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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 carried 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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II. Explanation of Program

The RTMF is an important pad 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 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 California Mitigation Fee Act.

The purpose of the RTMF is to establish a uniform, cooperative program
to mitigate the regional traffic 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
reports as detailed in Chapter VIII. A copy of the RTMF Model
Ordinance detailing specific provision of the RTMF program is included
in Appendix 1.
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Ill. Dev&opment Fee Structure

The RTMF Nexus Study report describes the methodology and results 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 out 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 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 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 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:

* 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
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
incidental to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

* 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.

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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2011 andLand 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 $/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

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 facilities and correctional institutions
which are considered to 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 intended 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 Xl 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 corresponding
RTMF non-residential use category. The NAICS cross reference with RTMF

Fresno County RTMF Administrative Manual 5



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 ot developments that
have been explicitly defined for the purpose of supplemental fee
calculation herein referred to as defined use these defined uses have
unique 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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IV. 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, 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 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 I. Fee Calculation Worksheets referred
to as Forms A, B and B.1-B.7 have been developed for the jurisdictions
to use in determining the amount of the RTMF to 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 along 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-family 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. Mobile Homes are the only Residential Defined Use that has been
identified for the supplemental RTMF calculations. Mobile homes to 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 limited
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 appropriate
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 developments 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 floor 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-roofed 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 into.

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 filling positions will
be considered commercial/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
filling 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 at the same time.

1. Multiply the total number of fuel filling positions by 1,885.5 square
feet Le. for the example station it is 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 it is 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 RTMF would be calculated for 22,626
square feet.

B. All vehicle dealerships are considered to 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 standard 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 facilities.

All group quarters 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 7th 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 little 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
Le. for 120 beds itis 120x 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. All types of mini-warehouses or facilities providing rental storage
including 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 storage facilities.

1. Multiply the total site area in acres by 6,521 .8 square feet
i.e. for the example facility it is 3.3 x 6,527.8 = 27,521 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.

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 to 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 /8 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
i.e. for the example golf course it is 18 x 2,034.1 = 36,6/4 square feet.
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site
Le. for the example course it is 20,000 square feet.
3. Compare the results for steps I 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. Le, 36,614 >

20,000 for the example golf course RTMF 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. Multiply the total site area in acres by 437.2 square feet
i.e. for the example facility 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 to calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. Le. /0,580>
2,750 for the example wholesale nursery RTMF would be calculated for
10,580 square feet.

G. All retail nurseries also referred to as "Garden Centers" will be
considered commercial/retail use types. The methodology outlined in
Form B.6 and described as follows will be applied to determine the
gross floor area for all retail nurseries for the example calculation
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 1,1 14.4 square feet
Le. for the example facility itis 2.5 x 1,/14.4 = 2,786 square feet.
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site
i.e. for the example facility it is 9,650 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
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using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. i.e. 9,650>
2,786 for the example retail nursery RTMF would be calculated for
9,650 sguare feet.

This methodology applies only to 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 to determine the equivalent
floor area for high-cube warehouses/distribution centers with a
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 1
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 ratio
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
feet.
2. Multiply the resultant value from step 1 which is total gross floor area
in excess of 200,000 square feet by 0.24
Le. 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
Le. for the example facility it is 200.000 + 60,000 = 260,000 square feet.
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 feet, 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, retail
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
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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.] -B.7, Appendix 7 will
also be completed to determine the correct figures to be used on
Form B.

The RTMF can be calculated at the time a building permit or
development application is filed with the respective local jurisdiction
using the most recent fee schedule in effect at 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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VI. 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 to
mitigate the traffic impacts of new development, and the traffic
impacts of a development are not 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
V1 fees can be calculated at the time a building permit application or
development application is filed with the local jurisdiction providing
sufficient information to determine 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 to application 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 RTMF or
adoption of any new fees.

Once the fee has been collected, RTMF payment transaction
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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VII. 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:

Exaction Credits: If a developer constructs improvements identified
on an eligible facility as a condition of development approval to
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 to new
development as identified in the RTMF Nexus Study. 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 shall be determined by FCTA and
the local jurisdiction in consultation with the developer. All such
credits must have prior written approval from ECTA.

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,
ECTA, 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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VIII. 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 8.1 -8.7 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 to begin collection of funds in July 1, 2009, the first
transmission will be due to 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
adopted RTMF Nexus Study.
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IX. Fee Adjustment / Review

The RTMF will be adjusted annually to 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 to eligible
projects or additions of new projects. 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.
Appealable 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
unique 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 its designee.
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Appendix 1

RTMF Model Ordinance
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Insert model ordinance
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Appendix 2

Development Types I Fee Categories
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RTMF Non-Residential Category Correspondence Surrirnary
RTMF Categories NAICS Major Grops NAICS Codes and Descriptions
Commercial / 44-45 Retail Trade 441 Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers
Retail 442 Furniture and Home Punishing Stores

443 Electronics and Appliance Stores
444 Building Material and Garden Equipment and Supplies Dealers
445 Food and Beverage Stores
446 Health ond Personal Care Stores
447 Gasoline Stations
448 Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores
451 Sporting Goods. Hobby, Book, and Music Stores
452 General Merchandise Stores
453 Miscellaneous Store Retailers
454 l’lonstore Retailers

72 Accomodation and 721 Accomodation
Food Serdce 722 Food Services and Dltnbng Places

Commercial /
Otlice - Service

52 Finance and
Insurance

521 Monetary Authorities-Central Bank
522 Credit Intermediation and Related Activities
523 Securities. Commodity Contracts, and Other Financial Investments and Related Activities
524 Insurance Carriers and Related Activities
525 Funds. Trusts, and Other Financial Vehicles

53 Real Estate and
Rental and Leasing

531 Real Estate
532 Rental and Leasing Services
533 Lessors ot Nantinancial Intangible Assets except Copyrighted Worksj

54 Protessional,
Scientific and
Techrical Services

54 I Prolessional. Scientific, and Technical Services

55 Management ol
Companies and
Ejsterprises

551 Management ol Companies and Enlerpises

56 Administrative and
Support and waste
Management and
temedktion Services
62 Heath Care and
Social Services

561 Administrative and Support Services
562 waste Management and Remediation Services

621 Ambulatory Health Care Services
622 Hospitals
623 Nursing and Residential Care Facilities
624 Sodal Assistance

71 Arts, Entertainment
and Recreation

ill Pertorming rz’ts, Spectator Sports, and Related Industries
712 Museums, Historical Sites, and Similar Institutions
713 Amusement, Gambling, and Recreation Industries

81 Other Services
Except Public
Administration

811 Repair and Maintenance
8fl2 Personal and Laundry Services
813 Religious, Grantmaking, Civic. Prolessional, and Similar Organizations
814 Private Hauseholds

Education 61 Educatonal Services 611 Educational Services

Government 92 Public
Administration

921 Executive. Legislative, and Other General Government Support
922 Justice. Public Order, and Saletv Activities
923 Administration at Human Resaurce Programs
924 Administration at Environmental Quality Programs
925 Administratian at Housing Programs, Urban Planning, and Cammunity Development
926 Administrafian at Ecanomic Programs
927 Spoce Research and Technology
928 National Security and International Attairs

Light Industrial 42 wholesale Trade 22 Merchant Wholesalers, Durable Goods
424 Merchant wholesalers. Nondurable Goads
425 Merchant Wholesalers, Hondurable Goads

SI Intarmatian 511 Publishing Industries except Internet
512 Matian Picture and Sound Recording Industries
515 Broadcasting except lnternet
517 Telecommunicatans
518 Data Processing. Hasting, and Related Services
519 Other Inlarmaton Services
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Heavy Industrial 11 Agriculture. Forestry.
Fishing and Hunting

48-49 Transportation
and Warehousing

486 Pipetne Transportation
487 Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation
488 Support Activities for Transportation
491 PostalService
492 Couriers and Messengers
493 Warehousino ond Storage

Other Non-
Residential

22 Utilities 221 Utilities

SourceE NAICS 2007 definitions

11 Crop Production
112 Animal Production
113 Forestry and logging
‘14 Fishing. Hunting and Trapping
115 Suooart Activities for Aartculture and Forestry

21 Mining, Quorrying 211 Oil and Gas Extractan
and Oil and Gas 212 Mning except Oil and Gasj
Extraction 213 Support Activities for Mining
23 Constructon 236 Construction ot buildings

237 Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction
238 Specialty Trade Contractors

31-33 Manutactoring 311 Food Manutactung
312 beverage and Tobacco Product Manutacturing
313 Textile Mills
314 lextile Product Mills
315 Apparel Manutacturing
316 Leat’ser and Altied Product Manufacturing
321 Wood Product Manufacturing
322 Paper Manutacturing
323 Printing and Related Support Activities
324 Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing
325 Chenicat Manutacturtng
326 Plastics and Rubber Products Manufacturing
327 Nonmetallic Mineral Product Manufacturing
331 Primary Metal Manufacturing
332 Fabricated Metal Product Manufacturing
333 Machinery Manutacluring
334 CompJler and Electronic Product Manufacturing
335 Electrical Equipment, Apriance. and Component Manufacturing
336 Transportation Equipment Manufacturing
337 furniture and Related Product Manufacturing
339 Miscetaneous Manufacturing
481 Ak Transportatian
482 Rail Transportation
483 Water Transoortation
484 Truck Transporlation
485 Transit and Ground Passenger Transportation
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RTMF Fee Chart

Fresno County RTMF Administrative Manual 25



RTMF Fee Chart

Land Use Category 2009 2010 2011 and
thereafter

Residential Developments s/dwelling unit
Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling affordable $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelflng 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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Defined Use Types

Residential

Mobile Home Parks

DEFINED USE CALCULATION METHODOLOGY

Standard residential fee calculation is the net increase in the total number of dwelling
units multiplied by the appropriate residential land use category fee rate using Form A.
Mobile homes to be located in mobile home parks will be calculated as multi-family
dwelling units and mobile homes to t located on individual lots will be cakulated as
single-family dwellin&units using Form A for standard residential fee calculations.

Standard non-residential fee calculation in the net increase in the gross floor area of
buildings multiplied by the appropriate non-residential land use category fee rate using
FORM B.
For all types of fuel filling stations or facilities with fuel filling positions, the gross floor
area will be calculatedusing Form B.! and the resultant value will be entered as the Total
Gross Floor Areafor Retail Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.
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
calculations.
All types of group quarters will be calculated as service uses using Form B for standard
non-residential fee calculations.

. . .
s and Nursing Homes

For all group quarters specifically used for congregate care including assisted living
facilities and/or nursing homes, the gross floor area will be calculated using Form 8.2
and the resultant value will be entered as the Total Gross Floor Areafor Service Buildings
in Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.

Re ntal Storage

Mini-Warehouses and Rental Storage including outdoor rental storage areas will be
calculated using Form 83 and the resultant value will be entered as the Total Gross
Floor Areafor Industrial Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.
Golf Courses will be calculated using Form BA and the resultant value will be entered as
the Total Gross Floor Areafor Sen’ice Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential
fee calculations.
Wholesale Nurseries will be calculated using Form B3 and the resultant value will be
entered as the Total Gross Floor Areafor Industrial Buildings in Form B for standard
non-residential fee calculations.

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

istribution Center

High-Cube Warehouses/Distribution Centers with a minimum gross floor area of200,000
square feet, a minimum ceiling height of 24 feet and a minimum dock-high door loading
ratio of I door per 10,000 square feet will be calculated using Form 8.7 and the resultant
value will be entered as the Total Gross Floor Areafor Industrial Buildings in Form B
for standard non-residential fee calculaticzss.
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Fresno County City Codes

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

Clovis do

Firebaugh fir

Fowler tow

Fresno fre

Huron hur

Kerman ker

Kingsburg kin

Mendota men

Orange Cove ora

Parlier par

Reedley ree

San Joaquin joa

Sanger san

Selma sel

Fresno County RTMF Administrative Manual 30



Appendix 6

Fee Calculation Worksheet - Residential
Form A
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Form A Residential RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Number
of Market -Rate
Single-Family
Dwelling Units

Enter Total Number
of Affordable Single-
Family Dwelling

Units

Enter Total Number
of Market-Rate
Multi-Family

Enter Total Number
of Affordable Multi
Family Dwelting

Enter RTMF Market-
Rate Single-Family

Rate Per Dwelling Unit

Enter RTIF
Affordable Single-
Family Rate Per
Dwelling Unit

Enter RTMF Market-
Rate Multi-Family
Rate Per Dwelling

Enter RTMF
Affordable Multi
Family Rate Per

__ __H

Enter Total A Enter Total B

J
Enter Total C

+ H
Enter Total D

I 1
RTMF

Application #

Obli2ation

I Total A1.

2.

3.

4.

x

x

x

x

Total B

Total C

Total D
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Fee Calculation Worksheet -Non-Residential
Form B
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Form B Non-Residential RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area
of Retail Buildings in square

feet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area
of Office/Service Buildings in

square feet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area
of Light Industrial Buildings

in square feet

Enter Total Gross Floor
Area of Heavy Industrial
Buildings in square feet

F
Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Other Non-Residential Buildings

in square feet

Enter RTNIF Retail
Rate Per Square Foot

Enter RTMF
Office/Service Rate Per

Square Foot

Enter RTMF Light
Industrial Rate Per

Square Foot

Enter RTMF Heavy
Industrial Rate Per

Square Foot

Enter RTMF Other
Non-Residential Rate

Per Square Foot

Enter Total A

H
Enter Total B

+

Enter Total C

+

Enter Total 111

+

Enter Total E

Application #

I 1
RTMF Obligation

Total Ax

x

X

=1

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

TotalB

I Total C

x I Total D

x I Total E
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Defined Use Types
Forms B.1 - B.7
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Form LI Fuel Filling Station RTMF Calculation Worksheet

÷-

Application #

1. x 1,885.5
Enter Total Number of Fuel

Filling Positions

2.

Total A

3. I
Enter Total Gross Floor Area of

Buildings in square feet

Enter tbe greater of Total A and
Total B

Enter this value as part of the Total Gross Floor Area of
Retail Buildings in Form B
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Form 8.2 Congregate Care/Nursing Home RTMF Calculation Worksheet

x 134.9
= I I

Enter Total Number Enter this value as part of the Total
of Beds Gross Floor Area of Service Buildings in

Form B

Application #

____________
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Form 8.3 Mini-Warehouse/Rental Storage RTMF Calculation Worksheet

x6,521.8= I I
Enter Total Site Area Enter tlfls value as part of the fljJ

in Acres Gross Floor Area of Industrial Buildings
in Form B

Application #

____________
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Form 8.4 Golf Course RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Application #

1. x 2,034.1
Enter Total Number

of Holes

TotaiB
2.

________________

Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings in square feet

Enter this value as part of the Total Cross Floor Area of
3. Service Buildings in Form B

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
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Form 8.5 Wholesale Nursery RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Site Area

Application #

1. x 437.2 =

in Acres

r
2. I_______________

Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings in square feet

Enter this value as part of the Total Gross Floor Area of
3.

4
Industrial Buildings in Form S

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
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Form 8.6 Retail Nursery RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Site Area

TotaiB

I I

Application #

1. x 1,114.4

in Acres

2.

Total A

3.

Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings in square feet

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B

Enter this value as part of the Total Cross Floor Area of
Retail Buildings in Form B
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Form 8.7 High-Cube Warehouse/Distribution Center RTMF Calculation
Worksheet

I

TotaiB

Application #

I I

Enter Gross Floor Area of
Qualifying Buildings

- 200,000
Total A

EnterTotal A

x 0.24

Enter Total B

+ 200,000 =

Enter this value as part of the 3gJ
Cross Floor Area of Industrial Buildings

in Form B
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Appendix 9

Master Fee Collection Log
Form C
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Form C Master Fee Collection Log

Submitted by:

Application# Applicant Ete Fid Amount Paid

Date Submitted

_________________

Total Amount Submitted
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This model uses the County of Fresno as an
example Highlighted sections show where this
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 2009" 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 refei-red 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
development 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.

I. 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 to be generated by new development will not exceed the total fair share of these costs.

J. 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:

"Single Family Dwelling Unit market-rate" means a detached building designed primarily
for residential use by a single family and containing at least one I kitchen.

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
Multi-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.

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.



0. "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.

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

I. "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.

J. "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 thereof, and including storage elevators, truck storage yards, warehouses, wholesale
storage and other similar types of enterprise.

K. "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.

L. "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.

M. "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.

N. "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.

Section 4: Establishment of the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee

A Fee All new development in the County [or the City, as applicable] shall be responsible for
paying the RTMF unless otherwise exempted by this Ordinance.

B. Fee Calcnlation. 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.

ii. 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 660051e, this fee reduction shall
take effect on January 1,2011

C. Fee Adjustment. By amendment to the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Schedule,
consistent with the requirements 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 "C"
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 I, 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, unless 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 offsite
improvements such as an interchange, bridge, or railroad grade separation, credits shall be
detei mined by FCTA and the County [or the City as applicable] in consultation with the
developer. All such credits must have prior written 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

A Authority of the Building Department The Directoi of Public Works [for some jurisdictions
this will 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 required by this Ordinance.

B. Payment. Payment of the fees shall 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]

ii. 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

iii, 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 RTMIF program. This fee shall be paid at the same time as the RTMY
fee. [Each jurisdiction should decide how much, if anything, to charge applicants. The
amounts charged cannot exceed the actual cost of administering the program]

C. Disposition 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 also 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 shall
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
his/her 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: Term

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

AflEST:

Clerk to the Board

By:



Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Schedule

Land Use Category 2009 2010 2011 and
thereafter

Residential Developments $/dwelling unit

Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727

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

CommercialfOffice/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 results 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 year-long 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:

* 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 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
incidental to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

* 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:

Land Use Category 2009 2010

Residential Developments $Idwelling 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 $/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

an
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1. INTRODUCTION

Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Study
This report is the culmination 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 qua/med individual or firm with experience in the
development of such mitigation fees to 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 attributable 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 Act1 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 Determine 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 developments 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.
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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 I funding
levels, there is recognition that it is difficult 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 I
projects, then it is acknowledged that the Fresno County Transportation Authority
Authority, in consultation with the Council of Fresno County Governments
Fresno COG, will have the flexibility to fund other urban and rural street and road
projects contained in the Tier 2 list of regional transportation projects. This would
be accomplished through the Expenditure Plan update process, and appropriate
Tier 2 list projects would be amended into the Tier I 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 ADS. 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 25.

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 c 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 regularly2, and those that do not will nevertheless benefit because
good traffic conditions on the RTMF-fuflded 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

2 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. Projects 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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2. VALIDATING THE TRAFFIC MODEL

Because 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
calculation. Details of the model can be found in Fresno County Traffic Model
Calibration/Validation Report and Model Documentation3. 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
F000’s traffic model produces both forecasts of daily traffic volumes and forecasts of evening
peak-hour volumes. These were tested separately.
The study team selected a sample of recent traffic count data from twenty-five sites a total of fifty
counts since each site was counted in both directions 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 guidelines4 Figure 2 indicates that
there is no apparent bias in the daily model under-estimates and over-estimates occur about
equally, that none of the errors is very large, and that more than three-quarters of the sites lie
within Caltrans’ allowable deviations.

100,000

80,000

Z 60.000
a,
0
U,
03

‘ 40,000
2

20,000

0
0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000

Traffic Count

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 Guidelines, Caltrans, November 1992
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Table 1: Validation Test Results for Daily Forecasts

Validation Item Criterion for
Acceptance Daily Model

% of Links within Caltrans
Deviation Standard At least 75% 76% i

Sum of 2-way Volume of All
Counted Links

Within 10% of
Actual Within 2% "

Correlation between Counts
and Model Forecast At least 88% 98% "

Tests of the Traffic Model - Forecasts of

C
0,
0
U,
0

0
2

10,000

8,000

6,000

4.0 00

2,000

0

Figure 3: Original

VolumesPM Peak-Hour
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 critena for use in the
study.

0

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

YEARS SI

2,000 4,000 6,000
Traffic Count
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PM Peak Hour Forecasts versus Traffic Counts
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large, and that ninety percent of the validation results lie within Caltrans’ allowable deviations.
Table 2 shows the results of these tests with respect to Caltrans’ validation guidelines. As can be
seen in the table, the revised version of the model exceeds every standard for acceptability.

U

U
0
I..
0

______________ _______

LI

S
*0a

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

Validation Item Criterion for
Acceptance

Original PM
Peak Model

Revised PM
Peak Model

OlD of Links within Caltrans
Deviation Standard At least 75% 52% X 90% V

Sum of 2-way Volume of All
Counted Links

Within 10% of
Actual 27% X within 1% "

Correlation between Counts
and Model Forecast At least 88% 99% V

Source: Caltrans, Parsons Brinckerhoff

Having independently tested 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.

-
YEARS 5
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Figure 4: Adjusted PM Peak Hour Forecasts versus Traffic Counts
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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 low 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 Handbook5 and were developed using the methodologies
found in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manuat. The RTMF study makes use
of the tables that define the threshold volumes for the range LOS’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
‘11200’, 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 II Urban Arterials 2.0-4.5 intersections per mile

Number
of Lanes

.Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way
LOS
"C"

LOS
"D"

LOS
S*P

LOS
$tfl

LOS
*0

LOS
"E’’

2 Undivided 11,200 15,400 16,300 590 810 850
4 Divided 26,000 32,700 34,500 1,360 1,710 1,800
6 Divided 40,300 49,200 51,800 2,110
8 Divided 53,300 63,800 67,000 2,790

2,570
3,330

2,710
3,500

State of Florida Department of Transportation, 2002
6 Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Transportation Research Board, 2000.
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Table 4: State Class Ill Urban Arterials more than 4.5 intersections per
mile

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" l:.
‘D" E

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

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ¶. ‘?
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
6 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

Table 6: Urban Freeways, Interchanges Less Than 2 Miles Apart

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" ? l;;?

4 Divided 52,000 67,200 76,500 2,660 3,440 3,910
6 Divided 81,700 105,800 120,200 - 4,180 5,410 6,150

8 Divided 111,400 144,300 163,900 5,700 7,380 8,380

Italicized values are extrapolated from other figures in the Florida DOT tables.
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Table 7: Urban Freeways, Interchanges More Than 2 Miles Apart

Number
of Lanes

.

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" !
4 Divided 55,200 67,100 74,600 2,940 3,580 3,980

6 Divided 85,300 103,600 115,300 4,550 5,530 6,150

8 Divided 115,300 140,200 156,000 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

Number
of Lanes

*

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way
-

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ¶!
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

Number
of Lanes

.

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ¶? ¶!
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 Flow Arterials

Number
of Lanes

*

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ?
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

- a
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Table 11: All Rural Freeways

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS
"D" LOS "E" LOS

"C"

-

LOS
"D"

LOS
"E"

4 Divided 47900 56,600 63,000 2,740 3,240 3,600
6 Divided 73,900 87,400 97,200 4,230 5,000 5,560
8 Divided 1,000 118,400 131,400 5,720 6,770 7,520

Table 12: Freeway Ramps°

Ramp Type
Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" LOS
"C’’

LOS
‘‘D

LOS

Loop Ramp 11,200 12,600 14,000 933 1,050 1,167
Diamond Ramp 13,600 15,300 17,000 1,133 1,275 1,417

Freeway-to-Fvy Loop 12,800 14,400 16,000 1,067 1,200 1,333
Freeway-to-Fwy Diamond 16,000 18,000 20,000 1,333 1,500 1,667

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 LOS 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.

8 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.

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

1 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.

2 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.

3 The existing land use file the existing road network file, and several other parameters
were used as inputs to the model to generate an estimate of existing traffic volumes on
each road section in Fresno County.

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

5 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.

6 The PM peak-hour component of the model was revised to correct for a tendency to over-
forecast traffic volumes prior to use in the study.

aa
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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 LOS 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 to 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 staff9.
These forecasts are summarized in Table 13 below. -

Forecast Item

Population

Households

2005

899,288

302,621

2015

1,086,432

370,089

2025

1290,264

443,195

Total
Growth

43.5%

46.5%

Table 13: Summary of Development Assumptions

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%

Average
Annual

Growth Rate
1.8%

1.9%

See 2006 Fresno COG Conformity Analysis Model Documentation

100
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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 households,
which is a continuation of an existing trend in California.
Other forecasts of population and employment are available 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 ot the metropolitan area the growth of
employment is distributed more evenly than the growth in population,

i4c4
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Figure 6: Spatial Distribution of Anticipated Population Growth, 2005-2030
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Figure 7: Spatial Distribution of Anticipated Employment Growth, 2005-2030

Determining Average Volume and Volume-to-Capacity V/C Ratio
As stated earlier, the average volumes for each project 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 volumes were used.
Most of the proposed projects consisted 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 analysis the most congested link, as measured by the V/C ratio, was used to represent the
facility, based on the reasoning that the congested portion of the facility represents the primary
deficiency and would be the impetus for consideration of an improvement project.
There were several special cases that required a somewhat different approach. The traffic signal
synchronization project and the traffic management center Urban Tier 2 Projects EE and NN are
not associated with identifiable links and so cannot be analyzed through an LOS test. They were
therefore excluded from the analysis. Certain other projects involve entirely new facilities 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 example, for the SR-iSO 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-iSO 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 cells 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 attributable 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 criteria used for a different funding source

Table 14 v/c ratio and LOS for Tier I Projects

Pro’ect Project Name
Existing Future

Ratio Ratio

w
I-

A SRiBOEastSegll 179 F 262 F
B SR-i 80 West Seq Il 1 59 F L4_F

1.42 i FC
D

SR-4i/SR-168/SR-180
Willow Avenue

0.90 D
0.77 D 1.80 F

E TemppeAvenue 0.79 D 1.54 F
F Ventura Boulevard 0.67 C or better 1.03 E

E
F

13 SR-99 Monterey Bridge Retrofit 0.61 C or better
D

1.01
H
I

CaliforniaAveWidpj
PeachAveWidening

0.54
1.40 F 1.76 F

J SR-41 Auxiliary Lane 051 Cor better 0 70 Cor better
K Herndon Ave Widening 0.66 - D

F
1.09 E

L Shaw Ave 4pgrades 1 28 2 29 F
C or betterM

N Veterans Boulevard
0.17 C or better 0.65
1 91 F 3 17 F

w
I-
"

A SR-l8OWest 062 D 099 0
B SR-180 East Seg Ill 0.95 D 2.62 F
C

SR-180 East Seg V
Friant Road Widening

1.00 E 1.34 E
D
E

0.96
0.24

0 1.31 E
C or better 0.39 C or better

F Golden State Boulevard 0.18 C or better 0.47 C or better
13 SR-269 Bridge Improvement 0,57 C or better 0.90 D
H SR-180 West IS Extension 0.35 C or better

D
0.57
1.26

C or better
EMountain View Ave Widj9 0.68

J Mendocino Ave Widening 0.22 Cor better 0.30 C or better
K SR-99 American Ave lnterchang 0,15 Cor better 0.50 C or better
L l-5/SR-198 Interchange Improvement 0.17 C or better 0.28 C or better
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Table 15: V/C Ratio and LOS forTier2 Projects

Pro’ect

-

Project Name
Existing Future

v,
Ratio LOS v,c

Ratio LOS

AA
BB
CC
DID
EE

o FF
GG

z HH
II

n JJ
D KK

LL
MM
NN

- 00

0.63 Corbetter 1.10 E
SR-41 0 Street Auxiliary Lanes 014 Cor better 0.31 C or better
Friant Road Widening
SR-99 Shaw Ave lnterch9 _

0.83
0.49

D
0

1.11
0.97

F
D

Traffic Synchronization
Herndon Ave WidejjflL

Not Coplç
0.39 C or better

Not Cojp4lç
0.87 J D

SR-99 Auxiliary Lanes 0.61 C or better 0.86 D
Blackstone Ave Turn Lanes 1.35 F 1.47 F
SR-99 Shields Ave Overcrossing
McCall Widening

0.22
0.12

C or better
C or better

0.45
0.30

Cor better
Cor better

Shepherd Ave Widening 0.26 C or better 0.61 C or better
SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes 0,69 t C or better 0.82 D

0Wicenin__ 0.53 C or better 0.84
Traffic Management Center
Minnewawa 4-Lane Prolect

Not Computable Not Cojppç4le
0.71 C or better 1.61 F

PA
SB

P1 CC
DO

P EE
FF
GG
HH
II
JJ

SR-145 Widening
0.84 ID 1.42 F
0.60 C or better 0.84

-

D
SR-33 Widening 0.44 C or better 0.72 C or better
Academy Parkway
SR-41 Central & American Interchange

0.41 C or better
0.45 1P_

0.69 C or better
1.41 F

MtllertonRoadWpn 063 D 079 P

SR-43 Widening
068 0 094 D
096 0 1 41 E

McCall Ave Connection 0 17 C or better
D

0 73 C or better
SR-180 E SegVl 0.94 1.28 E

aa
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Table 16: v/c Ratio and LOS for FIDS Projects

Project ID

1
2
3

o 4
5

I 6
7
8
9

>- 10
U 11

12
Z 13

14
15
16
17

I- 18
19

3 20
21
22
23
24

Project Name
Existing Future

v"
Ratio LOS .Ratio LOS

SR-99/Mountain View 034 C or better 0.47 C or better
SR-99/FIoraI
SR-99/Mann

023
0.27
0.43

Cor better 0.24 C or better
C or better
C or better

0.49
0.32

C or better
C or betterSR-99/Central

SR-g9Nentura 0.44 C or better 0.86. C or better
SR-99/Fresno 0.56 C or better 0.91 D
SR-99/Stanislaus 0.21 C or better 0.71 C or better
SR-99/Belmont
SR-99/Olive

0.72
0.12

C or better
C or better

1.14
0.78

F
C or better
C or betterSR-99/Clinton 0.59 C or better 0.88

SR99/AshIan 0.81 C or better 0;91 0
SR-99/Shaw 0.44 C or better 0.71 C or better
SR-99/Herndon
SR-4lfVan Ness

0.26
0.36

Cor better
C or better

0.57 C or better
0.67 C or better

SR-41/Tulare&Divisadero 0.77 C or better 1.16 F
SR-41/McKinley
SR-41/Shields

0.65 C or better 0.77 C or better
0.59 Corbetter 0,84 Corbetter

SR-41/Ashlan 0.65 C or better 1.06 E
SR-41/Shaw 0.57 C or better 1.00 D
SR-41/Bullard
SR-41/Friant

0 64 Cor better 119 F
1.04 E 1.27 F

SR-180/N. Fulton & Van Ness 0.68 C or better 1.04 E
SR-168/Bullard 0.19 C or better 0.78 C or better
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 lithe 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 6 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 gutter 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
cleaily ineligible under the Mitigation Fee Act. For example, an otherwise eligible
capacity expansion project might include a beautification component whose costs are not
allowable 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 quantities and components was a revised estimate of
quantities.

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 all 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 detail 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 lithe 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
unitcost information for similar facilities e.g. $4.7 million per mile for new 2-lane roads.

The baseline 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, construction 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 quantities and associated costs.
In certain cases typical sections were determined by examining adjacent roadway segments 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 6.5" 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, structure 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, environmental 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 quality 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, unless
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 less 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 $90/LF $120/LF $90/LF $120/LF
12’ Lane PCCP Per additional Lane $12OILF $150/LF $120/LF $150/LF
Curb, Gutter, and Sidewalk Both sides $120/LF $120/LF If required
Storm Drainage Both Side $34/LF $40/LF - -

Drainage Ditch Excavation - - $1 2.50/LF $1 5/LF
Signing and Striping $7/LF $20/LF* $7/LF $20/LFt
Traffic Control 5% 10% 2% 5%
Erosion Control 1% 3%

$15
1% 3%

Shoulder Ift Shoulder Width/LF of Project $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 costs 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/ton, 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 to 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 outlined in the form of a decision tree in Figure
9 below:
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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 to 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 components 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 lead agency did not provide an updated cost estimate then the cost review
centered on the coat 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 to 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 cost review process described in the previous section
are shown in Tables 18 through 21 below.

Table 18: Updated Costs for Urban Tier I Projects

Project
ID Proect Name Measure "C"

Cost Estimate
Updated Cost

Estimate
A SR-180 East Segment II $33,479,701 $33,480,000
B SR-180 West Segment II $6,995,758 $5,450,000
C SR-41/1681180 $29,981,821 $114,000,000
D Willow Avenue $13,991,517 $1 9,660,000
E Temperance 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 CaliforniaAve Widening $7,995,152 $12,550,000

I PeachAveWidening $24,984,851 $17,300,000
J SR-41 Auxiliary 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-99 North & Cedar Interchanges $24,984,851 $81,220,000
N Veteran’s Boulevard $60,000,000 $117,980,000

Total for Urban Tier 1 $278,990,867 $482,830,000
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Table 19: Updated Costs for Rural Tier I Projects

Project
ID

.Project Name Measure "C"
.Cost Estimate

Updated Cost
.Estimate

A SR-180 West $9,993,940 $8,610,000
B SR-i 80 East Segment III $14,491,214 $42,600,000
C SR-i 80 East Segment IV $38,976,368 $46,460,000
D SR-i80 East Segment V $42,674,126 $59,920,000
E Friant Road Widening $16,490,002 $5,900,000
F Golden State Boulevard $34,978,792 $34,980,000
C SR-269 Bridge Improvement $16,989,699 $16,990,000
H SR-i 80 West I-S 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-99 American Ave Interchange $24,984,851 $24,300,000
L I-S 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

Project
ID

.Project Name Measure "C"
.Cost Estimate

Updated Cost
-Estimate

PA SR-99 Ramp Improvement $7,995,152 $45,000,000
BB SR-41 Aux Lanes Herndon toO Str $162,000,000 $63,500,000
CC Friant Road Widening $9,993,940 $8,100,000
jQ 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

II SR-99 Shields Ave Overcrossing $59,963,643 $59,960,000
JJ McCall Widening $10,993,334 $10,990,000
KK
LL

Shepherd Ave Widenin
SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes1

$15,490,608
$9,993,940

$37,500,000
$0

MM SR-99 Widening $29,981,821 $29,981,821
NN Traffic Management Center $993,940 $990,000
00 Minnewawa 4-Lane Project $34,978,792 $17,900,000

Total for Urban Tier 2 $470,107,729 $412,140,000

appears to be a subset of project Urban Tier 2 BB

_______
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Table 21: Updated Costs for Rural Tier 2 Projects

Project
- 10 Proect Name Measure "C"

Cost Estimate
Updated Cost

Estimate
AA SR-99 Interchange Improvement $24,984,851 $50000000
68 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 ManningAve Widening $3,697,758 $15,200,000
HH SR-43 Widening $89 945,464 $47 500 000

II McCall Ave Connection $34,978 792 $19 100 000
JJ SR-iSO 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 Figures 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 onginal 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 wflh 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 I
Projects
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Figure 11 Comparison of Measure "C" and Updated Cost Estimates, Tier 2
Projects

There were many reasons why the costs changed significantly between the time the Measure C
Extension ballot materials were being prepared and today Some of the reasons include

* The cost of construction materials has escalated rapidly 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 This 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 original cost estimates were made for most
Measure C’ Extension projects

50

I I II I/Il I I II Illii

Figure 12: Caltrans Construction Price Index 1987 prices = 100

* Some of the cost estimates used in the Measure "C" Extension materials appear to have
been used by mistake. For example, three totally unrelated projects California Avenueaa

27
YEARS IS

S

C

0-
C
0

Iii
C
0
U

300

250

200

150

100

* Urban Tier 2
IS Ruraltier2
-Equal Cost Line

$0 $20 $40 $60 $80

Meaa,re c’ cost Estimate Millions

$100 $120 $140 $160 $180



widening, the replacement of the North and Cedar Avenue interchanges, and
improvements to 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 0 Street appears to have come from a budget
estimate for a much smaller project to improve the 0 Street off-ramp that had a similar-
sounding name.

* 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 originally thought due to the
need to remove several commercial gas storage tanks. The City is therefore revising
their plan, and instead intends 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 1-5, 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 IV 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 extension 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 periodic adjustments as the
situation evolves overtime. 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 dollars 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-iSO 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.
ahis project moves through its design stages it is becoming clear both that the project
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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 unexpected 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 projects11
Sales tax revenues grew steadily over the course of the original Measure C and are expecteWto
continue to grow during the period of the extension though a short downturn is expected in the
near term due to the current weak condition of the economy see Figure 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 to only 29 4% being made available for
road improvements during the period of the measure extension 2 So the transition from Measure
C to Measure C Extension will result in an approximate hah’ing of funds available for major
road improvements for this source

"Another 25.0% was used to support local transportation and the remaining 1.5% was used to
cover administrative costs.

12 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,
flerthings.
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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 improvements 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 considered 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 whtch 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 to those in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 lists
for the period of the original Measure "C".

Table 22: Original Measure "C" SlIP Funding for Road Projects

Year .Project STIR Funds
.millions

1990
1990
1992
1992
1998
1999
2007

Projected

SR-180: SR-99to SR-41
SR-iSO: SR-41 to Chestnut
SR-168: SR-l8Oto Bullard
SR-41: AudubontoMaderaCo, Line
SR-180: ChestnuttoClovis
SR-180: SR-99 to Hughes/West Diagonal
SR-180: ClovistoTemperance
SR-180: Temperance to Academy

$72.4
$75.9
$53.2
$18.2
$90.2
$39.3
$11.9
$25.1

Total for 20-Year Measure Period = $386.1
Average STIP Funding Per Year = $19.3

The CIC’s current estimate for STIP funding for the first half of the Measure "C" Extension
period13 is $16.8 million per year. The Measure "C" Extension ballot materials state that 75% of
STIP fends will be made available for Tier I projects, which would mean that $12.6 million per
year14 would be available for the projects relevant to the RTMF study. STIP funding would thus
be about 35% less during the Measure "C" Extension period than it was during the period of the
original Measure "C"15 in nominal terms. Moreover, since project costs have approximately
doubled in recent yeace, 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
"C".

13 Estimates are not yet available for the second half of the period
75% of $16.8 million is $12.6 million
1Waon is approximately 65% of $19.3 million

31
YEARSfi



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 period16. 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

Projects Included Project
Costs

STIP & Sales
Tax Funding

ShortfallRevenues

Shortfall as
% of Project

Costs
Tier 1 Only
Tier 1 and FIDS
Tier 1, Tier 2, and FIDS

$947
$1,066
$1,758

$769 $178
$769 $297
$769 $984

19%
28%
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
projects; if they are to be implemented they would have to be funded entirely from other sources
that could 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 Fresno County. Readers should 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 shortfall1 . In
other words, if the maximum revenues from the RTMF are insufficient to cover the fuRding
shortfall then the fees cannot be simply factored up to the desired level; by state law the fees
cannot go beyond the constraints stipulated in the Mftigation 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.

16 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.

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

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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Figure 14: Steps in the Fee Computation
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3 Next, certain items such as the cost to replace a flooded bridge or the cost to 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 intedm 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.

6 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 job18.

11 The results of Step9 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 I and J of Tables 8, 9, 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 multiplied by the trip
generation rate to produce the total number 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.

18 The FCOG traffic model uses units of jobs for most non-residential land uses. This is
converted into square feet of new development in a later step.

_
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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 0 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 multiplied by the average number of new units expected to
be built over the 20-year life of the RTMF to estimate the total amount of RTMF fees
generated, as shown in Column H of Table 16. Note that because of the various
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.

The next sections describe several key steps in the process in more detail.

Trip-Generation Rates by Land Use Type
Trip generation trip-gen rates are a key connection between future land development and its
expected traffic impacts. FCOG’s travel demand model bases its trip-gen equations for
residential land uses on the vehicle ownership of the household, with different rates for
households with zero, one, and two vehicles. While this approach makes sense for a traffic
model, it is impractical to use for an impact fee program because when a new development is
proposed the only known quantities are the number of dwellings to be constructed; neither the
developer nor the jurisdiction has any way of knowing what the vehicle ownership rates of the
future residents will be. A similar situation occurs for non-residential development. The
developer and the jurisdiction only know the floor area of the buildings proposed for construction;
they have no way of knowing the number of employees who will work in the building which is
likely to vary from year to year in any case. The employee-based trip-gen rates used in the
traffic model would thus be awkward to try to use for collecting an impact fee. For these reasons,
a different source of information on trip-gen rates is required.

By far the most commonly used reference for trip generation rates in the U.S. is ITE’s Trip
Generation19 handbook, which was chosen by the PDT as the reference to be used in this study.

Residential and Non-Residential Shares of New Traffic
The amount of traffic generated by a new development is a function of the number of new trips
associated with the development and the average length of those trips. Together, these two
produce the total vehicle-miles-traveled VMT associated with the development.

Outputs from the FCOG Travel Demand Model were used to forecast the growth in VMT for five
different types of tiips. The growth in VMT from new development was attributed to residential
and non-residential developments based on trip type. In this case, the PDT chose to attribute all
trips beginning or ending at the traveler’s home to the residential land use while all trips not

19 Trip Generation 7’ Edition, Institute of Traffic Engineers, 2003aa

_______
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involving a residential location were attributed to non-residential and uses. This approach is
consistent with the state of the practice for estimating trip generation as described in NCHRP
Report 18720, which is a primary reference for travel estimation techniques used in travel demand
modeling. Chapter 2 of the NCHRP report, which details trip generation estimation, states that
"HBW Home Based Work and HBNW Home Based Non Work trips are generated at the
households, whereas the NHB Non-Rome Based trips are generated elsewhere."

Pass-By Trips
Some analyses of traffic impacts provide an allowance for what are termed "pass-by" trips.
These are stops at intermediate destinations coffee shops, gas stations, etc. that occur in the
course of a longer trip taken primarily for some other purpose, such as a home-to-work trip. It
could be argued that such trips add little to the overall mileage driven and therefore have only a
minor impact on traffic conditions. The PDT chose to use a flat reduction rate of 43% for all retail
developments, which was based on the median of measured pass-by rates for the retail uses
listed in the ITE Trips Generation Manual see Table 11.

20 Quick Response Urban Travel Estimation Techniques and Transferable Parameters User’s
Guide Transportation Research Board, 1978
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7. RESULTS
Based on the analysis described above, a nexus was found to exist between the anticipated new
development in Fresno County and forecast deficiencies in the regional road network. The
projects needed to rectify these deficiencies were identified and the costs of the projects were
reviewed for reasonableness and, where necessary, revised. A determination was made as to
the share of the costs of these projects that were attributable to new development, and this share
was further sub-divided to determine the portion attributable to individual units of new
developments of various types.

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 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:

* 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 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
incidental to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

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

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

Table 24: Fees by Year and Land Use Category
2011 andLand 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 $/sq.ft.
Commerdal/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

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff

aa
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These fees are expected to contribute the following amounts to individual projects:

Table 25: Expected Distribution of RTMF Funds Among Projects

Total Project Projected % of TotalProjects Receiving Funds costs RTMF Project cost

__________ ____________ ______

Funding

___________

Tier I
SR-180 West Seg II $5,450,000 $520,000 10%
SR-41/SR-168/SR-180 $114,000,000 $65,223,000 57%
Veteran’s Boulevard $117,979,000 $39,102,000 33%
SR-iSO East Seg III $42,600,000 $24,373,000 57%
SR-ISO East Seg IV $46,461 00 $26,463,000 57%
SR-ISO East Sag V $59,916,000 $34,280,000 57%

Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study
SR99/Belmont $6,783,000 $3,881,000 57%
SR41/Tulare&Divisadero $6,838,000 $3,912,000 57%
SR4I/Ashlan $5,457,000 $3,122,000 57%
SR41/Bullard $14,107,000 $8,071,000 57%
SR41/Friant $2,751,000 $1,318,000 48%
SRi 80/N. Fulton & Van Ness $2,500,000 $1,430,000 57%
SRi 68/Shaw $3,100,000 $1,774,000 57%

Total $213,470,000
Administrative

Costs 2% 4,360,000

TotroRd:r $217,830,000

aa
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8. FUTURE ADJUSTMENTS
The nexus analysis described in this report represents the conditions prevailing at the time of the
report’s submission. However, conditions can be expected to change over the course of the 20-
year time span of the fee program, and so state law requires, and Measure "C" Extension
provides guidance for, periodic adjustments to be made to the fee program. The nature of the
future adjustments is described below.

Annual and Periodic Adjustments
The Mitigation Fee Act requires that impact fees be subject to periodic review to ensure that the
nexus remains valid. Measure "C" Extension reflects this by stipulating that the RTMF be
adjusted as follows to reflect new information:

"The RTMF shall be adjusted to reflect actual construction costs every 5 years, but
shall be adjusted annually on July 1st to reflect the percentage increase or
decrease in the Engineering News Record Index for the California Cities for the
twelve 12 month period preceding December of each year-"

Adjustments to the Project List
Measure "C" Extension is a long-term program and its framers recognized the need for flexibility
to allow the program to evolve as circumstances change. The ballot measure therefore included
the following passage:

"Although it is the primary purpose of the RTP-MC funds to augment Tier I funding
levels, there is recognition that it is difficult 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 County Transportation Authority
Authority, in consultation with the Council of Fresno County Governments Fresno
COG, will have the flexibility to fund other urban and rural street and road projects
contained in the Tier 2 list of regional transportation projects. This would be
accomplished through the Expenditure P!an update process, and appropriate Tier 2
list projects would be amended into the Tier I funded program."

It is uncertain at this time whether the flexibility provided in this passage will ever be used. It is
useful to note, though, that Column C in Tables 8 and 9 show Tier 1 and Tier 2 project costs that
are attributable to new development that are not included in the RTMF as it is currently
structured. So should circumstances arise in which this passage is needed, there are project
costs that have already been identified for which a nexus to new development has been shown to
exist.

_______
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APPENDIX

Details of the Fee Calculation





TABLE 1: ESTIMATED COSTS FOR TIER I PROJECTS

Project ID Project Name
Updated Cost

Esdmate

.
Ineligible

Components

Costs Clearly Related
- -

fies

.Funding from
Other Sources

Funding Potenlially
Sought from Measure

‘C’ Alter 1st
Screening

44 B C D EeA.B+C+O
A SR-ISO East Segtt $33 470,701 $0 $0 $33,479,701 $0
B SR-iSO Wool Soy $5,450,000 $3,483,000 $0 $0 $1967000
C SR-4IlSR-168/SR-180 $114,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $114,000,000
0 Willow Avenue $19,656,767 $0 $0 $0 $19,656,767
S
F
C
H

TornperanceAvenue
Ventura Boulevard
SR-SO Monterey Bridge Retrofit
California Ave Widening

$4,098,477
$5,000,000
$1,000,000

$12,548,738

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$5,000,000
$1,000,000

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

54.098.477
$0
$0

$12,548,738

0
I
J
K
L
M
N
A
B
C

Peach Ave Widening
SR-41 Auxiliary lane
Herndon Ave Widening
Shaw Ave Upgrades
SR-OS North & Cedar interchangee
/eteren’n Boulevard
SR-iSO Wed
SR-ISO Eaaf Seg lit
SR-ISO EaetSeg IV

$17,300,000
$11,400,000
$42,200,000
$17,500,000
$81,220,000

$117,978,600
$8,614,915

$42,600,000
$46,460,819

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$9
SO
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$17,300,000
$11,400,000
$42,200,000
$17,500,000
$81,220,000

$117,976,600
$8,614,915
$42,600,000
$46,460,819

,- 0
S

SR-ISO Eaat $eg V
Friant Road Widening

$59,915,560
$5,900,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$59,915,560
$5,900,000

P F Golden Stale Boulevard $34,978,792 $9 $34,978,792 $0 $0
C SR-269 Bridge trnprovernent $16,989,699 $0 $16,989,699 $0 $0
H SR-ISO West IS Exteneion $183,000,000 $0 $0 $9 $183,000,000

I Mountain View Ave Widoning $25,632,000
Mendocino Ave Widening $3,350,000

K SR-99 .t,onedcan Ave Interchange $24,300,000
t-5/SR-198 Interchange tmp-ovement $12,012,000
Total for Tier I $946,586.06’

a percent of totrd updated eetimate

TABLE 2: ESTIMATED COSTS FOR TIER 2 PROJECTS

$0
$0
$0
$0

$3,483,000
0%

$0
$0
$0
$0

$57,968,491
5u/,

50
SO
$0
$9

$33,479, 70i
45’

$25,632,000
$3,350,000

$24,300,000
$12,012,000

$851,654,871
90%

Project ID

60
CC
00

Project Name

SR-90 Stanislaus &Tudumrie
SR-41 0-Street Auxttiwy Lanes
Friant Road Widening
SR-OS Stoew Ave Interchange

Updated Cost
Eslirnate

44
$45000000
$63500000
$5,100,000

$34.978.7g2

Ineligible
Components

$0
$0
$0
$0

Costs CIesrRetaeed

o:fldenc

C
$0
$0
50
$0

Funding from
Other Sources

0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Funding Potenelslly
Sought from Measure

00 After 1st
Screening

EsA-B’.C+O
$45,000,000
$03,500,000
$8,100,000

$34,978,792
ES Traffic S9iithrorilration $24,984,851 $24,984,851 $0 $0 $0
FF HerndonAveWidening $18,411,238 $0 $0 $0 $16,411,238

z

0

CC
MEt

It
JJ
K
LI
Mlvi
SIN
00
.M
BE

SR-ge Auxiliary lance
Olackttone Ave Turn Lanes
SR-SO Shields Ave Overoroesing’
McCall Widening
ihepherd Ave Widenteg
$R-41 Auxiliary lanee
SR-OoWtderrlng
baltic Management Center
Minnewawa 4-Lana Prnct
SR-OS Central & Chestiut
515-145 Widening

sse,063,64a
$2,200,000

$Sg,g63,643
$109g3,334
$37,500,000

$0
$29,981,821

$993,940
$17,000,000
$50,000,000
$12,800,099

$9
$9
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$003,040
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$29.981,S21
50
$0
$0
$0

$s9,06%e43
$2,200,000

$00,063,643
$10,993,334
$37,500,000

$0
$0
$0

$17,000,000
$50,000,000
$1250C000

N CC SR-33 Widerdng $%0S9,591 $0 $0 $9 $%06%501
00 caderny Partway’ $6,100,000 $0 $0 $0 $6,100,090

P ES
FF

SR-4I Central & Arnerciari Interchange
etiterton Road Widening

$32,000,000
$20,934,327

$0
SO

$0
$0

$0
$0

$32,000,000
$20,034,327

CC
MM

It
Ii

llsnning Ave Widening
SR-43 Widening
McCafAve Connection’
SR-ISO B Seg VI

$1 5,200799
$47,500,000
$19,100,000
$53,267,703

50
$9
$0
$9

50
$0
$0
$0

$0
So
$0
$0

$15,200,009
$47,500,000
519,100.009
$53,267,703

Totat for Tter2 $686,542.70 $25,978,701 $0 $29,98l,t2i 5830782,181
4% 90/, 40/

A-i



TABLE 3: ESTIMATED COSTS FOR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE PROJECTS

Project ID Project Name
Updated Cost

Estimate
Ineligible

Components

Costa Clearly Related
to Existing
Peficlenciea

Funding from
Other Sources

Funding Potentially
Sought from Measure

"C’ After 1St
.Screening

GJ B IC 0 EsA4B+C+D

,
1 SR’O9iMounIain View $4,524,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,524,000

0

th
2

4

SR,a9/Eloral
6R,asltvlanning
SR-’OBfCentraI

$5,3s9,750
$1 1233,750
$6,720,500

$0
80
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$5,389,750
$11,233,750
$6,720,500

th 5 SRaSlVenturs $275,000 $0 $0 $0 $275,000

0

,
0

°

Ii

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
is
IS

SR99IFresno
SRO9IStanislaus
SR99I6elwont
SRY9fOlive
SRYgfClinlon
5R99/Ashlan
SR99/Shaw
SR99/Herndon
SR4IIVan Ness
6R41/Tulare&Disissdnro
SF41/Mckinley

$2,500,000
$966,500

$6,783,000
$5,930,500
$406,000

$6,954,500
$14,532,500
$2,527,000
$550,000

$6,837,500
$4,861,250

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
SO
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$2,500,000
$966,500

$6,783,000
$5,930,500
$406,000

$6,654,500
$14,532,500
$2,527,000
$550,000

$6,837,500
$4,861,250

i-

17
18

SF41/Shields
$R41/Astslan

$7,477,750
$5,456,750

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$7,477,750
$5,456,750

19 5F41/Shaw $6,044,750 $0 $0 $0 $6,044,750
? 20 SR4llBulIwrd $14,107,500 $0 $0 $0 $14,107,500

ix
‘

21
22
23
24

SF41/Fr/ant
SF180/N. Eullon & yen Ness
SF168/Bollard
qFlSs/shaw

$2,751,000
$2,500,000
$2,348,500
$3,100,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$2,751,000
$2,500,000
$2,348,500
$3,100,000

olaF For I-lOS Projects 8124,778,00 80 $0 $1 $124,778,001
0% 0% 0% 100%

Total Tisr I Costs $946,566,068
Total tim 2 Costs $086,542,793
Total P105 Costs $1 24,778,000
Total Costs br All Projects $1,757,906,861 in unintated 2006 dollars

Tolal Ainounl that Could Polentally be Eligibe br RTh4F $1,482,237,057 84%
Amountnesded from other sources $275,669,804 16%

100%
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TABLE 4: V/C RATIO AND LOS FOR TIER I PROJECTS

___________________________

Existing Future Without Ouprovemeets Oboe Deoaieuoy
- Attributable to New

Volume Capacity V/C Redo tOO Voltame Capacity V/C Ratio LOS oeaetomueetProject 1 Project Name
A 06 C/°AIS 0 6 IF 0°/E/F H t°0-D/0-1

A SR-IOU East Soy II 22540 12.000 1 7/ .*:*::*: .:p:’%.,..: . 32064 12 500 2.82 .:.1.IPI/$111: 01%
S SR 100% tOny 20051 12000 1/5 F 20030 12000 211 F 40/
C SR-41700 00/700 100 40/5 5400 000 0 7472 040/ 142 F 100$
D 640 ciA 11010 15400 0/7 0 2770 15400 1/0 F 1001

‘

w
0
F

lope A
/ Irotol rd

1227/ 10400 070
20910 31100 007

D
00511

73705
32072

10400 104 P
31100 102 6

1001’
2007

C
H

SR 10 V 0 5do 10 I ft
CdroiAWdig

0 231 45000 004
0/Il 12000 054

C 0 0
0

10523
05077

1S300 101 6
12000 120 P

1001
000/

I t° /oAoOaV’d 0 0 17812 12800 040 F 2214 12000 070 F 47/
2 1

/4
S

SR_41 Aucilary Lotte
400/4 A Wd 05
Sir acA Upyrud

53.003 000,000 0.S1
25405 44700 000
10700 14600 12/

C or Oe//eo
0
P

73,704
40070
33300

1 US$00 0.70 COt boiler
4700 lOS E
14600 22 P

No DeOo/eooy
100$
75/

M
N
A
0
C

SR’OO North & Codar Inuro/roo005
/elerao4 004le000do
SR-I 00 Wool
OR 70005 Iso/Ill
SR 1006 lOc/V

200 1,275 0,17
25.400 00400 1.01
5,506 03,700 0.02
13000 03700 000
03721 03700 100

C or SF001
‘P.’.
0
0
6

023
40,070
12,530
20040
10400

0,275 0,00 Coo boner
IS/OS 3.17 -, ‘., t’-T’’’’
13,700 0-00 00
03700 262 P
03700 134 6

Nc Del/ojeolly
58%

No De/olenoy
100/
1001

- 0 OR105E ISo V 13112 03700 005 0 07/00 13700 130 6 1001

2

0
F
0
H

Food 0004 W/d0010o
Go/cr Stale 600/00014
SR-200 Br/doe 1oprosemeroo
5R400 Wool IS Eyeooor

02,711 52,402 0,24
0,200 25,440 0,00
7532 13,700 057
A754 13,700 030

Coo 00607
Co/boIler
Car Sorer
000501000

20,200
13,713
12,311
7,050

52,400 0.30 007 550cr
20,400 047 Corbolcr
13,705 0,00 00
02700 0.07 007501100

No DotlsieIlO/
No Debseocy
No Deloxr.oy
No 0e54/cooy

S / sO to V WA WI 0 0362 03700 068
Moodoo/oo Ace Widen/no 3,030 13,700 0.22

K 00.00 Amerioon Ave /010015/We 004 0,270 0.10
- L -050400 /roturo05506 IWeoceWeol 200 0,270 017

TABLE 5: V/C RATIO AND LOS FOR ‘tiER 2 PROJECTS

En/utitg

roect to Project
Volume Capacity VIC Ratio

A B COIA/lB
- r SR_OS Slar’u/ooo& Taoomoe 048 $270 0.83

SB SR,41 0-00°c/Au/i//OW Lasee 28,051 105500 0.24
CC F IR 4W5 t 27217 32700 0/2
0000 SR-OS Shuts Ace lolerc/ooooc 8,104 02,000 045

00
C or So/el
001000cr
Corootcr

07247
4040
845
380

13700 120 6
13,700 0,30 C Ol 00000
7,270 0,50 007 Scud
7,270 0,20 Cor boon’

000/
No Del/olerocy
No Del/c/rosy
No DeNt/coo

Poture Withoot tmprooemeets aJ ofOeftttettoy
Attributable to New

Deonlomeent
IcB.Dj/0.1

000%
No 001lolel005

170
No 0001/0/050/

LOS

Dl
00106007
Cot booer

00
00

Volume

El
2,401

22,057
06349
12,215

Capacity V/C Ratio LOS

F lO5IEISPI H
4,270 1.00 , ‘6/

200000 031 Coo Oeucr
32700 111 P
12,000 0.97 00

SE Troll/c SynrSrou/zoboo - . - - . - - Nol Compula ole
er

z

OF
00
NH

lem000 Are W4oe,ro
Rae A/c/lIars Lcrreu
/ hot AoeT WL

5540 00,400 0,30
04,400 100,000 0,62
44002 32700 130

Coo Scour
Coo 001/er

P

13.419
01,163
470010

10,400 0.07 00
105505 0.00 00
12700 047 P

No DcNtleooy
No Detoieooy

20/
II SR-Se Sloe/do Aoe ovemr000l/W 7,1/S 32.700 022 Cur boner 14500 32,700 0.40 00700001 No 0000,000
II
KR
EL
MM
NN
00
AS
SB

toCao 60,/co/b
5/0077004 Are Weleocog
01441 dat/I/try tattoo
SR-OS W,dooooeg
r0000ctaoagcmcrl Cooler
00 w oo4LSoeP I I
SR,090ertrul&C/rroluot
SRl4O 60/400/00

0534 41,200 0.12
5304 32700 020

72,013 200,000 040
35,328 07,200 0-53

- - -
10051 15400 071

003 0/0 004
0400 10,400 0,00

C orbotlor
Coo 0660’
Cur ce/er
C or Outer

.
Curcdtcr

00
00700000

14526
10,002
07,154
06,707

.
24776

037
22,070

40,200 0,20 Car beset
32,700 001 Cot loller
005,000 0.02 00
07200 0.04 00
- - -
1S400 202 14

080 1,42 ,‘‘ F,’’
20,400 0/4 0

No Det,o,orooy
No Dot/lousy
No Det/o’eooy
No 0e1,o,coooy

Not Compo/uble
0001’
000%

No 00501007/
ra CC

DO
SR-33 Wdemro
Academy Pado/014le°

0520 15,400 0.44
4,240 10.700 0.42

CorbeSoc
Corlteller

11,150
7,300

25,400 0,72 Coo Scour
20,705 0,00 Coo oct07

No 000/1/0107
0000000leOsy

00 toE SR/do Ce to l&Ameroto 1001/c / 0 207 88 045 0 030 540 142 F 000$
FF Miilcdao Road Wideolug /5/I 03,700 0.03 0 00,844 13,700 0,70 D No Del/c/coos
CC Outoorroog Ave 60/400/1119 0,330 23.700 000 0 12853 13200 054 0 No 0011010005

S HH SR.43Wdeo 0 13142 13700 01/6
II sCull Ave 000000l,500 2,307 13 0,17

- 11 SR-ISO 6 SsçW 12,OB 13,700 044

TABLE 6: V/C RATIO AND LOS FOR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE PROJECTS

Eu/delco

Project 1 Projert Name
‘Votatete Capacity V/C Rat/c

Al B jC/A/B
50-4e/Mouotalo VIew 43/ 1,275 0.34

o 2 SR.00101uroi 202 $275 0.23
3 SR.9915Iaor/r4 340 2,275 0.27

V 4 SR.09/Oaefru/ 552 $275 5.43
S SRuoocetttoro /148 $274 0.44

O 6 SRo155reoroo 74 7,275 0.50
7 SROO/S/aoietaus 274 $275 0.21
S SROO/Belm I 000 2275 072
S SROO/0h/oc 707 7,275 5.22

er 2/ OROalCl/oluo 740 1,275 0,55
II /ROOiAo050 7,034 $270 0.00
12 CR00700_n 007 1,270 0.44
18 OROO/Herr,dooo 333 $278 020

B ° 74 OR45Wao Neoo 400 $270 830
IS 5R41/Tlur&D ad 005 0275 077
10 SR41040K/o/cy /27 $275 0.05
IT 0041/05/co/u 740 2,275 0.50

- 10 5R41/AoSl 034 0275 /85
O 00 5R41 lOhaw 722 7,275 0.57

20 SR4ll000arS 801 7275 004
s2 20 0041/F I 70/4 000 104

a SRI/OINF/ OV N /04 27 060
6 23 SRlbOlRo100d 202 0,000 0,11

24 OR lOSS/Iou, /07 2.004 0.53

0
Car toter

D

1 331
10 020
07,004

12700 141 6
13,000 0.73 C 07500cr
18,700 1,20 - ‘ 6:,," ‘

2001
No Delioeooy

200%

LOS

10/
Ocr bolter
Cor000er
Con bolter
Con be/er
0000eour
C 01Oct07
C or Oeler
C 0/7
C 00600cr
C 00 Otter
C 07000cr
001500cr
C or lremeu
C or be/Im
C rOll
C or boIler
051 Seller
C 50
Cot 000cr
C 50

B
005
Cur Odor
Cur Softer

Volume

6
004
302
078
400

$0/B
4,0/4
020

0447
0/4

7,020
7,054
00/
722
44

247/
003

2,070
233
$205
7522
2313
322
/07

0,070

Puouro Witirotat tmprooemetts

Capoolty V/C Rub LOS

IF 00E/IF 1/HI
0,275 0.47 Coo Setter
1,270 024 Cor betel
2,270 040 C oc betel
2,275 5,22 Coooetcr
$275 000 Coo Oetcr
$275 0.51 D
$270 0.71 C or Softer
0275 104 P
0.275 0.7/ Car Oster
7,275 0.5/ C or 080cr
$270 0.00 0
7.274 0.70 C or Oeoor
7.270 0.57 C or boSon
$270 0.67 007 beSot
7275 11/ F
$270 0.77 Con bml100
1,275 0.04 Cor Scour
127 005 6
7,275 1,10 D
0275 005 F
00/4 127 F
0275 002 6
0,000 076 Ocr 601/er
2,004 1.02 ::*:11y.:::*:1*:.6:::::;:E.’:/11:’

Vu ot Deftoteuoy
Attributable to Now
Pryoio230a_.
to/O’D/O-l
No Door/er W
No Decoeroy
No Dc//s/eros
No Del’s/en so
No DeIo,eooo
No Delio/eooy
No Del/s/eros

200/
No Del/s/doW
No Del/s/coos
No Deco/coos
No DcOci/Ooy
No Det/o/cooy
No Det/ucocy

105/
No DeSo/croy
No Del/o/000y

005/
No DeOr/rooy

005%
04%
1001

No 04S’IbOW
107°%

NWro:

o VIC Rat/v 0/ 009/vu Oar/I/I/eu Oral oaomot/y oemu to/u 60100/030

llal/o/oedoalsou/e I/re Volume aou Caras/to 0/lumen are or toe peas-sour: ooo-Oa//o/zed em do/Iroa/ucs

Soodod sells /0 LOS 00/0070 md/sob thaI Be /0011% docu n/I muml FODS’s LD Oolooderdo/ ‘Dor 500er
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TABLET: PERCENTAGE OF VMT GROWTH ATTRIBUTABLE TO RESIDENTAL DEVELOPMENT

2007 Vehicle Miles 2030 Vehicle Miles Trip End Attrlbutlon* Growth in VMT
Traveled Traveled Residential Non-Res Residential Non-Res

Trip Purpose A B C 0 E = A-B * C F = A-B * 0
Home-Work VMT 5,824570 25% 9,312,158 24% 2.0 0.0 6,975,177 -

Home-ShopVMT 2,465,152 10% 4,151,433 11% 2.0 0.0 3,372,562 -

Home-OtherVMT 6,702.090 28% 11,038,334 28% 2.0 0.0 8,672,487 -

Other-Work VMT 2,300,702 10% 3,804,637 10% 0.0 2.0 - 3,007,870
Other-Other VMT 6,409,288 27% 10,709,570 27% 0.0 2.0 - 8,600,565
Total Vehicle Trips 23701802 100% 39,016133 100% 19,020,227 11,508,434

62% 38%

* Each trip has two ends, the origin end and the destination end. RTMF policy, based on National Cooperative Highway Research Program
Report 187, is to allocate both ends of any trip involving a residence to the residence
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TABLE 8: TIER I PROJECT COSTS POTENTIALLY ATTRIBUTABLE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT
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TABLE 0: TIER 2 PROJECT COSTS POTENTIALLY ATTRIBIJTABLE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT
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TABLE 10: FRESWAY PITERCRANCE PROJECT COSTS POTENTIALLY ATTRIBUTABLE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT
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TABLE 11: CALCULATION OF BLENDED TRIP GENERATION RATES
ITE Weekday Weekday Trips Square Feet PM Peak

Land Use Category Reference Trips per KSF* per Employee* per Employee Pass-by Trips

Retail
Building Materials and Lumber 812 45.16 3112
DiscountSuperstore 813 4921 28%
Speciaty Retail Center 614 4432 22.35
Discount Store 815 56.02 28.84 17%
Hardware Store 816 51.29 53.21 26%
Nursery Garden Center 817 36.08 22.13
Shopping Cenler 820 42.94 34%
Factory Outlet Center 823 26.59
New Car Sales 841 33.34 21,14
Auto Parts Store 843 61.91 43%
Tire Store 848 24.87 28%
Supermarket 850 102.24 87.82 36%
Convenience Market 851 737.99 61%
Convenience Market with Fuel Pumps 853 845.60 63%
Discount Supermarket 854 96.82 23%
Discount Club 861 41.80 32.21
Home Improvement Superstore 862 29.80 48%
Electronics Superstore 863 45.04 40%
Pharmacy with Drive Through 881 88.16 49%
Furniture Store 890 506 12.19 53%
Gustily Restaurant 931 89.95 44%
High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant 932 121,15 43%
Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Through 934 496.12 49%
Median 49.21 2884 586 43%

Service
Hospital 610
Clinic 630
General Office 710
Medical-Dentist Office Building 720
Office Park 750
Business Park 770
Walk-in Bank 911

17.57 5.20
31.45 7.75
11 .01 3.32
36.13 8.91
11.42 350
12.76 4.04
21 .49

Median 17.57 4.62 263

Government/Public Sector
Government Office Building 730 68.93 11.95

Education
Elementary School 520
High School 530
Universfty/Coltege 550

15.71
19.74
9.13

Median 15.71

Other
General Light Industry 110 6.97 3.02 433
General Heavy Industry 120 1.50 0.82 5-47

Truck Terminal 30 9.85 6.99
Industrial Park 130 6.96 3.34
Manufacturing 140 3.82 2.13
Warehousing 150 4.96 3.89
Median 5.96 3.18 534

Notes:
* Average weekday daily tip generation data dwived from ITE Trin fle-nerathin lspventh Frlitinnt, 2003
** Average weekday PM peak pass-by hip rates dervied from ITE Trio Generalinn Hantlbcdç June 2004
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TABLE 12: COMPUTATION OF NUMBER OF NEW UNITS

Land Use Category Unit
2007 2030

IA El

# of New Average New
Units UaitalYear

tCl=Bl-At Dl = id 20 years
Sixgle-Famity Dwellings 1w 949 rate Owellisg Unit 171.962 294-932 92971 4.649
Single-Family OwelEings affondabley Dwelling Unit 14-963 23438 0,094 404
Multi-Family Dwnlltngs market rate Dwelling Until 91.509 120435 46926 2346
Multi-Family Dwellings oolordabler Dwelling Unit 7,090 11.160 4091 204
Comnlerciaypeleil Employee 61.907 03,340 31.453 1,573
Commerciall000icefSenvioe Employee 03601 196169 72550 3620
Government Employee 35541 54592 19,052 953
Edocalion Employee 33.071 60,567 25,e9e 1.335
Gytlt Indastrial Employee 15,039 20.427 5,391 270
Heavy tndostrhl Employee 30.072 40.054 10.702 539
Other Mon-Residential Employee 105.253 142.989 37,736

* pnn innonmaeon provided by Fresno COG, 0% nO new housing is 1° be considered alto rdahle

1.807

TABLE 13: COMPUTATION OF RTMF FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS

Number of
New Taip-Gen Total Trips Fee Per New Dwelling Unit

Land Use Category Omellang Rate Generated
Units

Single-Family Dwellings matInal rate
Single-Family Dwellings affordable
Malh-Fam’dy Dwellings 1t1,adxet nate
Mn18-Fmsty Dwellings altnrdabie

4 6 C

92.971 9,67 009.729
0,004 9 57 77,390

46.926 672 315.346
4.001 9 72 27.421

E=ECostOTnip

51,727
$063
$1212
$6

Total at New Residential Trlyo 5 1,309453
Costs AnhibiAanhn to New Residential Trips trom Tabteo 0,9,10> $231,699,602

AdmisloulheCos nor RTMF 5 2%
Cost par Mew Residential Trip 5 $190

50% Percent discount gives to affordable hsaaieg as specified in Appendit 0 nO Meatum t"

TABLE 14: COMPUTATION OF RTMF FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS

den Non-Residential Tips>
Cents Altributalhn to Nem Non-ResidantiatTrus lfrnm Tables 0,9, ID m $141,411,062

Adtn’aisfrathe Goals br RhIndF> 2%
Cost per New Na3n-Residenlal Ttip 5 $71

TABLE 15: FEES AS APPROVED AND ESTIMATED RTMF REVENUES

Estimated Reeenans Alter Esemptbos slId Redaceons $217,925,159
Admitts’lltse Costs 2% $4.3sE.523

RTMF Fends Asadable tsr Projects $213,469,535

Costs Elgible tsr RTMF from Colome F in Tables 0,9, and 10
Pereenlol Eligible Costs Entered

$373,110,744
57%

Land Use Category

Number at
Idew

Trip-Get Total Trips
Rate Generated

Employees

IA 0 C

Pass-By
Reduction

ID

Fee Per New Employee

EBCostTntp°l1-0

Square Feeni
employee

F

Feed Square
Foot

0 5 EfF
CommerciayRetail
CommerdayOliloeySereice
Government
Education
Light lrdeslnial
Hessy lodssthal
Other Non-Residential

31,453 2944 907.105
72.560 4,02 335,294
la,052 11.95 227,670
26,699 35.71 419,394
5,390 3.D2 19,200

10,792 042 8,841
37,735 3,10 119,999

43% $1,195
$320

Exempt
Exempt
$214
$59
$225

506
2E3

Exempt
Exempt
433
54y
534

$1.99
$1.26
Exempt
Esempl
$0.49
$0.11
$0.42

Total ot 2,034,555

Lend Use Category

2011 and2009* 2010e
thereafter

C from
4 19 Tables 134

14

Average Ne’,
UntitaNear

ID tram
Table 12

Fees
Fees Generated in Fees Generated

Generated in200 in 2010
2011-2020

E*AffDl2 1Felgflol IGffCr0F19

Total Fees
Generated 2009-

2020

NnlElaFalG

Residential Developments Sldwellinlganin
Single-Family Dwelling manket-latel
Single-Family Dwelling atlbntabtn
Mali-Family Dwelling market-rate
Moth-Family Dwelling atlnrdabhe

$1,200 $1,450 $1,727
$500 $725 $993
$043 $1,010 $1,212
$421 $509 $605

4,549
414

2.345
204

52.799.118 $6,740,360 $144,477,323
$121,266 $293,100 $6,201,523
$990,544 $2,300,902 $51 ,206,9E0
$42,980 $103,869 $2,225,390

$154,009,805
59495,941

$54,594,487
$2,373,239

Non-Residential Developments $lsq.Th
CommerciayReleit
CnmrnsercialiolticelSarvice
Edacasoni
Onvemmexl
LiglIt Indootcial
Heavy lnrdsstrial
Other Non-Reskential

$1.38 $147 $1.99
$0.07 $145 $1.25
Exempt Exempt Esempt
Exempt Exempt Exempt
$0.34 $0.41 $0.49
$007 $049 $0.11
$0.29 $ft35 $0.42

1.573
3,628
953

1,335
270
539

1,887

01,007 42.626 $56,292
$1,571 $3,765 $01,353

$0 $0 $0
50 $0 $0
$45 $112 $2,367
$20 940 $1,032

$277 $899 $14,350

350.005
$85,710

$5
$0

$2,556
$1,100

$15,297

- FCOO and PCTA Boards apprexed a 2-year phase-in based on $1,200 pen shgle-family
dwelling in 208, 00th fees tar other devehpmea Sypee gettitrg a propolliotlatecedoctintr

-- Assumes fee will take effect Joly I, 2009

53,944405 $9,533,535 $204,347,720 $217,92e,1e9

Total Cost on Tlel I & P105 Projects 11cm Tabtw 1 & 3
%CoseredbyRTMF>

$1,571,394,090
20%
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TABLE 16: COMPUTATION OF RTMF FUNDS BY PROJECT

Projects Receiving Funds

RTMF Coverage ProjectedCosts Attributable to % of TotalTotal Project Costs After Exemptions RTMF Project CostNew Development & Reductions Funding

From Tables 1,2,3 From Tables 8,9,10 From Table 15

A B C DB*C EDtA
Tier I

SR-180 West Seg It
SR-41/SR-168/SR-160
Veteran’s Boulevard
SR-ISO East Sag ill
SR-ISO East Seg IV
SR-180 East Seg V

$5,450,000 $909,681 57% $520,460 10%
$114,000,000 $114,000,000 57% $65,223,366 57%
$117,978,600 $68,343,647 57% $39,101,778 33%
$42,600,000 $42,600,000 57% $24,372,942 57%
$46,460,819 $46,253,581 57% $26,463,283 57%
$59,915,560 $59,915,560 57% $34,279,776 57%

Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study
SF499/Belmont
SR4llrulare&otv/sadero
SR41/Ashlan
SR4lIBuiard
SF441/Fr/ant
SF4180/N. Fulton & Van Ness
SRl68IShaw

$6,783,000 $6,763,000 57% $3,880,790 57%
$6,837,500 $6837500 57% $3,911,972 57%
$5,456,750 $5,456,750 57% $3,121,996 57%

$14,107,500 $14,107,500 57% $8,071,392 57%
$2,751,000 $2,303,525 57% $1,317,927 48%
$2,500,000 $2,500,000 57% $1,430,337 57%
$3,100,000 $3,100,000 57% $1,773,618 57%

Tolal Urban $128,353,635 60%
Total Rural $85,116,001 40%

Total RTMF Funds for Projects $213,469,636 100%
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TRANSPORTA liON TECHNICAL
COMMITTEE

ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS
AGENDA ITEM lit 0





Date:
Time:
Location: Tulare Street, Suite 201

A Public hearing is scheduled for Wednesday, March 25, 2009 to receive input on how to
improve the region’s transportation planning process.

The Federal Highway Administration FHWA and Federal Transit Administration
FTA will be conducting the certification review and evaluation of the region’s
transportation planning process carried out by the Council of Fresno County
Governments Fresno COG and its partners. Every four years the FHWA and FTA
jointly conduct this review. As part of the review, the public is invited to comment on
the transportation planning process at the following public meeting:

Wednesday, March 25, 2009
5:30 pm to 7:30 p.m.
Council of Fresno County Govermnents, 2035
Fresno, California

Oral and written comments may be presented at the meeting. Written comments can also
be sent via e-mail to cert.review@fhwa.dot.ov or by regular mail to:

Scott Carson or Paul Page
Federal Highway Administration Federal Transit Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100 201 Mission Street, Suite 2210
Sacramento, CA 95814 San Francisco, CA 94105

Public written comments will be accepted through April 25, 2009.

Any questions regarding these hearings should be directed to Tony Boren, Executive

Director at 559 233-4148.

Is! TONY BOREN, Executive Director
Council of Fresno County Governments

2035 Tulare Street! Suite 201
Fresno, California 93721

Telephone: 559 233-4148 Fax: 559 233-9645
Website Address: www.fresnocog.org

February 23, 2009
PUBLIC NOTICE

Notice of Public Listening Session:
Council of Fresno County Governments Federal Certification Review
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