the collection of the
determined fee from the developer. Since the RTMF is intended fo
mitigate the traffic impacts of new development, and the traffic
impacts of a development are nof realized until the development is
occupied, the fees shall be due and fully collected by the time a
certificate of occupancy is issued for the Development Project or upon
final inspection, whichever come first. However, as described in Section
V. fees can be calculated at the time a building permit application or
development application is fled with the local jurisdiction providing
sufficient information to defermine the number of residential units or
square footage of non-residential developments, and the fees can be

paid at any time prior to issuance of an occupancy permit or final
inspection.

The fee obligation shall be calculated based on the fee in effect at that
time fees are paid, provided the developer tenders the full amount of
the RTMF obligation. For the ease of record keeping, it is recommended
that the fee be collected in full at the time it is due. Should any partial
payments or deposits be accepted, they will be deducted from the
total amount due but the fee obligation. The fee will be based on the
Master Fee Schedule in place at the time the fee is paid in full.

There is no right under the RTMF to pay fees prior fo applicafion for
building permit or development permit. Acceptance of payment of the
RTMF prior to application for building permit or development permit does
not create any vesting rights against any increase in the KTMF or
adoption of any new fees.

Once the fee has been collected, RTMF payment fransaction
information should be transferred to a Master Fee Collection Log, Form
C. A copy of the log can be found in Appendix 9.

Each jurisdiction may collect an administrative processing fee at the
time the RTMF is collected. This fee is to help offset the cost of
administering the program. This fee may not exceed the actual cost to
administer the program.
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Vil. Credits and Reimbursements

In a few instances, a credit toward the payment of the RTMF may be
given for improvements that are made to eligible projects included as
part of the RTMF program and identified in the Nexus Study as follows:

i Exaction Credits: If a developer constructs improvements idenfified
on an eligible facility as a condition of development approval fo
mitigate a direct impact of the development, the developer shall
receive credit for actual costs associated with the improvement
based on the estimated cost share attributable 1o new
development as idenfified in the RTMF Nexus Study. FCTA staff must
pre-approve any credit agreements that deviate from the standard
FCTA approved format.

i Other Credits: In special circumstances, when a developer
constructs off-site improvements such as an interchange, bridge, or
railroad grade separation, credits shall be determined by FCTA and
the local jurisdiction in consultation with the developer. All such
credits must have prior written approval from FCTA.

The amount of the development fee credit shall not exceed the
maximum amount determined by the most current estimated cost
share attributable to new development as detailed in the RTMF Nexus
Study or actual costs, whichever is less.

Should the developer construct network improvements in excess of the
RTMF fee obligation, the developer shall be reimbursed based on
eligible and reasonable actual costs. Reimbursements shall be
enacted through a three party agreement including the developer,
FCTA, and the local jurisdiction, contingent on funds being available.
In all cases, however, reimbursements under such special agreements
must coincide with construction of the transportation improvements as
scheduled in the most current Measure “C" Implementation Plan
adopted by FCTA.
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Vill. Reporting Responsibilities

Each jurisdiction is responsible for transfer of funds and documentation
including the Fee Calculation Worksheet, Form A and/or Form B along
with Forms B.1 — B.7 for any Defined Use Types of development, and the
Master Fee Collection Log, Form C, to FCTA every 90 days. Since the
program is set fo begin collection of funds in July 1, 2009, the first
transmission will be due o the Transportation Commission on October
1, 2009, and every quarter there after (January 1, April 1, July 1 and
October 1}.

It is the Transportation Commission’s responsibility to deposit all funds
received in an account that has been established strictly for the RTMF
funds. The Transportation Commission will complete the Master Fee
Collection Log listing the total amount collected from each City, the
total deposit amount and the date the deposit was made. Further, it is
the Transportation Commission's responsibility to provide regular reports
and updates on the status of fees collected to the jurisdictions at the
regularly scheduled Commission meetings.

The funds in the RTMF account shall only be used for funding design,
acquisition and construction of the eligible improvements identified on
the approved project list included as part of the most recently
adopfed RTMF Nexus Study.
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IX. Fee Adjustment / Review

The RTMF will be adjusted annudally o account for inflation and other
changes in the program. Any changes to the fee must be made by
Amendment to the Master Fee Schedule consistent with the
requirements of the State of California Mitigation Fee Act.

The fees may be increased or decreased to reflect changes in actual
and estimated costs of the eligible projects, including, but not limited to,
design, right-of-way and construction costs. The annual adjustment of
the fees may also reflect minor changes in the eligible facilities required
to be constructed based on conditions encountered during project
development, but shall not include major modifications fo eligible
projects or additions of new projecis. Major changes to eligible projects
must coincide with updates of the Nexus Study to ensure the changes

are consistent with the requirements of the State of California Mitigation
Fee Act.

Any appeals must be filed with the Transportation Commission.
Appeadlable issues shall be the application of the fee, application of
credits, application of reimbursements, and application of exemption.
Appeals may also be made that the fee level for development of
unigue types of land uses be evaluated on an individual basis. Such
unique projects and specific evaluation shall be paid for by the project
applicant and performed by the FCTA of ifs designee.
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X. Appendices

Appendix 1 Model Ordinance

Appendix 2 Development Types / Fee Categories
Appendix 3 RTMF Fee Chart

Appendix 4 Defined Use Types
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Appendix |

RTMF Model Ordinance
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Insert model ordinance

Fresno County RTMF Administrative Manual

21



Appendix 2

Development Types / Fee Categories
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RTMF Non-Residentiol Category Correspondence Summary

RTMF Calegories

NAICS Major Groups

NAICS Cades and Descriptions

Commerciat f
Retait

44-45 Retait Trade

441 Moior Vehicle and Parts Dealers

442 Furniture ond Home Fumishing Stores

443 Electronics and Applance Stores

444 Building Mateticl and Garden Equipment and Supplies Deglers

445 Foad and Beverage Siores

444 Heallh and Pessonat Cate Stores

447 Gasoline Stafiors

448 Clelhing and Clothing Accesoties Stores

451 Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, and Music Stores

452 General Merchandise Siores

453 Miscellaneous Store Retailers

454 Nonstore Refdilers

72 Accomodation and
food Sendce

721 Accomodation

722 Food Services and Drinking Places

Commercial /
Ofiice - Service

52 Finance and
nsurance

521 Monetary authonties-Central Sank

522 Credit Intermediation and Related Activifies

523 Securities. Commadily Contracts, and Qther Financial Investments and Related Activifies

524 Insurance Camiers and Related Aclivilies

525 Funds, Trusts, and Other Financial Vehicles

53 Real Estate and
Rental and Leasing

531 RectEsiale

532 Rental and Leasing Services

533 Lassors of Nonfinancial Intfangible Assels lexcept Copyrighted Works)

54 Professional,
Scientific and
Techrical Senvices

541 Professtonal. Scienfific. and Technical Services

35 Managemert of
Companies and
rnterprises

551 Management of Companies and Enterpses

54 Administrative and
Support and Wasle
Management and
Remediction Servigas

561 Adminisirative and Support Services

562 Waste Management ond Remediclion Services

62 Heotth Care and
Social Services

421 Ambulalory Health Care Services

522 Hospilals

623 NMursing and Residential Care Focilifies

624 Sockat Assistance

71 Ars, Enterfainment
and Recreation

711 Performing Arts, Spectaior Sporis, and Related Indushries

717 Museurns, Historical Sites, and Similar institulions

713 Amusement, Gambling, and Recrealion Indusiries

81 Cther Senvices
{Except Public
Adrninisiration

811 Repaoir and Mainlenance

812 Persongl and Laundry Services

813 Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, and Similar Organizations

814 Private Houssholds

Education

&1 Educalionai Services

411 Educational Services

Government

92 Public
Adirninistration

921 Executive, Legisiative, and Other General Government Suppor}

$22 Justice, Public Order, and Safety Aclivities

223 Administration of Human Resource Programs

924 Administration of Environmental Quality Programs

925 Adminisration of Housing Programs, Urban Planning, and Cormmunify Development

924 Adminisiration of Ecenomic Programs

927 Space Research and Technolegy

928 National Security and Interngtional Affairs

{ight Industrial

42 Wholesale Trade

423 Merchant Wholesalers, Durable Goods

424 Merchant Wholesaiers, Nondurgble Goods

435 Merchant Wholesglers, Nondurable Goods

51 information

511 Publishing Indusiries {excepi internet)

512 Motion Piciure and Sound Recording Industties

515 Brogdeasting {except intemel)

517 Telecommunicafions

518 Datg Processing. Hosting, and Relajed Services

519 Other iInformation Services
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Hedavy Industrial

11 Agricutiure, Foresiry,
Fishing and Hunting

111 Crop Production

112 Animal Production

113 Forestry and Logging

114 Fshing, Hunling and frapping

115 Support Activifies for Agriculiure and Forestry

21 Mining, Guarying
and Ol and Gas
Extraction

211 Oil and Gas Extraction

212 Mining lexcept Ol and Gas)

213 Support Aclivilies tor Mining

23 Construcon

236 Consfruction of Buildings

237 Heavy and Clvil Engineering Construction

238 Specialy Trade Cenfraciors

31-33 Manufactoring

311 Food Manulactuing

312 Beverage ond Tobaccoe Product Manutgchuring

313 Texdile Mills

314 Textile Product pMils

315 Apparel Manufaciunng

316 Lecther and Alied Product Manulgcluring

321 Wood Product Manufaciuring

322 Paper Manufacturing

323 Printing and Relaled Support Activities

324 Petroleum and Coal Product Manuiacturing

325 Chernical Manufaciuring

326 Piastics and Rubber Produchs Manulaciuring

327 Nonmetalic Mineral Product Manufacturing

331 Primary Metal Manulaciuring

332 Fabricated Melal Preduct Manufacturing

333 Machinery Manutachyting

334 Computer and Elecironic Product Manulacturing

335 Bechica! Eauipment, Appiance, and Component Monulacturing

336 Transperiofion Equipment Manufaciuring

337 Furniiure and Related Product Manulaciuring

339 Miscellaneous Manutaciviing

48-49 Trarsporiation
and Warehousing

481 Alr Transportation

482 Rail Transporlation

483 Water fransporialion

484 Truck Transporlation

485 Transit and Ground Passenger Transporiation

484 Pipeiine Transportation

487 Scenic and Sighiseeing Trenspariajion

488 Support Activities for Transportation

421 Postal Service

492 Couriers and Messengers

493 Warehousing and Storage

Ciher Non-
Resdenhicl

23 Utilifies

221 Utilities

Sowrces: NAICS 2007 definitions
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Appendix 3

RTMF Fee Chart
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RTMF Fee Chart

2011 and
Land Use Category 2009 2010 thereafter
Residential Developments ($/dwelling unit)
Single-Family Dwelling (market-rate) $1,200 $1,450 81,727
Single-Family Dwelling (affordable) $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling (market-rate) $843 $1.018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling (affordable) $421 $509 $606
Non-Residential Developments ($/sq.ft.)
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42
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Appendix 4

Defined Use Types
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Defined Use Types

DEFINED USE

CALCULATION METHODOLOGY

Residential

Standard residential fee catculation is the net increase in the total number of dwelling
units multiplied by the appropriate residential land use categary fee rate using Form A,

Mobile Home Parks

Mobile homes to be located in mobiie home parks wilt be calcuiated as muhti-family
dwelling units and mohile homes to be located on individual lots will be cabuiated as
single-family dwelling units using Form A for standard residential fee caleulations.

Neon-Residential

Standard non-residential fee caleulation in the net increase in the gross floor area of
buildings multiplied by the appropriate nos-residential land use category fee rate using
FORM B.

Fuel Filling Stations

For all types of fuel filling stations or facilities with fuel filling positions, the gross floor
area wifl be calculated using Form B.1 and the resultant value will be entered as the Total
Gross Floor Area for Retail Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.

Vehicle Dealerships

Vehicle Dealerships will be calculated based on the gross floor area of all buildings and
structures associated with the dealership using Form B for standard non-residential fee
calcutations.

Group Quarters

All types of group quarters will be calculated as service uses using Form B for standard
non-residential fee calculations.

Congregate Case Facilities and Nursing Homes

For ali group quarters specifically used for congregate care (including assisted fiving
facilities) and/or nursing homes, the gross floor area will be calculated using Form B.2
and the resultant value will be entered as the Total Gross Floor Area for Service Buildings
in Form B for standard non-residential fee cafculations.

Mini-Warehouses and Rental Storage

Mini-Warehouses and Rental Storage {including outdoor rentai storage areas} will be
calculated using Form 8.3 and the resultant value will be entered as the Tota! Gross
Floor Area for Industrial Buildings in Form B for standard non-tesidential fee
calcutations.

Goif Courses

Golf Cousses will be calculated using Form B.4 and the resultant value wili be entered as
the Total Gross Floor drea for Service Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential
fee calculations.

Whoiesale Nursenies

Wholesale Nurseries will be calculated using Form B.5 and the resultant value will be
entered as the Total Gross Floor Area for Industrial Buildings in Form B for standard
non-restdentiai fee calculations.

Retail Nurseries {Garden Centers)

Retail Nurseries will be calculated using Form B.6 and the resultant value will be entered
as the Total Gross Floor Area for Retail Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential
fee calculations.

High-Cube Warehouse/Distribution Center

High-Cube Warehouses/Distripution Centers with a minimum gross floor area 0£200,000
square feet, 2 minimum ceiling height of 24 feet and a minimum dock-high deor loading
ratio of 1 door per 10,000 square feet will be calculated using Form B.7 and the resultant
value will be entered as the Total Gross Floor Area for Industrial Buildings in Form B
for standard non-residential fee calculations,
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Appendix 5

City Codes
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Fresno County City Codes

The following three letter codes are to be used before a unique four digit
number on ali RTMF Forms A and B.

Clovis clo
Frebaugh fir
Fowler fow
Fresno fre
Huron hur
Kerman ker
Kingsburg kin
Mendota men
Orange Cove ora
Parfier par
Reedley ree
San Joaguin joa
Sanger sQn
Selma sel
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Appendix é

Fee Calculation Worksheet - Residential
Form A
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Form A

Residenfial RTMF Calcuiation Worksheet

1. Total A
Enter Total Number Enter RTMF Market-
of Market —Rate Rate Singie-Family
Single-Family Rate Per Dwelling Unit
Dwelling Units
2. Total B
. Enter RTMF
b Tg""lN“.“‘b“ Affordable Single-
o 1‘? 0,'; agvf ?;nglc— Family Rate Per
amily Lhwetling Dwelling Unit
Units
3. Total C
Enter Total Number Enter RTMYF Market-
of Market-Rate Rate Multi-Family
Multi-Family Rate Per Dwelling
4 Total D
Enter Total Number Enter RTM¥F
of Affordable Multi- Affordable Multi-
Family Dwelling Family Rate Per
5. + + $
Enter Total A Enter Total B Enter Total C Enter Total D RTME
Obligation

Application #
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Appendix 7

Fee Calculation Worksheet -Non-Residential
Form B
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FormB Non-Residential RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Total A
1. X D e —
Enter Total Gross Floor Area Enter RTMF Retail
of Retail Buildings (in square Rate Per Square Foot
feet)
Total B
2. X
Enter Total Gross Floor Area Enter RTMF
of Office/Service Buildings (in Office/Service Rate Per
square feef) Square Foot
Total C
3. X
Enter Total Gross Floor Area Enter RITMF Light
of Light Industrial Buildings Industrial Rate Per
(in square feet) Square Foot
4. X < fotalD
Enter Total Gross Floor Enter RTMF Heavy
Area of Heavy Industrial {ndustrial Rate Per
Buildings (in square feet) Square Foot
5. X < JTotalE
Enter Total Gross Floor Area of Enter RTMF Other
OGther Non-Residential Buildings Noen-Residential Rate
(in square feet) Per Square Foot
+ + + =
Eunter Total A Enter Total B Enter Total C Enter Total D Enter Total E
RTMF Obligation

Application #
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Appendix 8

Defined Use Types
Forms B.1 —B.7
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Form B.1 Fuel Filling Station RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Total A
L X 18855 = I
Eater Total Nomber of Fuel
Filling Positions
| | | Total B
2.
Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings {in square feet)
Enter this value as (part of) the Total Gross Floor Area of
3. Retail Buildings in Form B
«
Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
Application #
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Form B.2 Congregate Care/Nursing Home RTMF Calculation Worksheet

X 1349

Enter Total Number
of Beds

i

Enter this value as (part of} the Total
Gross Floor Area of Service Buildings in
Form B

Application #

Fresno County RTMF Administrative Manual




Form B.3 Mini-Warehouse /Rental Storage RTMF Caiculation Worksheet

Enter Totzl Site Area
in Acres

X 6,521.8 =

Enter this value as (part of) the Total
Gross Floor Area of Industrial Buildings

in Form B

Application #
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Form B.4 Golf Course RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Total A
L X 2,0341 = I
Enter Total Number
of Holes
I Total B
4
2.
Enter Total Gross Floor Areza of
Buildings {in square fcef)
Fnter this value as (part of) the Total Gross Floor Area of
3. Service Buildings in Form B
-
Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
Application #
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Form B.5 Wholesale Nursery RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Site Area
in Acres

L X 437.2

3. |

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B

_ | I Total A
| | Total B

Enmter Fotal Gross Floor Area of
Buildings (in square feet)

Enter this value as (part of) the Total Gross Floor Area of
< Industrial Buildings in Form B

Application #
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Form B.6 Retail Nursery RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Total A
L. X 1,1144 = <+
Enfer Total Site Area
in Acres
| | Total B
2.
Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings (in square feet)
Enter this value as (part of) the Total Gross Floor Area of
3. Retail Buildings in Form B
<
Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
Application #
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Form B.7 High-Cube Warehouse/Distribution Center RTMF Calculalion

Worksheet
Total A
~ 200,000 = —
Enter Gross Floor Area of .
Qualifying Building(s)
Total B
X 024 = 4
Enter Total A
+ 200,000 =
Enter Total B Enter this value as (part of) the Total
Gross Floor Area of Industrial Buildings
in Form B
Application #
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Appendix 9

Master Fee Collection Log
Form C
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Form C

Submitted by:

Master Fee Collection Log

Application #

Applicant

Date Paid

Amount Paid

Date Submitted

Total Amount Submitted
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| This model uses the County of Fresno as an
_example. Highlighted sections show whe |
reference may need to be changed for cities,

ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF FRESNO

AUTHORIZING PARTICIPATION IN THE COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE PROGRAM

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Fresno (the “Board of Supervisors™) ordain as follows:

Section 1: Title

This Ordinance shall be known as the “Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
Ordinance of 20097 (the “Ordinance™).

Section 2: Findings

A. This Ordinance establishes the “Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee™ (the
“RTMF™) as directed by the “Fresno County Transportation, Safety, Road Repair Measure” approved by the
voters of Fresno County on November 7, 2006 (the “Measure ‘C’ Extension”).

B. The County is a Member Agency of the Council of Fresno County Governments (“FCOG™), a
joint powers agency consisting of the County of Fresno (the “County”), and the incorporated cities situated in
Fresno County (the “Cities”). As a Member Agency of FCOG, the County participated in the preparation of a
certain “Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Nexus Study”, dated February, 2009 {(the “RTMF
Nexus Study”) prepared pursuant to California Government Code, Section 66000 et seq., the Mitigation Fee
Act.

C. Consistent with the findings made in the RTMF Nexus Study, the Board of Supervisors has
been informed and advised, and hereby finds, that future development within the County and the Cities will
result in traffic volumes exceeding the capacity of certain facilities on the freeway and regional arterial highway
network (referred to as the “network™) as it presently exists.

D. Consistent with the findings made in the RTMF Nexus Study, the Board of Supervisors has
been further informed and advised, and hereby finds, that if the capacity of the network is not enlarged, the
result will be additional traffic congestion in the County, with unacceptable Levels of Service on facilities
throughout the County by 2030.

E. The Board of Supervisors has been further advised, and so finds that existing and known future
funding sources will be inadequate to provide necessary improvements to the network, resulting in an
unacceptably high level of traffic congestion within and around the County.

F. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the RTMF Nexus Study, and hereby finds that future
devetopment within the County and the Cities will adversely affect the network, and that unless such
development contributes its fair share of the cost of improving the network, the network will operate at
unacceptable Levels of Service.

G. The Board of Supervisors further finds and determines that there is a reasonable and rational
relationship between the use of the RTMF and the type of development projects on which the fees are imposed
because the fees will be used to construct the transportation improvements that are necessary for the safety,
health and welfare of the residential and non-residential users of the development projects on which the RTMF
will be levied.

H. The Board of Supervisors finds and determines that there is a reasonable and rational
relationship between the need for the improvements to the network and the type of development projects on
which the RTMF is imposed because it will be necessary for the residential and non-residential users of such



projects to have access to the network. Such development will benefit from the network improvements and the
cumulative impact of such development will be mitigated in part by the payment of the RTMF.

L The Board of Supervisors further finds that the cost estimates set forth in the RTMF Nexus
Study are reasonable cost estimates for constructing the facilities that comprise the network; and that RTMF
program revenues (o be generated by new development will not exceed the total fair share of these costs.

I The fees collected pursuant to this Ordinance shall be used to help pay for the construction and
acquisition of the network improvements identified in the RTMF Nexus Study. The need for the improvements
is related to new development because such development results in additional traffic thus creating the demand
for the improvements.

K. By notice duly given and published, the Board of Supervisors set the time and place for a public
hearing on the RTMF Nexus Study and the fee proposed thereunder, and at least ten days prior to the hearing,
the County made the RTMF Nexus Study available to the public.

L. At the time and place set for the hearing, the Board of Supervisors duly considered that data and
information provided by the public relative to the cost of the services for which the fees are proposed and all
other comments, whether written or oral, submitted prior to the conclusion of the hearing.

M. The Board of Supervisors finds that the RTMF Nexus Study proposes a fair and equitable
method for distributing a portion of the unfunded costs of improvements to the network.

N. The Board of Supervisors hereby adopts the RTMF Nexus Study, which Study is attached
hereto as Exhibit “A”, and incorporates it herein as though set forth in full,

Section 3: Definitions
For the purpose of this Ordinance, the following words, terms and phrases shall have the following meanings:

A “Single Family Dwelling Unit (market-rate)” means a detached building designed primarily
for residential use by a single family and containing at least one (1) kiichen.

B. “Single Family Dwelling Unit (affordable)” means each building meeting the definition of
Single Family Dwelling that is affordable to persons with 80% of Fresno County median income or
less annually. The definition for median income and affordable housing is as provided annually by
the U. S. Housing & Urban Development Agency (HUD) to the County.

C. “Multi-Family Dwelling Unit (market-rate)” means each unit used by one (1) family and
containing but one (1) kitchen, which is designed primarily for residential occupancy, in a building
containing more than one such unit.

D. “Multi-Family Dwelling Unit (affordable)” means each building meeting the definition of
Mutti-Family Dwelling that is affordable to persons with 80% of Fresno County median income or
less annually. The definition for median income and affordable housing is as provided annually by
the U. 8. Housing & Urban Development Agency (HUD) to the County.

E. “Education Development” means any development project that is predominately dedicated to
conducting regular academic instruction at preschool, kindergarten, elementary, secondary and
collegiate levels, and including graduate schools, universities, non-profit research institutions and
religious institutions. This definition applies only to public or non-profit institutions and does not
include schools, academies or institutes, incorporated or otherwise which operate for a profit, nor
does it include commercial or trade schools.

F. “Government Development” means any development project that is predominately dedicated
to the provision of administrative, clerical, law enforcement, public safety, taxation and governance
services by public institutions with legislative, executive or judicial authority.



Section 4:

A.

“Commercial/Office/Service Development” means any development project that is
predominately dedicated to business activities associated with professional, administrative or
clerical services, and typically consist of corporate offices, financial institutions, legal and medical
offices.

“Commercial/Retail Development” means any development project that is predominately
dedicated to selling goods, wares or merchandise directly to the ultimate consumer.

“Light Industrial” means any development project employing fewer than 500 people that is
predominately dedicated to processing of small articles such as printing, assembly of data
processing equipment, and other similar types of enterprise.

“Heavy Industrial” means any development project that is predominately dedicated to the
manufacture, fabrication, processing reduction or destruction of any article, substance or
commodity, or any other treatment thereof in such a manner as to change the form, character, or
appearance thercof, and including storage elevators, truck storage yards, warehouses, wholesale
storage and other similar types of enterprise.

“Other Non-Residential” means any development project that is predominately non-residential
and does not meet any of the definitions of Education Development, Government Development,
Commercial/Office/Service Development, Commercial/ Retail Development, Light Industrial, or
Heavy Industrial.

“Development” means any work or improvement that requires a building permit or
development approval but shall not include any work or improvement for offsite construction or
improvements to be dedicated to public use as a condition of a development entitlement.

“New Development” means any development on vacant land or additions or expansions on
existing development wherein square footage of the development, in the case of non-residential use,
or the number of dwelling units, in the case of residential use, is increased, or where the use is
changed. It shall not include remodels or reuse wherein the number of dwelling units or overall
square footage is not increased or the use has not changed.

“Actual Construction Costs” mean, for the purpose of imposing a fee adjustment pursuant to
Section 4, Paragraph C, any actual and estimated costs of the network improvements, including, but
not limited to, debt service, lease payments and construction and acquisition costs.

Establishment of the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee

paying the RTMF unless otherwise exempted by this Ordinance.

B.

Fee Calculation. The fees shall be assessed according to the RTMF fee provided in the Regional

Mitigation Fee Schedule and the methodology set forth in the Fee Calculation Handbook adopted (date), as
amended from time to time. The following shall be observed for purposes of calculating the fee:

i For residential projects, the fee rate utilized shall be computed on a per-dwelling unit
basis. :

it. For non-residential projects, the fee rate utilized shall be based on a per-square-foot of
the building or structure identified in the building permit as determined by the highest
and best use based on the underlying zoning approved for the site.

iii. Pursuant to California Government Code, Section 66005.1, the RTMF shall be applied
at a reduced rate for those developments meeting the criteria set forth in the Section.
The fee reduction shall follow whatever guidelines are established by the State of
California for administration of this section of the California Government Code.



Pursuant to California Government Code, Section 66005.1(e), this fee reduction shall
take effect on January 1, 2011.

C. Fee Adjustinent. By amendment to the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Schedule,
consistent with the tequirements of the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections 66000, et seq.) , the fees
shall be increased or decreased to reflect changes in Actual Construction Costs every five years, and shall be
adjusted annually in a manner consistent with that prescribed in Appendix D of the Final 2006 Measure “Cr
Extension Expenditure Plan. The adjustment of the fees may also reflect changes in the facilities required to be
constructed, in estimated revenues received pursuant to this Ordinance, as well as the availability or lack thereof of
other funds with which to construct the network.

D. Purpose. The purpose of the RTMF is to augment funding for those certain improvements to
the network as identified in the RTMF Nexus Study, Exhibit “A™.

E. Applicability. The RTMF shall apply to all new development within the County and the Cities
effective January 1, 2009, unless otherwise exempt hereunder.

F. Exemptions. Education developments and government developments shall be exempt from the
RTMF. Tentative maps approved prior to January 1, 2009 shall also be exempt from the RTMF, uniess they
require discretionary approvals after that date, in which case the RTMF shall apply.

G. Credit. Network improvements may be credited toward the RTMF in accordance with the
following:

i Exaction Credits: If a developer constructs improvements identified on the network as a
condition of development approval to mitigate a direct impact of the development, the
developer shall receive credit for all costs associated with the improvement based on the
estimated cost share attributable to new development as identified in the RTMF Nexus
Study. Fresno County Transportation Authority (“FCTA”) staff must pre-approve any
credit agreements that deviate from the standard FCTA approved format.

ii Other Credits: In special circumstances, when a developer constructs off-site
improvements such as an interchange, bridge, or railroad grade separation, credits shail be
determined by FCTA and the County [or the City, as applicable], in consultation with the

developer. All such credits must have prior writien approval from FCTA.

iii The amount of the development fee credit shall not exceed the maximum amount
determined by the most current estimated cost share attributable to new development as
prescribed in the RTMF Nexus Study or actual costs, whichever is less.



Section 5: Reimbursements

Should the developer construct network improvements in excess of the RTMF fee obligation, the
developer shall be reimbursed based on reasonable actual costs. Reimbursements shall be enacted through a
three party agreement including the developer, FCTA, and the County {or the City, as applicable], contingent on
funds being available. In all cases, however, reimbursements under such special agreements must coincide with
construction of the transportation improvements as scheduled in the most current Measure “C” Implementation
Plan adopted by FCTA.

Section 6: Procedures for the Levy, Collection and Disposition of Fees

Al Authority of the Building Department. The Director of Public Works [for some. jurisdictions
this wail be the Director of Community Development or Planning], or his/her designee, is hereby authorized to
levy and collect the RTMF and make all determinations reqmrecl by this Ordinance.

B. Payment. Payment of the fees shail be as follows:

+ The fees shall be paid no later than the time a certificate of occupancy is issued for the
Development pursuant to County [or City] policy [refer.to.code section].

il. The amount of the fee to be paid shall be the fee amount in effect at the time that payment
is made under this Ordinance

il If all or part of any development project is sold prior to payment of the fee, the property
shall continue to be subject to the requirement for payment of the fee, accordingly, the fees
shall run with the land,

iv. Applicants shall pay a processing fee of twenty-five dollars ($25.00) per application that
shall be used to help cover the cost to the County [or the City, as applicable] of
administering the RTMF program. This fee shall be paid at the same time as the RTMF
fee {Each jll]‘!SdlCthIl shouid decu:le how much if anythmg, to charge apphcants The

C. Disposztlon of Fees, All fees collected hereunder shall be transmitted to the Executive Director
of FCTA within ninety days for deposit, investment, accounting and expenditure in accordance with the
provisions of this Ordinance and the Mitigation Fee Act.

D. Appeals. Appeals shall be filed with FCTA in accordance with the administrative procedures
established by FCTA. Appealable issues shall be the application of the fee, application of credits, application of
reimbursement, and application of exemption. Appeals may aiso be made that the fee level for development of
unique types of land uses be evaluated on an individual basis. Such unique projects and specific evaluation shail
be paid for by the project applicant and performed by Fresno COG or its designee.

E. Reports to FCTA. The Director of Public Works [Community Development or Planning], or
hisfher designee, shall prepare and deliver to the Executive Director of FCTA, periodic reports as will be
established under the RTMF administrative handbook.

Section 7: Severability

If any one or more of the terms, provisions or sections of this Ordinance shall to any extent be judged
invalid, unenforceable and/or voidable for any reason whatsoever by a court of competent jurisdiction, then each
and all of the remaining terms, provisions and sections of this Ordinance shall not be affected thereby and shall
be valid and enforceable.



Section 8: Ferm

Unless otherwise amended, the term of this ordinance shall coincide with the term of the Measure “C”
Extension.

Section 9: Judicial Review

In accordance with State law, any judicial action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul
this Ordinance shall be commenced within 90 days of the date of adoption of this Ordinance.

Section 10: Effective Date

This Ordinance shall become effective January 1, 2009.

By:

Chairman, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

Clerk to the Board

By:




Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Schedule

Land Use Category 2009 2010 itﬁ;}?:r
Residential Developments ($/dwelling unit)
Single-Family Dwelling {market-rate) $1,200 $1,450 51,727
Single-Family Dwelling (affordable) $600 §725 $864
Multi-Family Dwelling (market-rate) $843 $1,018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling (affordable) $421 $509 $606
Non-Residential Developments ($/sq.ft.)
Education exempt | exempt | exempt
Government exempt | exempt exempt
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42













EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the methodology and resuits of a study undertaken to develop a Regional
Transportation Mitigation Fee (RTMF) for the local governments of Fresno County. The RTMF is
an important component of the Measure “C” Extension that was approved by Fresno County
voters in 2006, and this study was carried out to fulfill a specific provision of the Measure.

The study was based on the conventional approach of comparing traffic level-of-service with and
without the addition of traffic from expected new development to identify where capacity
improvements are needed to maintain the target level-of-service. The methodology used in the
study is described in Chapters 2 through 7.

Over the yeardong course of the study numerous policy issues were raised and analyzed. Input
was sought and received at more than a dozen public meetings and through web-based
correspondence. Based on this input and guidance in Measure “C” ballot language the FCOG
and FCTA Boards ultimately approved a plan that:

e Limits the use of RTMF funds to projects for state facilities identified on the Regional
Transportation Funding Tier 1 list or in the Freeway interchange Deficiency Study (FIDS).

s Exempts projects for the development of educational or governmental facilities from
paying the fee, and reduces the fee for affordable housing to half of the fee for market-
rate housing. Retail developments are to be given a reduction for pass-by trips that are
incidentat to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

s Phases in the fee over a three-year period, with reduced fees in 2009 and 2010, and the
full fee to take effect in 2011.

» Is expected to generate approximately $213 million over a 20-year period; enough to fund
approximately 20% of the overall costs of the Tier 1 and FIDS programs.

The fees adopted by the FCOG and FCTA Boards in October 2008 were as follows:

2011 and
Land Use Category 2009 2010 thereafter
Residential Developments ($/dwelling unit)
Single-Family Dwelling (market-rate) $1,200 $1.450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling (affordable) $600 $725 $863
Mulfi-Family Dwelling (market-rate) $843 $1,018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling (affordable) $421 $809 $606
Non-Residential Developments ($/sq.ft.)
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
QOther Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42
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1. INTRODUCTION

Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Study

This report is the cuimination of the Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
(RTMF) Study. The study was initiated by the Council of Fresno County Governments (FCOG) in
accordance with a provision of Measure “C" that:

Fresno COG shall contract with a qualified individual or firm with experience in the
development of such mitigation fees fo conduct a RTMF Study, which will serve as
the foundation for development of a RTMF program.

RTMF is an important part of the Measure "C” Extension approved by Fresno County voters in
2006. The RTMF is intended to ensure that future development contributes its fair share towards
the costs of infrastructure to mitigate the cumulative indirect regional transportation impacts of
new growth in a manner consistent with the provisions of the Mitigation Fee Act. The purpose of
the RTMF Study is to develop the nexus between development and roadway capacity
deficiencies, estimate the fair share of eligible project costs atitibutable to new development, and
determine the appropriate level of fee to be charged to each unit of new development.

Basis for Impact Fees

California’s Mitigation Fee Act' creates the legal parameters for local governments assessing
new development for its fair share of the cost of infrastructure needed to serve new residents and
businesses. It stipulates that a local government must take the following steps in establishing an
impact fee:

a) Identify the purpose of the fee.
b) Identify the use to which the fee is to be put.
c) Determineg how there is a reasonable relationship between fee’'s use and the

development type on which it is imposed.

d) Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the facility
and the type of development on which the fee is imposed.

e} Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and
the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the
development on which the fee is imposed.

Purpose of the Impact Fee

The purpose of the RTMF is to establish a uniform, cooperative program to mitigate the
cumulative indirect regional impacts of future developmenis on traffic conditions on high-priority
state roadways in Fresno County. The fees will help fund improvements needed to maintain the
target level of service in the face of the higher traffic volumes brought on by new developments.

! Assembly Bill 1600, which forms the basis for Sections 66000-66008 of the California
Government Code.




Use of the Impact Fee

The Mitigation Fee Act requires that the local government identify the public facilities that are to
be financed through the use of the impact fee. In the case of the RTMF there is guidance in
Measure “C" regarding the intended uses of RTMF funds:

“The RTMF shall apply to Regional Transportation Program-Measure “C” projects
identified in Tier 1, Tier 2 and other such regional projects as may be identified in
the RTMF Study.”

“Although it is the primary purpose of the RTP-MC funds to augment Tier | funding
levels, there is recognition that it is difficuft to accurately project revenues /
expenditures for a 20-year period. Therefore, in the event that additional resources
{e.g. federal or state earmarks) are made available to fully fund all of the Tier |
projects, then it is acknowledged that the Fresno Counly Transporiation Authority
(Authority), in consuftation with the Council of Fresno County Govermments
(Fresno COG), will have the flexibility to fund other urban and rural street and road
projects contained in the Tiar 2 list of regional transportation projects. This would
be accomplished through the Expenditure Plan update process, and appropriate
Tier 2 list project{s) would be amended into the Tier 1 funded program. *

“The RTMF shall also be structured to effectively address improvements identified
in the Fresno-Madera County Freeway Deficiency Study.”

Based on this guidance, FCOG determined that RTMF funds would be used for projects on the
Regional Transportation Program Tier 1 list and those identified in the Fresno-Madera County
Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study (FIDS). Furthermore, based on input from the member
agencies and the public, FCOG adopted a policy that the regional fee should be used only for
roads for regional significance. Only projects involving state facilities were considered “regional”
under this policy.

Later sections of this report show how projects were identified for inclusion in the RTMF program.
The list of projects to receive RTMF funding is shown in Table 26.

Determining the “Reasonable Relationships”

The Mitigation Fee Act requires the local government to determine how there are “reasonable
relationships” between: a) the use of the impact fee and the development type on which it is
imposed, b) the need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed,
and ¢) the amount of the impact fee and the facility cost attributable to the development project.

To determine the “use” relationship, the development being assessed an impact fee must be
reasonably shown to derive some use or benefit from the facility being built using the fee. In the
case of the RTMF the projects to be funded were selected based on their ability to satisfy three
sets of criteria, namely: that they were of high priority as expressed by the voters through the
Measure “C" Extension priority project lists, that they performed a regional (as opposed to local)
function, and that the need for the project was at least in part attributable to new development.
The fact that the projects that will be funded by the RTMF are high-priority regional roads means
that all of the county's new residents and businesses will benefit in important ways from the
maintenance of a reasonable level of service. Most drivers in the new developments can be
expected to use these roads regularly’, and those that do not will nevertheless benefit because
good traffic conditions on the RTMF-fuaded roads will keep drivers from diverting to other roads
and causing congestion in other parts of the county. Even residents or workers in the new

% This is shown in the traffic forecasting work described in a later section of this report.
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developments who do not drive at all will benefit from access to goods and services made
possible in part by the serviceability of the regional road network.

To determine the “need” relationship the facilities to be financed must be shown to be needed at
least in part because of the new development. One of the purposes of the RTMF study is to
determine extent to which each of the projects on the Measure “C” project lists are needed
because of new land development. This was determined by analyzing the forecast traffic demand
with the expected degree of new development and comparing that with the demand without new
development. Projecis were analyzed individually and the degree to which the need for the
project was attributable to new development varied widely from project to project. This analysis is
described in a later chapter of this report.

The “amount” relationship requires that there be a reasonable proportionality between the fee
charged to each type of development and the cost of the facility being financed. In the case of
the RTMF the differences in the traffic generated by different types of development were factored
into the fee to be charged for each type, as is described later in this report. '

Structure of the Analysis

The overall structure of the RTMF Study is shown in Figure 1. The study was comprised of six
major tasks as follows:

Validate Traffic Model - The main analytical tool used in the deficiency analysis was the
FCOG traffic model. The first step in the study was to perform a series of tests to ensure
that the model functioned properly and could be used as a basis for the fee calculation.

Determine Existing and Future Levels of Service (LOS) - The existing and future
levels-of-service for the projects covered by the study were determined using the travel
demand model.

Estimate Project Costs — The estimated cost for each project was checked and updated
using cost data from recent projects.

Determine Funding Shortfall — Future levels of funding that could be available for
funding the projects of interest were estimated for the twenty-year period of the RTMF.

Attribute Demand to Sources — The extent to which the demand for each project stems
from existing traffic or future development was determined.

Compute RTMF Fees and Revenues — The final task was to compute the level of fee for
different land uses and the total amount of funding that would be generated by the RTMF
under several different sets of policy assumptions.

This report describes the methodology used for the analysis and presents the results of the study.

The reader should note that the RTMF was only one of several types of funding sources named
in Measure “C" Extension. The suitability or unsuitability of any project for RTMF funding is not
related to its suitability for funds from the Measure “C” Extension sales tax or other funding
sources, but is dependent on the relative share of project need and the related cost attributable to
the impacts of new development in Fresno County in accordance with the provision of the
Mitigation Fee Act.
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Figure 1: Overall Structure of the RTMF Study




2. VALIDATING THE TRAFFIC MODEL

BRecause the FCOG traffic model is a key analytical tool in this study, it was important to verify
that it is capable of producing reasonable forecasts before using it as the basis for the nexus
caiculation. Details of the model can be found in Fresno County Traffic Model
Calibration/Validation Report and Mode! Documentation®. The tests used to validate the model
and the adjustments made to the model are described in the sections below.

Tests of the Traffic Model — Forecasts of Daily Volumes _ﬁ

FCOG's traffic model produces both forecasts of daily traffic, voiumes and forecasts of evening
peak-hour volumes. These were tested separately. :

The study team selected a sample of recent traffic count data from twenty fwe sites (a total of fifty
counts, since each site was counted in both dlrecttpns) and compared the model's forecast of
traffic to the actual traffic volumes found in the counts. Figure 2 shows a comparison of the
model forecast of daily traffic to the actual counted traffic. The shaded area shows the
acceptable deviation set forth in Caltrans’ model validation gusdelanes Figure 2 indicates that
there is no apparent bias in the daily model (under-estimates and over-estimates cccur about
equally), that none of the errors is very large, and that more than three-guarters of the sites lie
within Caltrans’ allowable deviations.
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Figure 2: Model Forecast of Daily Traffic versus Traffic Counts

Table 1 shows the results of the tests of the daily forecasts with respect to Caltrans’ validation
guidelines. As can be seen in the table, the daily forecasts produced by the FCOG traffic model
exceed every standard for acceptability.

* Dowling Associates, September 2001
* Travel Forecasting Guidefines, Caltrans, November 1992




Tabile 1: Validation Test Results for Daily Forecasts
Validation ltem ﬁgi‘;’;‘;a“nfg Daily Model
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Tests of the Traffic Model — Forecasts of PM EeéR~Hour Volumé's:__:

A similar set of performance tests were run on the PM peak-hour forecasts:produced by the
FCOG traffic model. In this case, however, the results (see Figure 3) were not favorable. The
errors are larger and there appeared to be a definite tendency towards over-estimating traffic.
The original PM peak hour model therefore did not meet the acceptance criteria for use in the

study.
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Figure 3: Oriﬁinai PM Peak Hour Forecasts versus Traffic Counts

in consultation with FCOG staff, it was determined that the most likely source of error in the peak-
hour model was the peak-hour factor, which is a model parameter that distributes daily traffic
among different hours of the day. it was found that by adjusting the peak-hour factor a version of
the model could be created that more accurately reflected traffic use in peak-hour LOS
calculations. This is shown in Figure 4, which compares the revised model forecast of peak hour
traffic to the actual counted traffic. The shaded area shows the acceptable deviation found in
Caltrans’ validation guidelines. Figure 4 indicates that there is no apparent bias in the revised
model {under-estimates and over-estimates occur about equally), that none of the errors are very




large, and that ninety percent of the validation results lie within Caltrans’ allowable deviations.
Table 2 shows the results of these tests with respect fo Caltrans’ validation guidelines. As can be
seen in the table, the revised version of the model exceeds every standard for acceptability.
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Figure 4: Adjusted PM Pe:ak Hour Forecasts. versus Traffic Counts

Table 2: Validation Test Results for PM Peak-Hour Model

Criterion for | Original PM | Revised PM

Validation ftem .~ | . acceptance | Peak Model | Peak Model

% of Links within Ca!trans At ieast 5”5% 52% X any, v
: 9

Deviation Standard

'Sum of 2-way Volume of Al | Within 10% of 0 - v
Counted Links 1. Actual 27% X within 1%
Correlation between Counts At least 88% 99% 95% v

and Model Forecast
Source: Caltrans, Parsons Brinckerhoff

Having Endependentl'y: té.Sted the traffic model and found the revised version to meet the
acceptance criteria recommended by Caltrans, the Project Development Committee (PDT)
accepted the model as a reasonable basis for the RTMF nexus analysis.




3. DEFICIENCY ANALYSIS

The Mitigation Fee Act permits agencies to collect impact fees based on the degree that new
development is expected to contribute to deficient traffic conditions. There are several key
aspects to this, including the definition of what constitutes deficient conditions, the amount of
traffic generated by new development, and the differentiation of the traffic associated with new
development from the traffic associated with existing developments. The sections below describe
how the deficiencies associated with new development were determined.

Traffic Level-of-Service

Traffic conditions are often described in terms of traffic level of service (LOS), which ranges from
LOS “A”, indicating that drivers experience little delay, to LOS “F”, indicating that drivers are likely
to encounter traffic congestion with tow speeds and stop-and-go conditions. Like many agencies,
FCOG has elected to use the LOS tables developed by the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) for general planning studies such as this one. The FDOT tables are documented in
FDOT's 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook® and were developed using the methodologies
found in the most recent edition of the Highway Gapacity Manual’. The RTMF study makes use
of the tables that define the threshold volumes for the range LO®'s for various types of roads.
These are shown in Tables 3 through 12. The values shown in the tables are the maximum traffic
volumes for each level of service (LOS). For example, the first value shown in Table 3 is
"11,200", which means that an average 2-way daily volume of 11,100 would be LOS "C", while a
2-way volume of 11,300 would be LOS "D", since it exceeds the maximum volume of 11,200 for

LOS*C".

Table 3: State Class Il Urban Arterials (2.0-4.5 intersections per mile)

Daily Voiume (2-way) Hourly Volume (1-way}

LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS
l!cll E'DII IIEEU Stcll IIDI! !!E!!

Undivided | 11,200 | 15,400 | 16,300 590 810 850
Divided 26,000 | 32,700 | 34,500 | 1,360 | 1,710 | 1,800
Divided 40,300 | 49,200 | 51,800 | 2,110 |, 2,570 | 2,710
Divided 53,300 | 63,800 | 67,000 | 2,790 . 3,330 | 3,500

Number | Divided or
of Lanes | Undivided

[e<I eI

® State of Florida Department of Transportation, 2002
® Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Transportation Research Board, 2000.
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Table 4: State Class Il Urban Arterials (more than 4.5 intersections per
mile)
Dai - Vol -
Number | Divided or aily Volume (2-way)} Hourly Volume {1-way)
of Lanes | Undivided | LOS "C" | LOS"D"  LOS “E" l;g? l;g? l;gS
2 Undivided 5,300 12,600 15,500 280 660 810
4 Divided 12,400 28,900 32,800 650 1,510 1,720
6 Divided 19,500 44,700 49,300 1,020 2,330 2,580
8 Divided 25,800 58,700 63,800 1,350 3.070 3,330
Table 5: Major City/County Urban Roads
ily Vol - Hourl w
Number | Divided or Daily Volume (2-way) curly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Undivided | Losc™ | Los"D" | Los*e" | 0% | YO% | 103
2 Undivided 9,100 14,600 15,600 480 760 810
4 Divided 21,400 31,100 32,900 1,120 1,620 1,720
3 Divided 33,400 46,800 49,300 1,740 2,450 2,580
8 Divided 44,133’ 61,250 63,800 2,310 | 3,200 3,330

Tabie 6: Urban Freeways, Interchanges Less Than 2 Miles Apart
Daily Vol 2~ Hourly Vol -
Number | Divided o aily Volume (2-way) ourly Volume {1-way)
of Lanes | Undivided | oS "C" | LOS "D" LOS LOS LOS LOS
llElI “Cl' I!D!I IIE“
4 Divided 52,000 67,200 76,500 | 2,660 | 3,440 | 3,910
6 Divided 81,700 105,800 : 120,200 i 4,180 | 5,410 | 6,150
8 Divided 111,400 | 144,300 | 163,800 | 5,700 | 7,380 | 8,380

7 Italicized values are extrapolated from other figures in the Florida DOT tables.

=




Table 7: Urban Freeways, Interchanges More Than 2 Miles Apart
ity Vol - H Vol -
Number | Divided or Daily Volume {2-way) ourly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Undivided ! [os"C" | LOS"D" | LOS"E" Eg? E;g? Lgs
4 Divided 55,200 67,100 74,600 2,840 3,580 3,980
B Divided 85,300 103,600 115,300 ; 4,550 5,530 6,150
8 Divided 115,300 140,200 166,000 | 6,150 7.480 8,320
10 Divided 175,500 213,500 237,100 | 7,760 9,440 | 10,480
Table 8: Uninterrupted Flow Rural Highways
Dail - Hourly V -
Number | Divided or aily Volume (2-way) ourly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Undivided | Los"c" | LOS"D" | LOS "E" i;g? ';;gf’ Eg?
2 Undivided 7,900 13,700 27,500 420 730 1,470
4 Divided 40,800 52,400 58,300 2,200 2,830 3,140
6 Divided 61,200 78,600 87,400 3,330 | 4,240 | 4,710

Table 9: Rural Highways with Isolated Signalized Intersections

ity Vol 2. Vol 1+

Number | Divided or Daily Volume (2-way) Hourly Volume {1-way}
of Lanes | Undivided | Los"Cc" | LOS "D" | LOS "E" Lgs l:'g? LgS

2 Undivided 8,000 10,700 12,100 430 580 650

4 Divided 17,400 23,000 25,200 940 1,240 | 1,360

6 Divided 27,100 35,500 43,100 1,460 | 1,910 | 2,320

Table 10: Rural Interrupted Fiow Arterials
Dai 1 2- H -

Number | Divided or aily Volume (2-way) curly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Undivided | 10s"Cc" | LOS"D" | LOS "E” ';g? Eg? l;g?

2 Undivided 11,000 13,900 14,900 590 740 800

4 Divided 25,500 29,400 31,200 1,360 1,570 1,660

6 Divided 39,400 44,200 46,800 2,100 2,360 2,500

10




Table 11: Ali Rura! Freeways

Daily Vol - Hourl I -
Number | Divided or aily Volume (2-way) ourly Volume (1-way)

Of Lanes Undivided LOS IICH Los LOS "E“ LOS LOS LOS

"D “cr "D" “E"
4 Divided 47,800 56,600 63,000 2,740 | 3,240 | 3,600
6 Divided 73,900 87.400 97.200 4,230 | 5,000 | 5560
8 Divided 1,000 118,400 | 131,400 5720 | 6,770 | 7,520

Table 12: Freeway Ramps®_

Daily Volume {2-way) Hourly Volume {1-way)

Ramp Type tos-c* | Los"p" | Los"e" | LO% | LO% | LOS
Loop Ramp 11,200 12,600 14,000 9331 1,050 1,167
Diamond Ramp 13,600 15,300 17,000 | 1,133 1,276} 1,417
Freeway-to-Fwy Loop 12,800 14,400 16,000 | 1,067 | 1,200} 1,333
Freeway-to-Fwy Diamond 16,000 18,000 20,0001 1,333 | 1,500} 1,867

A key feature of these tables is that a distinction is made between rural and urban areas,
reflecting the fact that drivers’ expectations vary depending on the type of area they are driving
through. For the purposes of the 1.OS analysis FCOG directed the RTMF study team to consider
all road segments located within the sphere of influence of any incorporated city as “urban” and
those located outside of the sphere of influence of an incorporated city as “rural”.

The FDOT level-of-service tables do not cover freeway ramps. For projects in this functional
class the LOS thresholds developed for FCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan were used.

Existing and Future Deficiencies

For the purposes of the RTMF Study, a “capacity deficiency” is defined as a condition where a
facility would not meet the level-of-service threshold mandated by FCOG, which is LOS “D". One
of the first major steps in the RTMF Study was to identify where deficiencies are likely to occur in
the regional road network if the expected level of future development were to take place.

Fees collected under the Mitigation Fee Act must be based on a nexus between the projects to
be funded by mitigation fees and the impacts resulting from the development that is being
assessed the fee. Mitigation fees cannot be used to correct existing deficiencies and therefore
- the analysis must distinguish between deficiencies that exist today and those that will arise only if
development takes place.

% LOS thresholds for freeway ramps were provided by VRPA Technologies. These figures are
consistent with those used to develop the Fresno COG Regional Transportation Plan.

11




Overview of the Deficiency Analysis Methodology
The methodology used in the deficiency analysis is outlined in Figure 5 below. The major steps

include:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

i

1HIE[“|

The main analytical tool used in the deficiency analysis was the FCOG traffic model.
This model was first developed in 2001 and is frequently updated by FCOG staff.
Existing land uses are classified by type and location and stored in a data file as a major

input to the model,
A second major input into the model is a file containing details of the location, capacity,

and free-flow speed of the existing roads in Fresno County. The model also has other
input parameters, such as trip generation rates, that were left unchanged during the

deficiency analysis.

The existing land use file, the existing road network fi Ee’ é'nd several other parameters
were used as inputs to the model to generate an estimate of exastmg traffic volumes on
each road section in Fresno County. -

FCOG provided the study team with the resuits of recent traffic counts taken throughout
the county. .

The traffic counts were compared to the traffic estimates from the FCOG traffic model to
determine whether the model was sufficiently accurate for use in the RTMF study. This
was described in the previous chapter.

The PM peak-hour component of the model was revased to correct for a tendency to over-
forecast traffic volumes prior to use in the study
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Figure 5. Steps in the Deficiency Analysis
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7} FCOG established its level-of-service (LOS) thresholds based on the threshold tables
developed by the Florida Department of Transportation. The Florida DOT tables are
widely used throughout the country as a transparent and easily-administered version of
the Highway Capacity Manual 1LOS methodology.

8) The existing traffic volumes were then compared to the LOS thresholds to determine
where deficiencies already exist.

9) FCOG's assumptions regarding future development were then entered into the traffic
model.

10) The model was run assuming future land uses (existing land uses plus future
development) but no changes to the existing road network. The output was a forecast of
future traffic volumes under these conditions.

11) The traffic volumes were then compared to the LOS tables fo determine where future
roadway capacity deficiencies are likely to occur if the expected amount of development
takes place.

The next section describes the future year land use assumptions used in this analysis.

Land Use Assumptions

FCOG's responsibilities for long-term planning entail the use of population and employment
forecasts. The forecasts currently used by FCOG were prepared for the 2000-2025 period by the
Central California Future Institute (CCFI) and were later extrapolated to 2030 by FCOG staff®.
These forecasts are summarized in Table 13 below. —

Table 13: Summary of Development Assumptions
Total Average
Forecast ltem 2005 2015 2025 Growth Annual
Growth Rate
Population 899,288 1,086,432 1,290,264 | 43.5% 1.8%
Households 302,621 370,089 443,195 | 46.5% 1.8%
Total Employment 373,494 461,541 557,364 | 49.2% 2.0%
Retail 56,041 69,454 83,868 | 49.7% 2.0%
Service 81,760 115,412 151,442  85.2% 3.1%
Government 36,152 44 370 53,636 | 48.4% 2.0%
Educational 36,246 48,189 61.252 | 69.0% 2.7%
Other 163,288 184,548 207,166 | 26.9% 1.2%

® See 2006 Fresno COG Conformity Analysis Model Documentation
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The CCFI forecasts an overall long-term rate of population growth of 1.8%, which is the same as
the growth actually measured between the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census for Fresno County.
These forecasts also predict a slightly higher rate of growth for employment than for househoids,
which is a continuation of an existing trend in California.

Other forecasts of population and employment are avaitable from the California State Department
of Finance and the State Department of Transportation Office of Transportation Economics. The
CCFI growth forecasts fall between the forecasts of these two agencies.

In terms of spatial distribution, the forecasts assume that most population growth will be
concentrated within the spheres of influence of the cities of Fresno and Clovis. However,
moderate population growth is expected in a wide swath on both sides of Highway 99 (see Figure
6 below). The fastest growth in employment is expected to occur along the eastern edges of the
cities of Fresno and Clovis (see Figure 7 below). Outside of the metropolitan area the growth of
employment is distributed more evenly than the growth in population.
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Figure 6: Spatial Distribution of Anticipated Population Growth, 2005-2030
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Figure 7: Spatial Distribution of Ant_icipa't_;éﬁ_c'{'-;E__mpE_oy'rﬁent Growth, 2005-2030

Determining Average Volume and Volume-to-Capac:ty {V/C) Ratio

As stated earlier, the average voEumes for each pro;ect were taken from model runs of the FCOG
traffic model. Daily volumes were-used for all projects except for those related to freeway
interchanges, in which case, peak—hour voiumes were used.

Most of the proposed prOJects consnsted of more than one link in the model which raised the issue
of which link or links should be used to represent the project in the analysis. For the purposes of
this anaIySis the most congested link, as measured by the V/C ratio, was used fo represent the
facility; based on the reasoning that the congested portion of the facility represents the primary
deficiency and would be the: :mpetus for consideration of an improvement project.

There were severai special cases that required a somewhat different approach. The traffic signal
synchromzatlon project and the trafflc management center (Urban Tier 2 Projects EE and NN} are
therefore excluded frc_)m___the analysis. Certain other projects involve entirely new facnzttes and so
there is no existing traffic or V/C ratio. In such cases the volumes, capacities and V/C ratios of
the existing alternate routes that most closely serve the same function as the proposed project
were substituted. For exampie, for the SR-180 eastward extension {Urban Tier 1 Project A) the
traffic conditions on Olive Avenue and Belmont Avenue were used since those would be the
alternate routes if SR-180 was not extended.

Results to the Deficiency Analysis

The results of the deficiency analysis are shown in Tables 14, 15, and 16. The key results from
the point of view of levying a traffic mitigation fee are shown in the shaded celis in the tables. The
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yellow-shaded cells in these tables indicate facilities that currently meet FCOG's LOS standard of
“D”, but will not meet that standard in the future if land development occurs as expected and
additional road capacity is not provided. This combination of conditions indicates a nexus
between land development and a capacity deficiency and therefore indicates a project that would
meet the legal requirement for eligibility for funding through mitigation fees.

The green-shaded cells indicate facilities that already fail to meet FCOG's LOS standard of “D”
and whose V/C ratio would worsen in the future if land development proceeds as expected and
additional road capacity is not provided. For such projects, a distinction will need to be made
between the portion of the future deficiency that is aftributable to existing traffic and the portion
attributable to future land development. Only the latter portion has a nexus to mitigating the
impact of new development and therefore would be eligible for funding' through a mitigation fee.

Projects with no shading are expected to meet FCOG's LOS standard of "D even without
capacity improvements. By definition there is no deficiency requiring correction, so these projects
would not be eligible for funding through a traffic mitigation fee. However, this does not mean
that the project may not be justified under some other cr;tena used for a different funding source.

Table 14: V/C ratio and LOS _fq_r;_'l"i"er 1 Projects

Project ) E)_(_isﬁng Future
D Project Name VIC T 108 Vic P
Ratio e Ratio
A | SR-180 East Seg I 1790 E 2.62 S
B | SR-180 West:Seg Il _ 1.69 T 2.1 R
C | SR-41/SR-168/SR-180 0.90 D 1.42 F
D | Willow Avenue : 0.77 D 1.80 F
E E | Temperance Avenue 0.79 D 1.54 F
w| F | Ventura Boulevard 0.67 C or better 1.03 E
1 G | SR-99 Monterey. Bridge Retrofit 0.61 Corbetter | 1.01 E
Z | H_| California Ave Widening 0.54 D 1.28 F
E 170 | Peach Ave Widening. 1.40 R s N A S
SF.d | SR-41 Auxiliary'Lane 0.51 C or better 0.70 C or better
K § Herndon Ave Widening 0.66 D 1.09 E
I. |:Shaw Ave Upgrades 128 | iR o) 229 oo oFo s
M | SR-99 North & Cedar Interchanges 0.17 Corbetter | 0.65 | C orbetter
N | veteran’s Boulevard 1.91 S 317 i FEY
A | 5R-180West - 0.62 D 0.99 b
B | SR-180 East:Seg Hi 0.95 D 2.62 F
C | SR-180 East Seg IV 1.00 | "B . 1.34 CE
; D | SR-180 East Seg V 0.96 D 1.31 E
w] E | Friant Road Widening 0.24 C or better 0.39 C or better
=] F | Golden State Boulevard 0.18 Corbetter | 047 | Corbetter
g G | SR-269 Bridge improvement 0.57 Corbetter | 0.90 D
x H § SR-180 West |5 Extension 0.35 C or better 0.57 C or better
i | | Mountain View Ave Widening 0.68 D 1.26 E
’ J | Mendocino Ave Widening 0.22 C or better 0.30 C or better
K | S8R-99 American Ave Interchange 0.15 C or better 0.50 C or better
L | I-5/SR-198 Interchange Improvement 0.17 C or befier 0.28 C or better
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Table 15: VIC Ratio and LOS for Tier 2 Projects

. Existing Future
Pr?éed Project Name Vie Vic
- LOS . LOS
Ratio Ratio
AA | SR-99 Ramp Improvement 0.83 C or better 1.10 E
BB | SR-41 O Street Auxiliary Lanes 0.24 .Cor better 0.31 | C or better
CC | Friant Road Widening 083 |~ D 1.11 F
DD | SR-99 Shaw Ave Interchange 0491 "D 0.97 D
«~ | _EE | Traffic Synchronization Not Computable Not Computable
| FF | Herndon Ave Widening - 0:39 Corbetter | 0.87 D
}ﬂmw; GG | SR-99 Auxiliary Lanes 1:70.61 Corbetfer | 0.86 D
= | HH | Blackstone Ave Tumn Lanes - 135 [ F b 147 0 R
<[ 11| SR-99 Shields Ave Overcrossing - 0.22 C or better | 0:45 | C or better
| JJ ] MeCall Widening .1 012 ['Corbetter | 030 | Corbetter
2| KK Shepherd Ave Widening . 0.26° | Corbetter | 0.61 | Cor better
LL | SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes - (.69 C or better 0.82 D
MM | SR-99 Widening e 0.53 Corbetter | 0.84 D
NN | Traffic Management Center N Not Computable Not Computable
00 | Minnewawa 4-Lane Project . 071 12 Cor better 1.81 F
AA | SR-99 Interchange Improvement o84 | D 142 F
BB | SR-145 Widening . .7 0802 Corbetter | 0.84 D
N1 CC | SR-33Widening - 3 0.44 Corbetter | 0.72 | Cor better
ﬁ DD | Academy Parkway - 0.41 C or hetter 0.69 | C or better
| EE | SR-41 Central & American Interchange 0.45 D 1.41 F
*5 FF | Millerton' Road Widening - 0.63 D 0.79 D
& GG __| Manning Ave Widening L 0.68 D 0.94 D
| HH |'SR=43 Widening.~ 0.96 D 1.41 E
Il | McCall Ave Connection 0.17 Corbetter | 0.73 | Corbetter
dd P SR-180 E Sjes Vi 0.94 D 1.28 E
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Table 16: V/C Ratio and LOS for FIDS Projects

Existing Future
Project 1D Project Name
vic LOS vic LOS
Ratio Ratio

1 SR-89/Mountain View 0.34 C or better 0.47 C or better

2 SR-99/Floral 0.23 C or better 0.24 C or better
w 3 SR-99/Manning 027 C or better 0.49 | C orbetter
(L) 4 SR-99/Central 0.43 C or better 0.32 C or better
Z 5 | SR-99/Ventura 0.44 Corbetter | 0.86 | C or better
5 6 SR-99/Fresno 0.56 C or better 0.91 D
b 7 SR-89/Stanislaus 0.21 C or better 0.71 C or better
g 8 | SR-99/Belmont 0.72 Corbetter | 1.14 F
z 7l 9 | SR-99/Clve 0.12 Corbetter | 0.78 | C or better
% 21 10 | SR-99/Clinton 0.59 C or better 0.88 : C orbetter
z » 11 | SR-99/Ashlan 0.81 Corbetter | 0.91 D
w s[ 12 | SR-99/Shaw 0.44 C or better 0.71 | Cor better
o E 13 SR-99/Herndon 0.26 C or better 0.57 C or better
t o4 SR-41/Van Ness 0.36 C or better 0.67 C or better
E o] 15 SR-41/Tulare&Divisadero 0.77 C or better 1.16 F
- w48 | SR-41/McKinley L 0.65 C or better 0.77 | Corbetter
" 17 | SR-41/Shields 0.59 C or better 0.84 C or better
'{,‘ 18 | SR-41/Ashlan 0.65 C or better 1.06 E
b} 19 | SR-41/Shaw... . 0.57 C or better 1.00 D
3 20 | SR-41/Builard 0.64 Corbetter | 1.19 F
E 21 SR-41/Friant : 1.04 s ) 1.27 S S

22 | SR-180/N, Fulton & Van Ness 0.68 C or better 1.04 E

23 ] SR-168/Bullard o 0.19 C or batter 0.78 | Corbhetter

24 | SR-168/Shaw 0.53 C or better 1.02 E
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4, COST REVIEW METHODOLOGY

Purpose of the Cost Estimate Review
The cost estimate review undertaken as part of this study is intended to serve several purposes:

« To provide agencies an opportunity to update project cost estimates in light of situations
that may have changed since the Measure “C” Extension was developed.

« To provide an independent check on the reasonableness of the estimates, thereby
lessening the risk that errors in the cost estimates would result in the RTMF either over-
or under-charging new development for needed mitigations.

« To ensure that project cost components meet the legal eligibility requirements set forth in
the Mitigation Fee Act and were handled in a reasonably consistent manner for projects
from different jurisdictions, while taking into consideration the differences in settings.

The cost estimate review was undertaken in the knowledge that Measure “C” Extension is a
twenty-year program with projects in different stages of preparation ranging from litle more than a
preliminary concept all the way to final designs ready for construction. In many cases detailed
information was not available because projects are still in the concept stage. Nevertheless, an
effort was made to accomplish the three goals described above to the extent possible. The
RTMF program is expected to incorporate a mechanism for regular periodic reviews of the project
list that will enable further refinement of project cost estimates as projects progress through the
various stages of design.

An overview of the methodology used to develop the forecasts is provided in the section below.

Overview of the Cost Review Methodology

The methodology used in the deficiency analysis is outlined in Figure 8 below. The major steps
include:

1) The first step was to contact each project’s lead agency to request their most recent
information on the cost of Measure “C" Extension projects. This request was made either
through the agency representatives on the PDT, direct contact by telephone, or at
meetings at the agencies’ offices.

2) Two types of information were requested; namely cross-sections and layouts showing
what the project entailed and the cost estimates prepared by the agency.

3) The project layouts and cross-sections were used to estimate the quantities of various
components of the project, such as cubic feet of earth moved, square feet of pavement
constructed, and linear feet of curb and gutier to be provided. These quantities were
compared to the quantities used in the agency cost estimates and discrepancies were
identified.

4) Next, the various components of the project were reviewed to determine if any were
clearly ineligible under the Mitigation Fee Act. For example, an otherwise eligible
capacity expansion project might include a beautification component whose costs are not
atlowable under the RTMF.

The agency budgets were also checked to determine if any allowable cost was omitted,
such as environmental mitigations during construction or the cost of relocating utilities.
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5) The product of the review of guantities and components was a revised estimate of
guantities.

6) Unit costs for such things as asphalt concrete, storm drainage, and lane striping were
taken from a variety of sources, and high- and low-end unit costs were determined for
each.

7) The high- and low-end unit costs were then multiplied by the revised quantities to
produce high- and low-end cost estimates for each project. The high- and low-end costs
defined the “expected range” of cost estimates for each project.

8) The agency cost estimates were checked for math errors.

9) The agency project cost estimates were then compared to the “expected range” to gauge
whether the agency estimates could be considered reasonable.

10) The draft cost review analysis for each project was sent to the lead agency and to FCOG

' for comment. In some cases the cost reviews were revised in light of agency comments

while in other cases the agency estimates were revised in light of the reviewing
engineers’ comments.

11) Once a project cost estimate was considered reasonable by afl three parties (FCOG, the
agency, and the reviewing consultants} it was considered complete and acceptable as
the basis for the fee analysis.

The next sections provide additional detall regarding some of the key steps in the cost review
process.

Review of Quantities

Each lead agency was asked to provide project information, including preliminary cost estimates,
a complete project description, and typical section. The information provided for each project
ranged greatly, from nothing more than the project description listed in the Measure “C” Extension
brochure to detailed tables using the Basic Engineering Estimate System. The information
provided for each project dictated the method of approach used to generate a project cost
estimate.

For about half of the projects there was little or no detailed information available except for the
project description in the Measure “C” Extension ballot materials. In such cases independent cost
estimates were generated by the reviewing engineer using this project description and generic
unit cost information for similar facilities (e.g. $4.7 million per mile for new 2-lane roads).

The basefine conditions for each project were determined using aerial photographs. In some
cases this task was complicated by the fact that the landscape had changed or was changing due
to development activities. In some images, consiruction equipment could be seen and so the
extent of existing improvements was not clear. A limited number of field checks were made to
supplement the aerial imagery. In cases where construction seemed to be occurring in Measure
“C” Extension project locations, that portion of the project was assumed complete, or at least
funded, and was removed from the revised cost estimates and noted in the project assumptions.
Roadway standards for each jurisdiction were used to determine the typical section of the
proposed improvement for the purpose of establishing roadway guantities and associated costs.
In certain cases typical sections were determined by examining adjacent roadway segmenis that
had already been improved and assuming that a consistent geometric design would be carried
through to the next section. Agency design standards were used when available, otherwise
Caltrans standards were assumed. If no specific project information was provided, the typical
section used to generate pavement costs was assumed to be 8.5" of asphalt concrete over 23" of
aggregate base.
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The aerial imagery programs were also used to determine other potential impacts, such as utility
relocations, struciure widening, signal improvements, full right-of-way takes, and potential
retaining and sound wall locations.

Review of Components

The cost estimates provided by the lead agencies were also checked to verify that the cost of all
major items were included such as erosion control, traffic control, environmentat mitigation, and
right of way. In addition, 31% was added to construction budgets to account for “soft” costs such
as design, environmental clearance, and construction management. A contingency factor of
20%-35% was used depending on the guality of the available data, with higher contingencies
being used for projects where the data was less complete. The cost for all roadway items
includes clearing and grubbing, roadway excavation, and placement of improvement, uniess
otherwise noted.

High- and Low-End Unit Costs

An independent reviewer's cost estimate was generated using this information with a range of
costs associated with specific improvements. This range of costs was developed using standard
industry unit pricing. In some instances, the improvement costs were dependent on whether the
project was in a rural or urban area. For example, utility adjustments for rural locations tend to
cost tess than in urban areas because underground utilities are more common in urban areas
than rural areas. Table 17 illustrates the improvement line items that were typically used in
estimating Measure “C” Extension projects and the costs associated with each.

Table 17: Summary of Per-Unit Cost Assumptions

Typical Costs Urban Rural
Low High Low High

12' Lane (AC) (Per additional Lane) $Q0/LF $120/LF $30/LF $120/LF
12' Lane (PCCP)} (Per additional L.ane) $120/LF | $150/LF $120/LF $150/LF
Curb, Guiter, and Sidewalk {Both sides) $120/LF $120/LF (if required)
Storm Drainage {Both Side) $34/LF $40/LF - -
Draihage {Ditch Excavation) - - $12.50/LF $15/LF
Signing and Striping STILF $20/LF* $7/ILF $20/LF*
Traffic Control 5% 10% 2% 5%
Erosion Control 1% 3% 1% 3%
Shoulder (it Shoulder Width/LF of Project) $15 $15
14' Landscaped Median (w/ curb & irrigation) $60/LF $60/LF
Signal Interconnect $10/LF $10/LF
Utility Adjustment $15/LF $60/LF $15/LF { $20/LF
Lighting $40/LF $60/LF 120,000/ Intersection

Note: * The high end for signing and striping is typically used for freeways and expressways.

The Caltrans 2006 Contract Cost Data was used to determine unit costs for specific line items.
Both statewide and district averages were compared to give a range of cosis for those items
data was available. This check provided guidance on items that may have been
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under- or over-estimated. For example, some projects’ original cost estimates used $60/ton for
asphalt concrete when this item typically costs $80/ton. If the $60/ton estimate was used in
funding the project and the bids came at $80/on, then these projects could potentially have
substantial budget shortfalls.

Selecting Which Cost to Use

Once the expected range of costs was defined, the next step was to determine a single cost
figure for use in the computation of the RTMF. It should be stressed that the only purpose of
these cost estimates was to provide a reasonable basis for collecting an impact fee; the estimates
do not imply official approval, nor are they meant to preclude future revisions as each project’s
situation evolves. As is generally the case for planning-level studies, it was assumed that
although the cost estimate for individual projects may prove tc:be high or low, when the
aggregate cost of the entire list of projects is considered the under- and over-estimates for
individual projects will tend to cancel each other out. :

The method used for selecting the cost estimate is ouﬂmed in the form uf a dec;suon tree in Figure
9 below: :

S0 Tierd Tier 2
Projects Projects
of Not retevant to RTRF. & 2
"} Costs not reviewed
gt Adiusted |1 Use B
....... Est. Highar| Upiper End
Yes o -
Yes Add Missing Adjusied Use
e # Est, Within F—# Adjusted g
Compaonents "
s — Range | Estirnats
. L Adjusied Use PB 2
Project Yes p— o Est. Lower Lower End
Clearty Missing? ’
Ineligible? L
1
No
Updated . N s 5 i
Agensy § 1 o - Zsliivale;
Estimate
Available?
. “ifsa, PB
LawarEnd'
ves ol UsaPB ] g 5
" {Mid-Rangs
> Scope [
No - Changed?
4
1 3

Figure 9: Decision Tree for Selecting Cost Estimate
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The first branch in the decision tree was to determine whether the project was clearly ineligible for
funding under the Mitigation Fee Act. If the project was clearly ineligible then it is irrelevant to the
nexus study and no cost review was performed. The next question was whether or not the
sponsoring agency provided an updated project cost estimate.  If an updated estimate was
available, the next step was to determine whether the updated estimate covered all project
components or whether some components were missing. For example, in some cases agencies
estimated construction costs but did not include soft costs such as environmental clearance and
design, while in other cases a project was {o be implemented in stages and estimates were made
only for the initial stages. If components were missing, then PB estimated the costs of the
missing compeonents and used these to produce an adjusted estimate. In either case the
estimate was then compared to the expected range to see whether it fell within the range and, if
not, whether it was higher or lower. If the agency estimate fell within the expected range then the
agency estimate was used. If not, then if the agency estimate was above the range then the
upper limit of the expected range was used, and if it was below the range then the lower limit of
the expected range was used.

In cases where the fead agency did not provide an updated cost estimate then the cost review
centered on the cost estimate in the original Measure “C” Extension ballot material. if the scope
of the project had changed since Measure “C" Extension was passed but the agency had not yet
updated its cost estimate, then the middle of the range of the PB estimate was used. If there
were no changes io the project scope then the Measure “C" Extension estimate was compared to
the expected range to see whether it fell within the range and, if not, whether it was higher or
lower. If the Measure “C” Extension estimate fell within the expected range then the Measure “C’
Extension estimate was used. if not, then if the Measure “C" Extension estimate was above the
range then the upper limit of the range was used, and if it was below the range then lower limit of
the range was used.

Updated Costs for Each Project

The updated costs produced through the cosi review process described in the previous section
are shown in Tables 18 through 21 below.

Table 18: Updated Costs for Urban Tier 1 Projects
Project . Measure "C" Updated Cost
!é) Project Name Cost Estimate pEstimate
A SR-180 East Segment !l $33,479,701 $33,480,000
B SR-180 West Segment i $6,995,758 $5,450,000
C SR-41/168/180 $29,981,821 $114,000,000
D Willow Avenue $13,991,517 $19,660,000
E Temperarice Avenue $5,996,364 $4,100,000
F Ventura Boulevard $5,000,000 $5,000,000
G SR-99 Monterey Bridge Retrofit $1,000,000 $1,000,000
H California Ave Widening $7,905,152 $12,550,000
| Peach Ave Widening $24,984,851 $17,300,000
J SR-41 Auxitiary Lane $3,000,000 $11,400,000
K Herndon Ave Widening $30,000,000 $42,200,000
L Shaw Ave Upgrades $31,580,852 $17,500,000
M SR-88 North & Cedar Interchanges $24,984,851 $81,220,000
N Veteran's Boulevard $60,000,000 $117,980,000
Total for Urban Tier 1 $278,890,867 $482,830,000
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Table 19: Updated Costs for Rural Tier 1 Projects
Project . Measure "C" Updated Cost
Ilj) Project Name Cost Estimate i}Estirnate
A SR-180 West $9,0993,940 $8,610,000
B SR-180 East Segment Hl| $14,491,214 $42,600,000
C SR-180 East Segment IV $38,976,368 $46,460,000
D SR-180 East Segment V $42,674,126 $59,920,000
£ Friant Road Widening $16,490,002 $5,800,000
F Golden State Boulevard $34,978,792 $34,880,000
G SR-269 Bridge Improvement $16,989,699 $16,990,000
H SR-180 West I-5 Extension $39,975,762 $183,000,000
i Mountain View Ave Widening $5,496,667 $25,630,000
J Mendocino Ave Widening $1,998,788 $3,350,000
K SR-98 American Ave Interchange $24,984,851 $24,300,000
L 1-5 Interchange Improvement $7,995,152 $12,010,000
Total for Rural Tier 1 $255,045,361 $463,750,000

Table 20: Updated Costs for Urban Tier 2 Projects
Praoject . Measure "C" Updated Cost
I[j) Project Name Cost Estimate pEstimate
AA SR-99 Ramp Improvement $7,985,152 $45.000,000
BB SR-41 Aux Lanes Herndon to O Str $162,000,000 $63,500,000
CC Friant Road Widening $3,993,940 $8.100,000
[3]3) - SR-99 Shaw Ave Interchange $34,978,792 $34,980,000
EE Traffic Synchronization $24,984,851 $24,980,000
FF Herndon Ave Widening $5,796,485 $16,410,000
GG SR-99 Auxiliary Lanes $59,963,643 $59,960,000
HH Blackstone Ave Turn Lanes $1,998.788 $2,200,000
i SR-99 Shields Ave Qvercrossing $59,963,643 $59,960.000
JJ McCall Widening $10,963,334 $10,980,000
KK Shepherd Ave Widening $15,480,608 $37,500,000
LL SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes' $9,993,940 $0
MM SR-99 Widening $29,981,821 $20,081,821
NN Traffic Management Center $993,940 $990,000
o0 Minnewawa 4-Lane Project $34,978,792 $17.800,000
Total for Urban Tier 2 $470,107,729 $412,140,000
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Table 21: Updated Costs for Rural Tier 2 Projects
Project . Measure “C" Updated Cost
i Project Name CostEstimate |  Estimate
AA SR-99 Interchange Improvement $24,984 851 $50,000,000
BB SR-145 Widening $22,986,063 $12,800,000
CC SR-33 Widening $8,245,001 $9,070,000
DD Academy Parkway $23,386,250 $6,100,000
EE SR-41 Interchange Upgrade $49,969,702 $32,000,000
FF Millerton Road Widening $11,992,729 $29,030,000
GG Manning Ave Widening $3,697,758 $15,200,000
MM SR-43 Widening $89,945.464 $47,500,000
I McCaill Ave Connection $34.978:792 $19,100,000
JJ SR-180 E Segment Vi $40,975,156 | $53,270,000
Total for Rural Tier 2 - $311,161,766 | $274 070,000

The results are shown in a different format in Figuréé 10 and 11.

In the figures the X-axis is the

original cost estimate used in the Measure “C" Extension brochure and the Y-axis is the updated

cost.

An “equal cost line” is shown to indicate where the updated cost equals the cost in the

Measure “C” Extension ballot materials. Dots shown above the equal cost line are cases where
the updated costs are higher than the original estimates, while dots below the equal cost line are
cases where the updated costs are lower. ' As can be seen.in the figures, project cost estimates
were revised in both directions since the passage of Measure “C” Extension. However, for Tier 1
projects in particular, the magnitude of the upward revisions for projects with cost increases tends
to be larger than the magnitude of the downward revisions for projects with cost decreases.

Figure 10: Comparison of Measure "C” and Updated Cost Estimates, Tier 1
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Prolects

There were many reasons why the costs changed sagmfecanﬁy bet\nfeen the time the Measure “‘C’
Extension ballot materials were being prepared and today. Some of the reasons include:

s The cost of construction matereats has escalated rapzdty in recent years for a variety of
reasons including rising land and fuel costs and the effect of a weakening U.S. dollar on
the cost of imported construction materials. Thts can be seen in Figure 12, which shows
Caltrans’ construction. price index for the every year since 1990. Note that prices rose
more in 2004 than they did:in the previous fifteen years ‘combined, followed the next year
by a second large price increase. Although prices have since fallen slightly, they are still
about double what they were when the ongmal cost estimates were made for most

Measure “C" Extensuon pro;ects
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Figure 12: Caitrans Construction Price Index (1987 prices = 100}
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Some of the cost estimates used in the Measure “C” Extension materials appear to have
n used by mistake. For example, three totally unrelated projects (California Avenue
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widening, the replacement of the North and Cedar Avenue interchanges, and
improvements fo the American Avenue interchange) are all listed as having identical
costs of $24,984,851. In another example, the $3 million estimate given for the SR-41
auxiliary lanes between Tulare Street and O Street appears to have come from a budget
estimate for 2 much smaller project to improve the O Street off-ramp that had a similar-
sounding hame.

« Some projects have moved forward using other funding sources since the Measure “C”
Extension ballot materials were prepared, and so the remaining budget request is for less
than the original request. For example, the City of Clovis used funds from its own impact
fees to implement most of the Shaw Avenue widening project, reducing the funding
needed from Measure “C" Extension from $31.5 million to $17 million.

* In several cases additional information has come to light that resulted in changes to the
project scope. For example, the City of Parlier found that the plan to widen Mendocino
Avenue would have been considerably more expensive than originatly thought due to the
need to remove several commercial gas storage tanks. The City is therefore revising
their plan, and instead infends to widen a parallel road, Academy Avenue, to serve the
same purpose as the original project. Similarly, for the case of the extension of SR-180
to I-5, the original alignment along Nees Avenue has been dropped in favor of a new
alignment with different cost characteristics.

« In other cases the lead agency changed the phasing of a project with consequent
changes to costs. For example, SR-180 East Segments [V and V were originally scoped
to be 2-lane expressways within a right-of-way capable of accommodating later
expansion to a 4-lane facility. Upon reconsideration Caltrans believes that the rapid
growth of demand in the area justifies implementing the exiension as 4-lanes from the
start, especially as the additional cost of doing so is relatively low.,

In all cases the approach used in this study was that it is the role of the lead agency, not the
consultant, to define or redefine the project. For example, if the lead agency’'s concept for the
project has evolved away from the concept originally used to prepare Measure “C” Extension then
there would be little point in basing the costs used for the RTMF on superseded information.
Note, however, that this does not mean that the updated costs will be automatically approved for
implementation; such a step could only be taken by the Fresno County Transportation Authority
(FCTA).

Conclusions Regarding Project Costs

Measure “C" Extension is a long-term program that will require petiodic adjustmenis as the
situation evolves over time. The original Measure "C” Extension ballot materials incorporated the
best cost information available at the time of their preparation. However, since that time, some
projects have dropped out of Measure “C” Extension as funds became available from other
sources, other projects have changed in scope, and prices for construction materials and right-of-
way have escalated rapidly. The overall estimated cost for the Tier 1 program has risen from
about $534 million in uninflated 2006 doilars to about $946 million; an increase of 77%. More
than half of the increase can be attributed to two projects, namely:

+ The largest increase is attributable to the extension of SR-180 west to 1-5. The original
alignment followed an existing road so much of the right-of-way had already been
purchased; while the new alignment would require the purchase of entirely new ROW.
The cost increase for this project affects the overall funding situation for Measure “C”
Extension but does not directly impact the RTMF because this project does not meet the
eligibility requirements for RTMF funding.

« The second-largest increase is attributable to the SR-41/168/180 braided ramps project.
E= Blihis project moves through its design stages it is becoming clear both that the project

28



will require more and longer structures than was originally thought and that the materials
to be used in these structures have increased in price.

The estimated costs for most Tier 2 projects had a net reduction of 16%, due to the fact that
several projects have already been fully or partially implemented using other funding sources.
The net reduction is also due in part to the fact that few Tier 2 projects have reached the design
stage, where unexpecied cost items are most likely to come to light.
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5. OTHER (NON-RTMF) SOURCES OF FUNDING

Measure “C” cites three sources of funding for projects, namely the Measure “C” sales tax, the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), and the RTMF. This section describes the
levels of funding that can be expected from the first two sources so that the size of the expected
unfunded portion can be determined. The figures used in this section are all expressed in
uninflated 2008 dollars.

Measure “C” Sales Tax

The most important effect of the original Measure “C” was to establish a sales tax that could be
used to fund improvements to the transportation system. The sales tax raised $671 million over
the life of the original Measure “C", $480 million (73.5%) of which was used for capital projects’".

Sales tax revenues grew steadily over the course of the original Measure “C" and are expected to
continue to grow during the period of the extension, though 2 ‘short downturn is expected in the
near term due to the current weak condition of the economy (see Flgure 13 below). The key
difference between the sales tax revenues in the original: Measure “C" and the extension, from the
perspective of road improvement programs, is that 73:5% of sales tax revenues were available
for capital projects during the original measure compared o oniy 29.4% being made available for
road improvements during the period of the measure extension ', So the transition from Measure
“C" to Measure "C” Extension will result in an approxzmate haivlng of funds available for major
road improvements for this source. .

$140.0

$120.0

Measure "C"

$100.0 Extension

Original Measure
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$40.0
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Figure 13: Measure "C" Sale Tax Revenue

" Another 25.0% was used to support local transportation and the remaining 1.5% was used to
,eover administrative costs.
? Measure “C” Extension also includes funding for public transit and transit-supportive measures,
local street maintenance and improvement, bicycle and pedestrian trails, and rail consolidation,
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Based on the most recent estimates it appears that the Measure “C” sales tax will raise
approximately $517 million for road improvermnents over the life of the extension. In nominal terms
this is slightly more than was raised during the original Measure “C”, but when the doubling of
construction costs are considerad the real level of sales tax support for road improvements will be
about half of what it was under the original measure.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

State and federal funds for transportation improvements are channeled through the STIP, which
is administered by the California Transportation Commission (CTC). For the purposes of this
study there are two key features of the STIP; namely that the CTC allocates a share of statewide
funding to Fresno County which FCOG then allocates among individual projects, subject to later
review by the CTC, and that STIP funding is difficult to predict and varies widely from year to year
depending on the budget situation on the state level.

Table 22 below shows the STIP funds for projects analogous fo those in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 lists
for the period of the original Measure “C”.

Table 22: Original Measure "C" STIP Funding for Road Projects
Year Project 55:1'; Ili:;'r?sc;s
1290 SR-180: SR-99 1o SR-41 §72.4
1990 SR-180: SR-41 {o Chestnut $75.9
1992 SR-168: SR-180 to Buliard $53.2
1992 SR-41.  Audubon to Madera Co. Line $18.2
1998 SR-180: Chestnut fo Clovis $90.2
1999 SR-180: SR-899 to Hughes/West Diagonal $39.3
2007 SR-180: Clovis to Temperance $11.9
Projected SR-180: Temperance to Academy $25.1
Total for 20-Year Measure Period = $386.1
Average STIP Funding Per Year = $19.3

The CTC’S current estimate for STIP funding for the first half of the Measure “C" Extension
period" is $16.8 million per year. The Measure “C* Extension ballot materials state that 75% of
STIP f-unds will be made available for Tier 1 projects, which would mean that $12.6 million per
year' 4 would be available for the projects relevant to the RTMF study. STIP funding would thus
be about 35% less durmg the Measure "C" Extension period than it was during the period of the
original Measure “C"" in nominal terms. Moreover, since project costs have approximately
doubled in recent yeass, in terms of purchasing power for road construction the STIP will only
provide about one-third of the funding support that it did during the period of the original Measure
“cn.

1® Estimates are not yet available for the second half of the period
" * 75% of $16.8 million is $12.6 million
ion is approximately 65% of $19.3 million

2
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Comparing Project Costs to Funding Available

Taken together, the STIP and the Measure “C” sale tax are expected to generate approximately
$769 million over the course of the Measure “C" extension period’®. This figure is compared to
the estimated costs of projects in Table 23 below. —

Table 23: STIP and Sales Tax Revenues Compared to Project Costs
(millions of dollars)
Project STIP & Sales Funding Shortfall as
Projects Included Tax % of Project
Costs Revenues Shortfail Costs
Tier 1 Only $947 $769 $178 19%
Tier 1 and FIDS $1,066 $769 $297 28%
Tier 1, Tier 2, and FIDS $1,758 $769 $984 56%

The table shows that the STIP and sales tax allocations would cover approximately 80% of the
costs of the Tier 1 projects, leaving a shortfall of approximately $178 million to be funded from
other sources. FCOG believes this to be a very conservative estimate of the shortfall since it
does not include an allowance for further inflation of project costs; if construction prices continue
to rise, the shortfall for Tier 1 projects could be as much as $500-$600 million. The clear
conclusion is that there will be no surplus of STIP and sales tax allocations for Tier 2 and FIDS
nrojects; if they are to be implemented they would have to be funded entirely from other sources
that couid include RTMF.

This calculation is intended to provide readers with a context for judging the role of the RTMF as
a source of funds for roadway improvements in Fresho County. Readers shouid note, however,
that the maximum fee that can be charged under the RTMF is based solely on the traffic im?acts
attributable to new development and thus is unrelated to the size of the funding shortfali'’. In
other words, if the maximum revenues from the RTMF are insufficient to cover the funding
shortfall then the fees cannot be simply factored up to the desired level; by state iaw the fees
cannot go beyond the constraints stipulated in the Mitigation Fee Act. The shortfall would have to
be met by some other means, such as finding other sources of funding or seeking to economize
on the costs of individual projects.

' Assuming that 75% of the STIP and 29.4% of the sale tax revenues are devoted to road
improvements, as stated in the Measure "C” Extension ballot materials.

' This is true because the shortfall is larger than the amount expected to be raised from the
RTMF. Had the shorifall been smaller, then the RTMF would be scaled back to cover only the
_amount of the shortfall.




6. COMPUTING THE RTMF FEES AND REVENUES

An overview of the methodology used to compute the RTMF is provided in the section below,
followed by sections describing the resulting fees and the revenues that would be raised by the
RTMF under the different sets of policy options described in the previous chapter.

Overview of the Fee Computation Methodology

The methodology used in the fee computation is outlined in Figure 14 below.

Key - Tahtes

Trips Generated by
New Development of
Each Land Use Type

Pass-By Exermpt
Trips Land Uses

RIME Finds by Récipian
L Plojhet

‘Figure 14: Steps in the Fee Computation

The major steps are described below. The calculations are shown in the appendix and the table
numbers refer to tables in the appendix.

1) The starting point was the set of revised cost estimates prepared for each project as
described in Chapter 4. These are shown in Column A of Tables 1, 2, and 3.

2} The costs of certain project components such as beautification work were deducted
because they are ineligible by law to receive impact fee revenue. There are only a few of
such cases. These are shown in Column B of Tables 1, 2, and 3.
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3) Next, certain items such as the cost to replace a flooded bridge or the cost {o replace a
structurally deficient bridge were deducted since the purpose of the project is to correct
an existing deficiency. These are shown in Column C of Tables 1, 2, and 3. The
Mitigation Fee Act does not permit the use of impact fees to correct existing deficiencies.

4) Next, funding from other sources that is expected to be available for the listed projects
was deducted from the amount needed from the RTMF, as shown in Column D of Tables
1, 2, and 3.

5} The product of the previous four steps was the interim maximum amount of funding that
can be sought from the RTMF. These are shown in Column E of Tables 1, 2, and 3.
This interim amount was later finalized in Step 8.

8) The outputs from the FCOG traffic model were used to determine the volume-to-capacity
(V/C) ratio and level-of-service (LOS) for each project under existing and 2030
conditions.

7) The change in LOS was used to determine the portion of need for each project that could
be attributed to new residential and non-residential development. This is shown in
Tables 4, 5, and 6.

8) The FCOG and FCTA Boards made policy decisions that only state facilities on the Tier 1
and FIDS lists would be eligible for funding under RTMF.

9) The results of Steps 5, 7, and 8 were then combined to determine the portion of each
project’s cost that could be attributed to new development. This is the maximum amount
allowable by law that could potentially be collected using the RTMF. These are shown in
Column C of Tables 8, 9, and 10.

10) The FCOG traffic model was used to determine the growth in vehicle-miles traveled
{VMT) that will be associated with residential and non-residential development. These are
shown in Tables 7. For residential land uses the unit of measurement was VMT per day
per dwelling unit, while for non-residential uses, trip-generation was measured in terms of
VMT per day per job'®.

11) The results of Steps 9 and 10 were then combined to determine the portion of each
project’s cost that could be attributed to new residential and non-residential development.
These are shown in Columns | and J of Tables 8, §, and 10.

12) Next, the trip generation rate was determined for each land use type. These are shown
in Table 11 for non-residential trips, and in Tables 13 and 14 for residential trips.

13) The number of new units of each land use type was taken from the FCOG traffic model.
These are shown in Table 12.

14) The number of new units for each development type was then multiptied by the trip
generation rate to produce the total nurnber of new trips associated with each type of
land use development. These are shown in Column C of Tables 13 and 14.

15) For residential units, the project costs attributable to residential and non-residential
developments (from Step 9) was then divided by the expected number of new trips (from
Step 14) to produce the impact fee for each type of unit. This is shown in Column E of
Table 13.

16) For non-residential trips, a percentage of trips were deducted from the retail land use
category to account for pass-by trips. This is shown in Column D of Table 14.

" The FCOG traffic model uses units of jobs for most non-residential land uses. This is
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17) The FCOG and FCTA Boards made a policy decision, based on language in Measure “C”
Extension, that developments used for education or governmental purposes would be
exempt from the RTMF. The fees from these land use types were therefore deducted
from the expected RTMF revenues.

18) The final RTMF fees per square foot of non-residential development was then computed
in Colum G of Table 14.

19) The FCOG and FCTA Boards made a policy decision that, in light of the severe downturn
in the development market occurring at the time that the RTMF was being enacted, the
RTMF would be phased in over a period of three years. A benchmark figure of $1,200 in
RTMF fees per single-family dwelling was used for the phase-in, with the other phase-in
fees scaled in proportion. The fees for the phase-in period are shown in Columns A and
B of Table 15.

The fees for each year were muitiplied by the average number of new units expected to
be built over the 20-year life of the RTMF fo estimate the total amount of RTMF fees
generated, as shown in Column H of Table 16. Note that because of the vatious
exemptions and reductions that will be applied to the RTMF, only 57% of the amount
theoretically justifiable under the Mitigation Fee Act will be collected.

20) The costs attributable to new development, for those projects that met the eligibility
requirements, were then factored by the 57% figure from the previous step to determine
the amount of RTMF expected for funding individual projects. This is shown in Table 16.