
City of Santee 
Regular Meeting Agenda 

 
Santee City Council 

CDC Successor Agency 
Santee Public Financing Authority 

 
Council Chamber – Building 2 

10601 Magnolia Avenue 
Santee, CA  92071 

 
September 14, 2016 

7:00 PM 
 

 
ROLL CALL: Mayor Randy Voepel 
 Vice Mayor Jack E. Dale 
 Council Members Ronn Hall, Rob McNelis and John W. Minto 
 

LEGISLATIVE INVOCATION \ PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 

PRESENTATION: Jack E. Dale Cup presentation: Varsity football game between 
Santana & West Hills High Schools 

 

PRESENTATION: Dedication of 2016 Pierce Fire Engine 
 

PROCLAMATION: Prostate Cancer Awareness Month is September 2016 
 

PROCLAMATION: Storm Water Awareness Week September 26-30, 2016: Clean 
Water, Healthy Community 

 

ITEMS TO BE ADDED, DELETED OR RE-ORDERED ON AGENDA: 
 

1. CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 

Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be approved by one motion, with no 
separate discussion prior to voting.  Council Members, staff or public may request specific 
items be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate discussion or action.  Speaker slips 
for this category must be presented to the City Clerk before the meeting is called to order.  
Speakers are limited to 3 minutes. 
 

(A) Approval of reading by title only and waiver of reading in full of 
Ordinances and Resolutions on the agenda. 

 

Click on 
Blue Text 
to jump to 
support 
material for 
that item. 
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(B) Approval of meeting minutes of the Santee City Council, the CDC 
Successor Agency and the Santee Public Financing Authority for the 
Regular Meetings of August 24, 2016. 

 
(C) Approval of Payment of Demands as presented. 

 
(D) Adoption of a Resolution amending the City’s Conflict of Interest Code 

pursuant to the Political Reform Act of 1974.   
 

 
2.  PUBLIC HEARING:         None  
 

 
3. ORDINANCES:        None 
 

 
4. CITY COUNCIL ITEMS AND REPORTS:   
 

(A) Request for a waiver of fees associated with the processing of an 
application for a Conditional Use Permit submitted by Post 9327 of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW).     (Voepel) 

 
Recommendation: 

  Consider the request and provide direction to staff. 
 

 
5. CONTINUED BUSINESS:        None 
 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS: 
 

(A) Resolution authorizing the extension of the professional services 
agreement with Dokken Engineering for “as needed” engineering 
services on capital improvement and land development projects. 

 
Recommendation: 
Adopt the Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute a 2-year 
extension to the professional services agreement with Dokken Engineering for 
“as needed” engineering services on capital improvement and land 
development projects not to exceed $700,000 per fiscal year and authorizing 
the Director of Development Services to negotiate and issue task orders to 
complete the desired work. 

 

(B) State Route 52 Corridor Study. 
 

Recommendation: 
  Receive and accept the State Route 52 Corridor Study. 
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(C) Authorize payment to the County of San Diego for the City’s share of the 
Next Generation Regional Communication System (NextGen RCS).   

 
Recommendation: 

 Authorize payment to the County of San Diego for the City’s share of the Next 
Generation Regional Communication System. 

 
(D) Authorize the City Manager to execute an agreement with Grossmont 

Union High School District for cost sharing of two School Resource 
Officers at Santana and West Hills High Schools. 

 
Recommendation: 
Authorize the City Manager to execute an agreement with Grossmont Union 
High School District for cost sharing of two School Resource Officers at 
Santana and West Hills High Schools. 

 
 
 
7. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 

Each person wishing to address the City Council regarding items not on the posted 
agenda may do so at this time.  In accordance with State law, Council may not take 
action on an item not scheduled on the Agenda.  If appropriate, the item will be 
referred to the City Manager or placed on a future agenda.  

 
 
 
8. CITY MANAGER REPORTS:  
 
 
 
9. CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY:    

(Note: Minutes appear as Item 1(B)) 
 

(A) Resolution confirming the issuance of refunding bonds in order to 
refund certain outstanding bonds of the former Community Development 
Commission of the City of Santee, approving the execution and delivery 
of a bond purchase agreement, continuing disclosure certificate and 
preliminary and final official statements relating thereto, designating 
officers, and providing for other matters properly relating thereto. 

 
Recommendation: 

 Adopt the Resolution confirming the issuance of refunding bonds and 
approving the execution and delivery of a bond purchase agreement, 
continuing disclosure certificate and preliminary and final official statements 
relating thereto, designating officers, and providing for other matters properly 
relating thereto. 
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10. SANTEE PUBLIC FINANCING AUTHORITY:      

(Note: Minutes appear as Item 1(B)) 
 
 
 
11. CITY ATTORNEY REPORTS:  
 
 
 
12. CLOSED SESSION:  
 

(A) CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS 
(Government Code Section 54957.6) 
Agency Designated Representative:  City Manager 
Employee Organization:  Santee Firefighters' Association 

 
(B) CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS 

(Government Code Section 54957.6) 
Agency Designated Representative:  Mayor 
Unrepresented Employee:  City Treasurer  

 
 (C) CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—ANTICIPATED LITIGATION 

(Government Code section 54956.9) 
Consideration pursuant to Government Code section 54956.9(d)(4) of whether  
to initiate litigation: One case involving the County of San Diego’s 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act in connection with the proposed development of an 
Assessor/Recorder/County Clerk’s Branch Office and 
Archives on County-owned property located at 
approximately 10135 Mission Gorge Road. 

 
 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT:   



Regular Meeting Agenda of September 14, 2016 Page 5 of 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sep 01 SPARC Civic Center Building 7 
Sep 12 Community Oriented Policing Committee Council Chamber 
Sep 14 City Council Meeting Council Chamber 
Sep 15 Manufactured Home Fair Practices Commission Council Chamber 
Sep 28 City Council Meeting Council Chamber 
 
Oct 06 SPARC Civic Center Building 7 
Oct 10 Community Oriented Policing Committee Council Chamber 
Oct 12 City Council Meeting Council Chamber 
Oct 26 City Council Meeting Council Chamber 
 

 
 
 

The Santee City Council welcomes you and encourages your continued 
interest and involvement in the City’s decision-making process. 

 
 

For your convenience, a complete Agenda Packet is 
available for public review at City Hall and on the 

City’s website at www.CityofSanteeCA.gov. 
 
 
 

The City of Santee complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Upon request, this 
agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, 
as required by Section 202 of the American with Disabilities Act of 1990.  Any person with a 
disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting 

should direct such request to the City Clerk’s Office at  
(619) 258-4100, ext. 112 at least 48 hours before the meeting, if possible. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PRESENTATION:    
 
 

September & October 
Meetings 

State of California }                            AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING AGENDA 
County of San Diego }  ss. 
City of Santee } 
 
I,  Patsy Bell, CMC, City Clerk  of the City of Santee, hereby declare, under penalty of perjury, that a copy of this Agenda 
was posted in accordance with the Brown Act and Santee Resolution 61-2003 on   September 9, 2016,    at    4:30 p.m. 
 

 09/09/16 
Signature                                                                        Date
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The SR 52 Corridor Study identifies and evaluates short-term (5 to 15 years) and low-
cost improvements for SR 52, between Interstate (I-) 805 and SR 67, that would improve
safety, efficiency, reliability, and accessibility, while reducing congestion and providing
flexibility.  The City of Santee initiated the study, as existing traffic conditions on SR 52
directly affect the city, with input and support provided by the TWG—comprised of the
Cities of El Cajon, La Mesa, Santee, and San Diego, Caltrans, HomeFed Corporation
(Fanita Ranch), SANDAG, and MTS.

SR 52 is an east-west freeway located in San Diego County that traverses various City
of San Diego communities and the City of Santee, connecting East County to
employment centers in west and north San Diego County, similar to I-8.  It also connects
to I-5, I-805, SR 163, I-15, and SR 67.  The current SANDAG regional transportation
plan, San Diego Forward:  The Regional Plan (the Regional Plan) (SANDAG, 2015),
includes improvements on SR 52, specifically the addition of two managed lanes (MLs)
and freeway-to-freeway ML connectors by the year 2050. This study is an attempt to find
interim solutions before the implementation of improvements by Caltrans and SANDAG.

The study developed multi-modal (MM) improvement alternatives, including roadway,
transit, active transportation (AT), and transportation demand management (TDM).  The
study developed and evaluated four build alternatives, which included a mix of general
purpose (GP) lanes, auxiliary (AUX) lanes, and truck climbing (TC) lanes, as well as the
ML improvements listed in the Regional Plan. The study provided a traffic analysis,
assessed engineering feasibility, and examined potential environmental constraints for
the build alternatives.  A preliminary capital cost estimate was developed for the four
build alternatives, shown in the table below.  The study also identified potential
anticipated environmental approvals, technical studies, and permits for the project.

Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$)

Build Alternatives*** Description Capital Cost
2016$ (Millions)

Build Alternative 1 Construct AUX lanes (three areas), a TC lane, and GP lanes $149/$47

Build Alternative 2* Construct AUX lanes (three areas), a TC lane, GP lanes, MLs,
and freeway-to-freeway ML connectors

$763**

Build Alternative 3 Construct a TC lane (two options-with hanging bike
lane/bridge widening)

$30/$34
(two options)

Build Alternative 4 Construct a TC lane and shoulder running lanes $69

*    This alternative was included to assess the use of tolling to advance the ML improvements in the Regional Plan.
**  Partial funding (for the ML improvements) has been identified in the Regional Plan.
***  Excludes the $20 million (2016$) for non-roadway MM improvements.
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Screening criteria were developed based on the purpose of and issues identified for the
study corridor, and in consideration of criteria developed by SANDAG to support the
visions and goals of the Regional Plan. Screening criteria included:  Consistency with
the Regional Plan, Near Term Implementation, Environmental Impacts, Capital Costs,
Vehicle Miles Traveled, Person Throughput, Reliability, Mode Share, Improvements to
Transit and High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Mobility, and Congestion Relief.  The build
alternatives were evaluated against the No-Build Alternative using the screening criteria.

  Screening Results:  Build Alternatives Compared to No-Build Alternative
Criterion Build

Alternative 1
Build

Alternative 2
Build

Alternative 3
Build

Alternative 4

1 Consistency with the Regional Plan

2 Near Term Implementation

3 Environmental Impacts

4 Capital Costs

5 VMT

6 Person Throughput

7 Reliability

8 Mode Share

9 Improvements to Transit and HOV
Mobility

10 Congestion Relief

Better                                     No Change                                    Worse
than No-Build                       from No-Build                      than No-Build

The study provided a tolling analysis to assess toll revenue that could be generated
through the implementation of MLs or a toll only option for the two added travel lanes.
Based on the analysis, the ML option could generate revenues of up to $187 million and
the toll only option could generate up to $254 million. These amounts would be bonded
against and based on typical bond rates and terms this could result in $132 million and
$179 million respectively. They could be part of a capital funding strategy to advance
implementation of Build Alternative 2 prior to 2050.

As part of the study, public outreach was conducted to provide and gather information
about the corridor and the alternatives. This included two open house style public



Executive Summary

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
ES-3August 24, 2016

meetings, a presentation, and a public comment period that included an online comment
tool. A range of comments were received, most concerning freeway capacity.

The study is an initial step in implementing the SR 52 Corridor Project and demonstrates
that any of the improvements/alternatives would improve existing and future conditions
prior to 2050.  The study was conducted with the understanding that implementation of
the improvements depends upon available funding. For the next study or project report,
the build alternatives for the SR 52 Corridor Project could be broadened or narrowed, by
revising, repackaging, or phasing the MM improvements.
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TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP
For the SR 52 Corridor Study, a TWG was formed.  The TWG met monthly to discuss,
guide, and ultimately provide support for the study.  The steps and milestones of the
study were reviewed and commented on by the TWG.  The TWG played a key role in
the development of the proposed improvements.

The key stakeholders of the TWG included:

City of Santee
City of El Cajon
City of La Mesa
City of San Diego
Caltrans
HomeFed Corporation
SANDAG
MTS

The effort and contributions of the TWG are greatly appreciated and hereby
acknowledged.



Technical Working Group

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
August 24, 2016TWG-2

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



Chapter 1.0 – Introduction

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
1-1August 24, 2016

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents the purpose of the study and provides background on SR 52.

1.1 Purpose
The purpose of this study is to identify short-term and low-cost improvements for SR 52,
to improve safety, efficiency, reliability, and accessibility, while reducing congestion and
providing flexibility.

The City of Santee initiated the study, as existing traffic conditions on SR 52 directly
affect the city, with input and support provided by the TWG — comprised of the Cities of
El Cajon, La Mesa, Santee, and San Diego, Caltrans, HomeFed Corporation, SANDAG,
and MTS.  However, these traffic impacts affect more than the City of Santee; therefore,
a comprehensive study is needed to identify feasible solutions for SR 52.

Additionally, the City of Santee recognizes opportunities to enhance the city by
developing undeveloped parcels and redeveloping underutilized parcels.  To attract
investment in the city, enhance property values, and improve the overall quality of life,
the traffic problem on SR 52 must be relieved.  Moreover, SANDAG’s growth forecasts
show substantial growth in East County, with increasing traffic demand for the SR 52
Corridor.  To this end, HomeFed is partnering with the City of Santee and others to
identify and fund potential improvements for the public good.

1.2 Background
SR 52, an east-west freeway, is located in the Mid-City and East County areas of San
Diego County, traversing the City of San Diego in the west and the City of Santee in the
east.  SR 52 connects to the following north-south freeways:  I-5, I-805, SR 163, I-15,
SR 125, and SR 67.

SR 52 is approximately 17 miles in length, and generally is comprised of four to six
general purpose lanes, with AUX lanes at certain locations to facilitate traffic entering
and exiting the freeway.  Between Mast Boulevard and Santo Road, the westbound SR
52 shoulder includes a two-way bike path.

The primary purpose of SR 52 is to provide mobility to/from East County.  I-8, which is
located south of SR 52, serves East County and is heavily traveled as well.

Existing and Future Traffic Volumes
SR 52 currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) C to E, with heavy congestion
between I-15 and Mast Boulevard during the PM eastbound commute, and between
Cuyamaca Street and the summit during the AM westbound commute.  If additional
improvements are not made, the condition is forecast to worsen to LOS F in the future.

Under existing conditions, SR 52 experiences a directional split during the AM and PM
peak hours (i.e., 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.).  The directional split in the AM
peak is generally consistent throughout the corridor, with between 65 and 74% of the
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total traffic moving in the westbound direction.  The directional split in the PM peak is
more evident in the central and eastern portions of the corridor, with 68% of all traffic
heading eastbound between I-15 and SR-67.  The PM directional split is less distinct on
the western end of the corridor, where between 41 and 51% of all traffic is in the
eastbound direction between I-805 and I-15.

The bottlenecks for eastbound are:  west of I-15 (1.4-mile queue), Santo Road (1.6-mile
queue), and Mast Boulevard (2-mile queue).  A westbound SR 52 bottleneck exists east
of Mast Boulevard, where five lanes merge to 2 lanes with a 2.5 mile queue in the AM.

Existing (2010) and forecast (2040) traffic along SR 52 is shown in Table 1-1.  As shown
in the table, future growth forecasts show an increase in traffic along SR 52 by 74%
between Mast Boulevard and SR125 and by 30% between I-5 and I-805. Additionally,
since 2010, traffic between I-805 and I-15 as well as between Mast Boulevard and I-15
has increased by 10 and 24%, respectively.

Table 1-1.  Traffic Volumes along SR 52

I-5 to
I-805

I-805 to
I-15

I-15 to Mast
Blvd

Mast Blvd to
SR 125

SR 125 to SR
67

AADT

2010:
Total 92,500 114,100 96,500 85,300 72,600

2040:
GP Lanes 120,600 167,900 123,300 118,400 126,300

2040:
MLs N/A 13,500 19,000 13,900 N/A

2040:
Total 120,600 181,500 142,200 132,200 126,300

AADTT

2010:
Total 3,000 3,800 3,000 2,200 1,900

2040:
Total 4,000 6,000 4,400 3,400 3,300

Source: State Route 52 Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, 2015)
Note: AADT = annual average daily traffic, AADTT = annual average daily truck traffic

Existing Land Use
SR 52 traverses diverse communities (i.e., various City of San Diego communities and
the City of Santee), shown in Figure 1-1, which contain various land uses.  These land
uses are significant, as they determine travel patterns.

SR 52 begins just west of I-5, south of the University City community and north of the
Clairemont Mesa community, in San Clemente Canyon.  The University City community,
also known as the Golden Triangle, is a dense population and employment center that
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includes the University of California San Diego, regional shopping centers, regional
hospitals, research centers, and corporate headquarters.  In the Clairemont Mesa
community, the predominant land use is residential and commercial.

At I-805, SR 52 exits San Clemente Canyon and travels past both SR 163 and I-15,
along the southern edge of Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar and north of the
Kearny Mesa and Tierrasanta communities.  MCAS Miramar is an approximate 23,000-
acre military base and airfield where people work and live.  The Kearny Mesa community
functions as an industrially based employment center, with office and industrial uses, but
also includes Montgomery Field (an airfield) and limited residential uses.  The
Tierrasanta community is comprised of residential uses and Mission Trails Regional
Park (an open space park that covers approximately one-half of the community), with
some commercial and light industrial uses.

East of I-15, SR 52 ascends the Mission Trails Summit (1,194 feet) north of the summit
of Fortuna Mountain in Mission Trails Regional Park, and then descends past the East
Elliott community towards the City of Santee.  The East Elliott community, which
includes the SR 52 crossing of the San Diego River, mostly is designated for long-term
open space use.  The City of Santee features residential and commercial uses, is bi-
sected by the San Diego River, and contains a large percentage of undeveloped land.

Additionally, SR 52 serves two landfills. The Miramar Landfill is located north of SR 52
between I-805 and SR 163. The Sycamore Landfill is located north of SR 52 at Mast
Boulevard.

Figure 1-1.  Communities along SR 52
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Planned Projects
The Regional Plan, adopted by the SANDAG Board on October 9, 2015, lists the capital
projects and improvements planned for the San Diego region for the next 35 years.  The
Regional Plan includes the following improvements (i.e., Phased Revenue Constrained
Projects):

 Addition of two MLs on SR 52 from I-805 to I-15

 Addition of two reversible MLs on SR 52 from I-15 to SR 125

 Addition of two GP lanes on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to SR 125

 Addition of ML connectors at I-15/SR 52 (west to north and south to east)

 Addition of ML connectors at I-805/SR 52 (west to north and south to east)

These improvements would ease forecast traffic conditions.  Between SR 163 and
I-15, eastbound SR 52 would greatly benefit from the MLs, which could alleviate merging
bottleneck traffic at Santo Road and Mast Boulevard.  Additionally, future transit service
(i.e., bus rapid transit [BRT]) on SR 52 is planned for 2050, using the MLs.

1.3 Problem Statement
Based on existing and future conditions, the following problem statement has been
developed.

 SR 52 is a major east-west freeway serving the City of San Diego and cities and
communities in East County.

 Current levels of congestion, particularly during the AM and PM peak periods,
have affected the reliability of service on this freeway, with implications for
automobile, bus, and freight trips.

 Congestion on SR 52 has a ripple effect on surrounding roadways, including
I-805, SR 125, and local arterials, degrading conditions and adding to overall
congestion in the region.

 These conditions are expected to worsen in the future as population and
employment grow and the reliability of SR 52 will continue to deteriorate unless
improvements are implemented.

 Most improvements for SR 52 are not planned until 2050; however, short-term
improvements are needed to address current and continually worsening
congestion issues.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
This chapter describes the alternatives developed for this study.  The alternatives
include a variety of multi-modal (MM) improvements, which cover a range of
transportation modes, facilities, technologies, and programs.

2.1 Study Corridor
The “study corridor” is defined as SR 52 from I-805 to SR 67, but also includes
segments of I-805 and I-15 (i.e., where ML connectors are planned), as shown in Figure
2-1.

2.2 Multi-Modal Improvements
The MM improvements include the following:  roadway, transit, AT, and TDM
improvements.  Some of these MM improvements extend beyond the study corridor and
into the City of Santee, providing greater land use-transportation connectivity.  For
example, while roadway improvements would expand capacity, TDM improvements, like
new park-and-ride lots, could alter commuter travel patterns (e.g., shift “drive alone”
modes to “carpool” modes).

Collectively, MM improvements provide the greatest improvements for SR 52.  The MM
improvements are discussed in detail below.

Roadway Improvements
Roadway improvements are limited to freeways.  For additional details, see Section
2.3.2.

Transit Improvements
Transit improvements are intended to improve transit efficiency and access.

Bus-on-Shoulder Transit Operations
On SR 52, from I-805 to Mission Gorge Road, bus-on-shoulder transit operations could
be implemented during AM and PM peak periods.  This would allow transit buses to use
the shoulder when speeds in the main lanes drop to a certain level (e.g., 35 miles per
hour).  To accomplish this, the shoulders would be improved, where required, and
signage indicating the legal use of the shoulder by transit buses only would be installed.

Use of the shoulder as a low-speed bypass of congested freeways offers a low-cost,
safe, innovative, and easily implementable strategy for improved transit service.
SANDAG implemented the Freeway Transit Lane Demonstration Project in 2005, a 1-
year pilot project featuring bus-on-shoulder transit operations along I-805 and SR 52,
and plans to implement another bus-on-shoulder transit project along I-805 in the near
future.  The Freeway Transit Lane Demonstration Project received high marks for
efficiency, safety, and innovation; helped buses maintain on-time performance during
rush hours; and provided commuters with a viable travel option (up to 70% of riders
estimated travel time savings of 5 minutes or more).
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Figure 2-1.  Study Corridor

Transit Signal Priority
On Mission Gorge Road, from Cuyamaca Street to the eastbound SR 52 off-ramp,
transit signal priority (TSP) could be implemented at eight signalized intersections,
reducing the dwell time for transit buses at these intersections.

Current Bus Service
Currently, Route 870 provides bus service between the El Cajon Transit Center, Santee
Trolley Square, and Kearny Mesa in a peak hour, bi-directional loop, using SR 52
between the City of Santee and Kearny Mesa.  In conjunction with bus-on-shoulder
transit operations and the completion of the I-805 MLs North Project, this route could be
modified to include stops in University City (i.e., at University Town Center), a major
employment center.  Coordination with MTS would be required.

Future Rapid BRT Service
The Regional Plan includes Rapid Route 890, which would provide rapid BRT service
from El Cajon to Sorrento Mesa via SR 52.  With the implementation of MLs on SR 52
prior to 2050, this route could commence operation prior to 2050 as well.  Coordination
with SANDAG and MTS would be required.
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Improved Access to Transit (“First-/Last-Mile” Connections)
Currently, Santee Trolley Square includes a transit hub that serves the Trolley Orange
Line and several bus routes, including Route 870.  First- and last-mile bicycle facilities
could be implemented to connect the surrounding neighborhoods to Santee Trolley
Square.  Additionally, along Mission Gorge Road (to Santee Town Center), existing bus
stops could be enhanced with shelters.

Active Transportation Improvements
AT improvements are intended to support human-powered transportation (i.e., biking) by
expanding the regional bike network.

Bike Connections to Santee Trolley Square
Bike connections could be provided along two corridors:

 Cuyamaca Street from Mission Gorge Road to north of Mast Boulevard

 San Diego River from Father Junipero Serra Trail to Lakeside baseball park

These bike facilities would be classified consistent with regional and local plans.  Safety
enhancements for cyclists, such as bike boxes and bicycle signals, could be examined
at key intersections along arterial roads.

Transportation Demand Management Improvements
TDM improvements are intended to encourage transportation alternatives (e.g., carpool,
vanpool, transit, and telework) for commuters who drive alone each day.

Local Targeted TDM Programming
The SANDAG iCommute Program could be used to reach employers in top destinations
(i.e., the City of El Cajon, Sorrento Valley, Kearny Mesa, Mira Mesa, Downtown San
Diego, and Mission Valley) and employees in the City of Santee.  The program provides
resources, incentives, and subsidies for employers and employees, including carpool
and vanpool matching/formation and guaranteed ride home.

Local policies or ordinances requiring developers to incorporate TDM into large-scale
residential developments—developing residential TDM programs (i.e., land use
decisions that support alternative/high-occupancy vehicle modes)—could be adopted.
These residential developments could provide community-based transportation services,
such as shuttles, first-mile/last mile solutions, and park-and-ride lots.

Park-and-Ride Lots
Strategically located and appropriately sized park-and-ride lots could be provided.
Potential opportunities include:

 City of Santee undeveloped parcels:  south side of Mission Gorge Road (east of
the Mission Gorge Road/Fanita Drive intersection and immediately west of
Forester Creek).
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 Caltrans right-of-way:  south side of Mast Boulevard (immediately west of W.
Hills Parkway), south side of Buena Vista Avenue (immediately east of
Cuyamaca Street), west side of Cottonwood Avenue (immediately north of SR
52), south side of Mission Gorge Road (immediately east of SR 125 off-ramp),
and underneath the SR 52/SR 67 junction.

Additionally, at existing businesses and/or shopping centers, including Santee Town
Center, opportunities to lease parking spaces could be explored.

In the City of Santee, existing park-and-ride lots are located at Mission Gorge Road/Big
Rock Road (36 spaces) and 8805 North Magnolia Avenue (22 spaces).  A robust
network of park-and-ride lots in and around the City of Santee is crucial to supporting
carpool and vanpool formation.

Vanpools
Vanpools bring five or more people together to share the cost of getting to and from work
in a van or other large vehicle. The SANDAG Vanpool Program, which provides vanpool
matching and a vanpool subsidy for vehicle leases, could be publicized on the City of
Santee website.

Future Considerations
Transportation System Management (TSM) improvements is a new concept intended to
reduce travel time, improve reliability, and enhance safety by providing comprehensive
system management of the study corridor. This technology was considered a potential
viable option but not analyzed in this study or included in the cost estimate. The City of
Melbourne in Australia deployed such a system but no city in this country has done so at
this point.

Potential Benefits of Managed Freeway/Enhanced Technology
The concept of a managed freeway uses intelligent transportation system (ITS)
management tools and dynamic demand management tools for managing the freeway.
It provides a comprehensive package of strategies to manage freeway access and
demand. Integrated data collection sensors and advanced system management tools
monitor and control real time traffic conditions.  In theory, the overall system
management control would synchronize the flow of vehicles entering the freeway to
those already on the freeway, thereby providing real time demand management that
would maximize overall efficiency.

Some components of the managed freeway are deployed in the San Diego region and
some of the dynamic capabilities are utilized on the I-15 MLs.  Components could
include the following:

 Extensive vehicle detection and data collection

 New ramp meters and coordinated dynamic ramp metering

 Lane-use management, including variable speed limits and variable lane control

 Incident detection and closed circuit television surveillance
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 Traveler information

 Dedicated communications infrastructure to be a connection from the corridor
field elements to the Caltrans Transportation Management Center

Additional study and analyses beyond the scope of this project are necessary to
determine the validity and benefit of TSM and whether it is feasible for SR 52.

2.3 Alternatives
The alternatives developed for this study include one No-Build Alternative and four build
alternatives.  The alternatives were developed based on 2035 traffic volume forecast,
prior to 2050 when the ML improvements listed in the Regional Plan would be
implemented.

No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative was developed to analyze the effect of each build alternative
against a no build approach.  The No-Build Alternative assumes the Revenue
Constrained Projects listed in the Regional Plan for 2035, including:

 MLs on I-5

 Four toll lanes (SR 11) and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry from SR 125 to
Mexico

 MLs on I-15/SR 15

 Two MLs on SR 78 from I-5 to I-15

 Two MLs on SR 94 from I-5 to I-805

 Six toll lanes (SR 241) from Orange County to I-5

 MLs on I-805

 Two lanes on SR 76

 Two lanes on SR 67

 ML connectors at: I-5/SR 78, I-5/I-805, I-15/SR 78, SR 15/SR 94, SR 15/I-805,
and I-805/SR 94

 Freeway connectors at: SR 11/SR 905/SR 125, I-5/SR 56, I-5/SR 78, and
SR 94/SR 125

 Various transit facilities, AT projects, and arterial projects

However, one Revenue Constrained Project listed in the current Regional Plan for 2035
was not included:  two GP lanes on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to SR 125.  At the start
of this study, the currently approved Regional Plan was not adopted and these GP lanes
in the study corridor were not included in the previous Regional Transportation Plan.
They are identified in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan:  Our Region, Our Future
(SANDAG, 2011a) as part of a larger improvement for 2040.
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Under the No-Build Alternative, none of the projects listed in the Regional Plan for 2035
(see above) would be implemented in the study corridor.

Build Alternatives
The four build alternatives were developed using the No-Build Alternative as a base, with
additional MM improvements.  The build alternatives would include the same set of
transit, AT, and TDM improvements (see Section 2.2 for more details), but a different set
of roadway improvements, as shown in Table 2-1 and described below.

Table 2-1.  Multi-modal Improvements/Alternatives for State Route 52

Multi-modal Improvements

Build Alternatives
Build

Alternative
1

Build
Alternative

2

Build
Alternative

3

Build
Alternative

4
Roadway Improvements
SR 52: 2 GP lanes from Mast Blvd to SR 125 * X X
SR 52: EB AUX lane from Spring Canyon bridge to
Mast Blvd X X

SR 52: WB AUX lane from Convoy St to I-805 X X
I-805: NB AUX lane from SR 52 to north of Governor
Dr X X

SR 52: WB TC lane from Mast Blvd to crest of hill X X X X

SR 52: 2 (reversible) MLs from I-805 to SR 125 * X
I-805/SR 52 ML Connector * X
I-15/SR 52 ML Connector * X
SR 52: 2 shoulder running lanes from I-805 to SR 125 X
Transit Improvements
Bus-on-shoulder Transit Operations X X X X
Transit Signal Priority X X X X
Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service X X X X
Improved Access to Transit (“First-/Last-Mile”
Connections) X X X X

Active Transportation Improvements
Bike Connections to Santee Trolley Square X X X X
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Improvements
Local Targeted TDM Programming X X X X
Park-and-ride Lots X X X X
Vanpools X X X X

   Note:  * This improvement is included in the Regional Plan
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2.3.2.1 Build Alternative 1 (Operational)
Build Alternative 1 (Operational) includes the following roadway improvements (shown in
Figure 2-2):

 GP Lanes

o 2 GP lanes on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to SR 125 (6 GP lanes total)

 AUX Lanes

o Eastbound (EB) AUX lane on SR 52 from Spring Canyon bridge to Mast
Boulevard

o Westbound (WB) AUX lane on SR 52 from Convoy Street to I-805

o Northbound (NB) AUX lane on I-805 from SR 52 to north of Governor Drive

 TC Lanes

o WB TC lane on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to crest of hill

2.3.2.2 Build Alternative 2 (Ultimate)
Build Alternative 2 (Ultimate) includes the following roadway improvements (shown in
Figure 2-3):

 GP Lanes

o 2 GP lanes on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to SR 125 (6 GP lanes total)

 AUX Lanes

o Eastbound (EB) AUX lane on SR 52 from Spring Canyon bridge to Mast
Boulevard

o Westbound (WB) AUX lane on SR 52 from Convoy Street to I-805

o Northbound (NB) AUX lane on I-805 from SR 52 to north of Governor Drive

 TC Lanes

o WB TC lane on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to crest of hill

 MLs

o 2 (reversible) MLs on SR 52 from I-805 to SR 125

 ML Connectors

o I-805/SR 52 ML connector:  west to north, south to east

o I-15/SR 52 ML connector:  west to north, south to east
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2.3.2.3 Build Alternative 3 (Minimal)
Build Alternative 3 (Minimal) includes the following roadway improvements (shown in
Figure 2-4):

 TC Lanes

o WB TC lane on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to crest of hill

2.3.2.4 Build Alternative 4 (Shoulder Running)
Build Alternative 4 (Shoulder Running) includes the following roadway improvements
(shown in Figure 2-5):

 TC Lanes

o WB TC lane on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to crest of hill

 Shoulder Running Lanes

o 2 shoulder running lanes (for all vehicles during peak periods) on SR 52 from
I-805 to SR 125
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Figure 2-2.  Build Alternative 1 (Operational)
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Figure 2-3.  Build Alternative 2 (Ultimate)
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Figure 2-4.  Build Alternative 3 (Minimal)
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Figure 2-5.  Build Alternative 4 (Shoulder Running)
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3.0 TECHNICAL STUDIES
This chapter presents the traffic analysis, engineering feasibility, planning level cost
estimates, and environmental constraints developed for this study. It also includes a
description of the method of future forecasting of traffic volumes.

3.1 Traffic Analysis
This section discusses the methods used for traffic analysis and presents existing and
future traffic conditions. For future traffic conditions, the SANDAG Series 12 Regional
Travel Demand Forecast Model with updates included from the City of Santee as part of
their General Plan Update was used as the basis. It was used since it had the most
complete and current information from the City. The model was then used to develop
future volumes for 2035.  An Aimsun microsimulation model was used to analyze travel
time for the future scenarios.

Traffic Volume Development
3.1.1.1 Existing Traffic Volumes

Peak Hour Intersection Volumes
Existing peak hour turn movement volume data was collected between 7/21/2015 and
8/5/2015 at each of the intersections within the study area.  The traffic counts were
collected during the summer, which may result in lower traffic volumes because schools
are not in session.  Existing counts were compared to other available counts obtained
during the school year and adjusted, where necessary to reflect higher school related
volumes. See the appendix for more information. Peak hour count volumes were then
balanced between interchange ramps to within 15 vehicles.

Roadway Segment Volumes
Roadway segment volumes were taken directly from the SANDAG Series 12 model for
both existing and future No Build and Build analysis scenarios.

Freeway Volumes
Freeway volume data was obtained from Caltrans.  The freeway volume data is
available from 9/23/2015 to 10/2/2015.

3.1.1.2 Future Volumes (Traffic Forecasting)
Regional Travel Demand Forecast Model
The SANDAG Series 12 Regional Travel Demand Forecast Model is used to forecast
future conditions.  As part of their General Plan update, the City of Santee developed a
more detailed regional forecast model with updated land use and transportation network
information for the year 2035 for the City of Santee.  This model was used as a basis for
future volume development.

Using this model as a starting point, our staff coordinated with the City of Santee, El
Cajon and the City of San Diego to determine any cumulative development projects and
transportation network improvements. Our staff then coordinated with SANDAG
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modeling staff to ensure these projects were represented in the 2035 regional forecast
model.

Future Turning Movement Volume Development
Future turn movement volumes were developed by applying a two-step process to
existing peak hour volumes.  The process is as follows:

1. Determining Model Growth:  By comparing the peak hour volumes in the
2013 and 2035 No Build models, we determined the volume growth at
each interchange.  For example, if the 2035 No Build model shows 1,200
AM peak hour volumes on a freeway ramp and the 2013 model shows
800 on the same ramp, then the model AM peak hour volume growth on
that ramp is 400 vehicles.

2. Applying Model Growth to Existing Count Volumes:  The resulting volume
growth from 2013 to 2035 was then added to existing balanced peak hour
turn movement volumes to produce the final 2035 No Build volumes.  In
the same example, if an existing peak hour ramp volume is 1,000, then
future volume would be approximately 1,400 vehicles, which is then
carried back through the intersections to ensure volumes balance within
+/- 10%.

Traffic Analysis Methodology
3.1.2.1 Intersection Analysis

Intersection delay and level of service (LOS) analysis was performed using the Synchro
8.0 software suite.  Synchro is a macrosimulation traffic software based on procedures
outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  At each intersection the number of
lanes (turn and through), length of the turn pockets, the traffic signal timing and phasing
information is input into Synchro based on field review and signal timing sheets obtained
from Caltrans.

The study area for the intersection analysis includes the following SR 52 on- and off-
ramp intersections:

 Convoy Street

 Kearny Villa Road

 Santo Road

 Mast Boulevard

 Mission Gorge Road

 Fanita Drive

 Cuyamaca Street

 Magnolia Avenue

These intersections are shown in Figure 3-1.
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Figure 3-1.  Aimsun Study Area Intersections

3.1.2.2 Roadway Analysis
Arterial roadway capacity analysis was performed using SANTEC/ITE guidelines based
on a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio.  Daily arterial roadway volumes were taken directly
from the SANDAG Series 12 model and compared to the capacity of each respective
arterial roadway.

3.1.2.3 Freeway Operations Analyses (Using Microsimulation)
Freeway operations within the study area were evaluated using a microsimulation model
(Aimsun) of the study corridor.  For this study, the following alternatives were included:

 2012 Existing (Weekday AM and Weekday PM – Baseline used to compare to
existing observed field conditions)

 2035 Build Alternative 1 (Weekday AM and Weekday PM)

 2035 Build Alternative 3 (Weekday AM and Weekday PM)

 2035 Build Alternative 4 (Weekday AM and Weekday PM)

The freeway travel time was simulated for peak hour conditions: 7:00 to 8:00 a.m. during
the weekday AM and 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. during the weekday PM.  The peak hours were
selected based on existing conditions.  In addition, to estimate existing congested
conditions better in the simulation, the network was “seeded” for one-hour prior to the
peak hour, thus more accurately reflecting peak hour conditions.

Microsimulation Study Area
The study area for the freeway analysis includes the following:

 SR 52 mainline from I-805 to SR 67

 SR 52 on-/off-ramps in the study corridor

 Freeway-to-freeway connectors in/adjacent to the study corridor

 Mast Boulevard from SR 52 on-/off ramps to Carlton Hills Boulevard
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 Mast Boulevard/West Hills Parkway signalized intersection

Simulation Model Development
There are a number of traffic-specific microsimulation software packages that are
available to prepare analysis.  Aimsun, a robust microsimulation software, was chosen
as the preferred package due to its regional use with SANDAG. SANDAG uses it along
I-15 for the ICM project and is also being used to develop a region wide mesoscopic
simulation model including all of the signalized intersections in the region.  Aimsun also
works with data imported directly from GIS and specifically the SANDAG Traffic Demand
Model network files. Aimsun can be used for microsimulation as well as mesoscopic
simulations.

The Aimsun modeling process is shown in Figure 3-2.  Additionally, the steps used to
develop the network are described below.

Figure 3-2.  Simulation Modeling Process

Base Simulation Model

Error Check

Validation

Existing Conditions Model

Future Model (No-Build)

Future Model (Alternatives)

Conversion/Extraction

Series 12 – Regional Travel Demand
Model
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Base Simulation Model
The network is composed of a set of one-way links connected to each other through
nodes.  To build the existing conditions model/network, data from the SANDAG Series
12 Model (Year 2012), provided in .SHP format, was entered.  Then, the data (i.e., 206
links) was reviewed.  Adjustments or corrections were made after the .SHP model
network was imported into the Aimsun model, to ensure model runs without errors.
These included adjusting all of the connections of travel lanes from link to link and at all
merge and diverge points on the freeway and all turning movements at the study
intersection. Figure 3-3 shows the Base Model network in Aimsun.

Figure 3-3.  Microsimulation Study Area Network

The following was reviewed and/or adjusted within the model:

 Geometry, Speed, and Control

o Basic network connectivity to ensure that all links and connectors necessary
are present

o Link geometry, such as link lengths, lane geometries, and link types

o Free-flow speed coding, such as desired speed decisions and reduced speed
areas

o Coding and placement of traffic control devices (i.e., one signalized
intersection at the Mast Boulevard/West Hills Parkway intersection)

 Vehicular Demand

o Base year traffic volumes from the SANDAG Series 12 Model, at all
network entry points as well as the volume splits at each decision points
along the study corridor, were entered into the model.  Origin-Destination
matrix was not used for this study.  The simulation is 3 hours to allow the
network to load sufficiently.  The distribution of the 3-hour peak period
volumes were built by applying a percentage of the peak hour volumes for
each of the 3 hours within the peak period.  The distribution of peak
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period volumes were based on review of distribution patterns from
existing freeway counts.

Error Check
Inputs into the existing conditions model/network were double-checked.  Additionally,
initial model runs were performed to review vehicle movements through the corridor.
Minor adjustments were made, as necessary.

Validation
The base model/network was reviewed along the freeway and Mast Boulevard and
compared to existing field conditions.  Travel time and queuing were compared to
existing conditions.  To compare travel time with existing conditions, typical travel times
from Google maps were used.

Key hot spots for travel time were:

 AM Peak:  WB SR 52

o SR 67 to Mast Boulevard (on-ramp merge point)

o I-15 to I-805

 PM Peak:  EB SR 52

o I-15 to Mast Boulevard

Adjustments were made in the model to better match existing conditions.  Adjustment
examples include:

 Driver reactions at freeway merge points (e.g., sensitivity of drivers/vehicles on
the freeway to merging traffic from ramps, driver awareness of up-coming ramps,
etc.)

 Freeway grades which would affect vehicle acceleration and speed (i.e., a 4%
grade was coded for westbound SR 52 between Mast Boulevard and the top of
the hill)

 Trucks were not allowed on the fast lanes on the freeway

This was an iterative process until satisfactory travel time was observed in the model
runs.  Multiple model runs were done to check average travel times and queues.

Existing Conditions Model Simulation
After the simulation was validated, the existing conditions model/network was
considered complete.  Five model runs were completed and average travel times for the
peak hour were reported for the following segments:

 AM Peak:  WB SR 52

o SR 67 to Mast Boulevard

o Mast Boulevard to I-15
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o I-15 to I-805

 AM Peak:  WB Mast Boulevard

o Carlton Hills Boulevard to SR 52

 AM Peak:  NB I-805

o SR 52 to Nobel Drive

 PM Peak:  EB SR 52

o I-805 to I-15

o I-15 to Mast Boulevard

o Mast Boulevard to SR 67

Future Simulation Model (No-Build)
To build this model, the existing conditions model was used as a base.  The 2035 No-
Build volumes from the SANDAG model were then input into the model.  Five model
runs were completed and average travel times were reported for the same study area
segments listed previously for the existing conditions model.

Future Simulation Model (Alternatives except Build Alternative 2)
The Future No-Build model was used as a base for each of the proposed alternatives
except Build Alternative 2.  Then each model was updated to reflect the proposed
improvements for its respective alternative.  The 2035 volumes for each alternative
derived from the specific SANDAG model runs were input accordingly.  Five model runs
of each alternative were completed and average travel times were reported for the same
study area segments listed previously for the existing conditions model.

Ramp metering at Mast Boulevard/SR 52 westbound on-ramp was assumed with
improvements proposed on the freeway and on-ramp at Mast Boulevard during the AM
peak period.  The assumed ramp metering discharge rate was based on the typical ramp
metering discharge rates of 1,950 vehicles per hour, utilized by Caltrans for a 2-lane
ramp with two cars per green operation.

Existing Conditions
3.1.3.1 Freeway

In the AM peak, SR 52 is congested in the westbound direction between SR 67 and the hill past
Mast Boulevard, as well as between I-15 and I-805.  Due to SR 52 conditions in the AM peak,
Mast Boulevard also experiences a long delay in the westbound direction from Carlton Hills
Boulevard to SR 52.  In the PM peak, eastbound SR 52 traffic backs up from Convoy Street to
the San Diego River bridge due to the bottleneck at the two-lane San Diego River bridge.

Average travel times for the AM and PM peaks are summarized in Table 3-1 and Table
3-2, respectively.
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Table 3-1.  Existing Conditions:  AM Peak Average Travel Times

WB SR 52 WB Mast Blvd NB I-805

SR 67 to
Mast Blvd

Mast Blvd
to I-15

I-15 to
I-805 Total

Carlton Hills
Blvd to SR 52

SR 52 to
Nobel Dr

Average (min) 20 10 10 40 22 7
Free Flow

(min) 4 6 4 14 4 2

Note:   Average travel times based on average results from five Aimsun model runs. Free Flow travel
times are from Google Maps, 2016

Table 3-2.  Existing Conditions:  PM Peak Average Travel Times

EB SR 52

I-805 to I-
15

I-15 to
Mast Blvd

Mast Blvd
to SR 67 Total

Average (min) 15 22 4 41
Free Flow

(min) 4 5 4 13

Note:  Average travel times based on average results from five Aimsun model runs. Free Flow travel times
are from Google Maps, 2016

3.1.3.2 Intersections
A summary of existing intersection conditions is provided in Table 3-3.  As shown in this
table, all study area intersections operate at LOS D or better, except for Mast Boulevard
at Sycamore Canyon Landfill that operates at LOS E during the AM peak hour.

Table 3-3.  Existing Intersection Conditions

# Intersection Name
Control

Type

Existing AM Existing PM
Average

Delay
HCM
LOS

Average
Delay

HCM
LOS

1 Convoy St & SR 52 EB Ramps Signalized 28.8 C 47.1 D

2 Convoy St & SR 52 WB Ramps Signalized 31.2 C 44.2 D

3 Kearny Villa Rd & SR 52 WB Ramps Signalized 17.2 B 17.9 B

4 Kearny Villa Rd & SR 52 EB Ramps Signalized 7.3 A 29.2 C

5 Santo Rd & SR 52 EB Ramps Two-way Stop 11.5 B 10.7 B

6 Santo Rd & SR 52 WB Ramps One-way Stop 9.0 A 9.1 A

7 Mast Blvd & SR 52 EB Ramps Signalized 14.1 B 16.5 B

8 Mast Blvd & SR 52 WB Ramps Signalized 24.3 C 9.9 A



Chapter 3.0 – Technical Studies

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
3-9August 24, 2016

9 Mast Blvd & Sycamore Canyon Landfill Signalized 56.0 E 42.7 D

10 Mission Gorge Rd & SR 52 EB Off Ramp Signalized 6.5 A 8.1 A

11 Mission Gorge Rd & SR 52 WB On Ramp Signalized 2.8 A 1.1 A

12 Fanita Dr & SR 52 EB On Ramp Uncontrolled 0.0 A 0.0 A

13 Fanita Dr & SR 52 WB Off Ramp One-way Stop 23.0 C 13.8 B

14 Cuyamaca St & SR 52 EB Ramps Signalized 16.3 B 30.4 C

15 Cuyamaca St & SR 52 WB Ramp Signalized 6.7 A 8.8 A

16 Magnolia Ave & SR 52 EB Off Ramp Signalized 10.1 B 17.1 B

17 Magnolia Ave & SR 52 EB On Ramp/SR 67
On Ramp

Signalized 11.2 B 8.7 A

 Note: The HCM calculations for level of service has limitations when it comes to representing operations accurately
when there are downstream constrained conditions. At the noted locations, there exists conditions that do not allow
the intersections operations to be fully represented (i.e. the level of service may be worse than is reported.)

3.1.3.3 Roadways
Arterial roadway segments connecting to SR 52 were analyzed under existing conditions
where the daily traffic volume is compared to the roadway capacity volume thresholds.

A summary of existing roadway conditions is provided in Table 3-4.  As shown in this
table, all arterial roadway segments operate under capacity (80% or less) under existing
conditions.

Table 3-4.  Existing Roadway Conditions

Segment
Length
(Miles) Capacity 1,2

Existing Conditions

Street From To ADT
V/C

Ratio LOS
Magnolia Ave EB SR 52

Off-Ramp
WB SR 52
On-Ramp

0.08 40,000 24,276 61% C

Kearny Villa Rd EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.16 40,000 25,894 65% C

Santo Rd EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.12 30,000 5,275 18% A

Fanita Dr Mission
Gorge Rd

EB SR 52
On-Ramp

0.18 40,000 9,169 23% A

Convoy St EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.09 40,000 15,978 40% B

Cuyamaca St EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.09 50,000 24,622 49% B

Mast Blvd EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.09 40,000 13,423 34% A

WB SR 52
Ramps

West Hills
Pkwy

0.12 40,000 26,154 65% C

Mission Gorge
Rd

EB SR 52
Off-Ramp

WB SR 52
On-Ramp

0.16 40,000 18,423 46% A

WB SR 52
On-Ramp

SR 125 0.14 50,000 20,982 42% B
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SR 125 Fanita Dr 0.15 50,000 37,600 75% C
Notes:
   LOS E capacities taken from Table 2 in the SANTEC / ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) in

the San Diego Region.  SANTEC/ITE, 2000.
2  Roadway classifications obtained from the City of Santee General Plan 2020 (City of Santee, 2003) for

roadways within the City of Santee.  Classifications for roadways within the City of San Diego were
obtained from the mobility element of each respective community plan.
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3.2 Engineering Feasibility
For the engineering review, high-level project footprints were developed for and Caltrans
freeway design standards were applied to each alternative.  As this study is a high-level
planning effort, the project footprints are very conservative and do not assume design
exceptions besides those that would be critical to each alternative.  Based on the high-
level project footprint, potential right-of-way and environmental impacts were identified.
During the process to review the engineering feasibility of the alternatives, options for
the existing bike lane over the Spring Canyon and Oak Canyon Bridges were
investigated.

Basis for the Analysis/Methodology
In order to review the engineering feasibility of the alternatives, high-level concepts were
used to determine the footprint and subsequent engineering concerns along the corridor.
The limits of the alternatives were reviewed with the TWG and formed the basis for the
review of potential right-of-way impacts as well as engineering challenges for each of the
alternatives. No engineering drawings were developed, but the high-level concepts
provided the limits to sufficiently determine future improvements necessary to implement
the alternatives.

This study utilized the existing information described below:

 Centerline data, topo, existing/proposed bridge locations  in digital format from
Caltrans

 As-built bridge plans from Caltrans

 Commercially available digital aerial imagery

 Proposed auxiliary lane locations from SANDAG/Caltrans

 Previously developed studies from Caltrans

Alternatives
The alternatives reviewed are described in this section, in order of increasing magnitude
of work.  All of the alternatives would include MM improvements related to first and last
mile connectivity, bicycle amenities, and TDM. Additionally there is emerging technology
that provides for more coordinated and efficient transportation corridors. Some of this
technology exists along the I-15 Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) system, while
other technology is being utilized in other transportation corridors around the world.  The
following alternatives do not specifically detail the type of technology that may be
available during the time of the alternative’s implementation, but is seen as a typical
improvement that can be included to enhance the alternative’s performance.

Build Alternative 3 (Minimal):
This alternative includes the addition of a 12-foot westbound truck-climbing lane on SR
52 from Mast Boulevard to just west of the crest of the hill (approximately 2.5 miles). In
the existing condition, this alternative would add a westbound TC lane from Mast
Boulevard to the summit.  In order to minimize retaining walls and the grading required
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for this option, the majority of the freeway widening required is assumed to occur in the
median. The two bridges over Spring Canyon and Oak Canyon would be widened to add
one lane only in the westbound direction in the median side. Through the use of
geometry and striping transitions, the new pavement in the median would be aligned to
the existing pavement on either side of the improvements.

Critical to the addition of a TC lane is the widening of the Spring Canyon and Oak
Canyon bridges.  In an effort to provide solutions that would be low-cost and feasible
alternatives, an evaluation was done to look at multiple options to provide the additional
lane on the freeway by modifying the existing westbound bike lane.  The options
evaluated included, cantilever the bike lane from the existing bridges using traditional
concrete, cantilever the bike lane from the existing bridges using lightweight materials,
and hanging the bike lane under the existing bridge’s overhangs.  Alternative potential
bike routes were also explored if the bike lane was removed completely.  The study’s
structural analysis identified a number of challenges with each option. Based on our
structural analysis it was determined that the existing bridges were constructed to near
their loading capacity and does not allow for additional loading to the structure without
significant retrofit of the superstructure, columns and footings.

One of the remaining options for the bike lane is to hang a bi-directional bike lane under
the bridges and allow for one-way bike traffic controlled by a signal.  This would be the
lowest cost option and may require the minimal retrofit to the existing structures.  This
would allow for the existing bike lane to be relocated to the hanging bike lane and the
added width currently used for the bike lane on the bridge could be used for the fourth
westbound travel lane (i.e., TC lane).  The potential costs associated with this option as
part of this Build Alternative 3 are included in the cost section below.

Breaking this Build Alternative into smaller phases provides an opportunity to implement
portions of the improvements when funds are available. Phase 1 could include the
construction of a TC lane from Mast Boulevard to Spring Canyon Bridge and could cost
$6 million, and Phase 2 could entail the construction of the bridges and completion of the
TC lane to the crest of the hill, with a cost of $28 million.

Build Alternative 4 (Shoulder Running):
This alternative allows for the use of shoulders for all vehicles during the peak period. It
is assumed that the inside shoulder in each direction would be removed, replaced and
widened to 12-feet, where required (approximately 10 miles, east and westbound), with
a pavement structural section corresponding to the freeway lanes. This shoulder
replacement would extend the entire length of SR 52, i.e. from I-805 to SR 125.  The
outside shoulders would remain available for emergencies.  The San Diego River
bridges would be re-striped to utilize the existing shoulder and minor drainage
modification would be required.

In addition to the shoulder removal/replacement, the TC lane described in Build
Alternative 3 would be included.
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Build Alternative 1 (Operational Improvements):
The major improvements proposed in the alternative include;

 Addition of a 12-foot lane in each direction between SR 125 and Mast Boulevard

 Widening of the San Diego River Bridge in the median to the ultimate condition

 Addition of a 12-foot eastbound auxiliary lane from just west of the Spring
Canyon Bridge to Mast Boulevard

 Addition of a 12-foot westbound auxiliary lane from Convoy Street to just east of
the I-805 which would merge into the existing lane that begins just east of the I-
805

 Addition of a 12-foot northbound auxiliary lane on I-805 from SR 52 to north of
Governor Drive

 Widening of the I-805 northbound bridge over Governor Drive by 12-feet

 Widening of the I-805 northbound bridge over railroad tracks by 12-feet

This alternative builds on the improvements described in both Build Alternatives 3 and 4.
The westbound TC lane and widening of Spring Canyon and Oak Canyon bridges would
be included in this alternative as well. However, under Build Alternative 1, the shoulders
would be used only for bus-on-shoulder transit operations. One option under this
alternative would be to re-stripe the San Diego River bridges to utilize the existing
shoulder as travel lanes and minor drainage modification would be required.

Build Alternative 2 (Ultimate Improvements):
This alternative includes all of the future planned ultimate improvements to the corridor
that are included in the Regional Plan as well as the improvements outlined in the Build
Alternative 3 and Build Alternative 1.  The major improvements proposed in the
alternative include;

 MLs (2 lanes) along SR 52 from I-805 to I-15

 MLs (2 lanes, reversible) along SR 52 from I-15 to SR 125

 Addition of 2 freeway lanes along SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to SR 125

 ML connectors at SR 52 and I-15 (West to North and South to East)

 ML connectors at SR 52 and I-805 (West to North and South to East)

 Addition of a 12-foot eastbound AUX lane from just west of the Spring Canyon
Bridge to Mast Boulevard

 Addition of a 12-foot westbound AUX lane from Convoy Street to just east of the
I-805, which would merge into the existing lane that begins just east of the I-805

 Addition of a 12-foot northbound AUX lane on I-805 from SR 52 to north of
Governor Drive
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 Widening of the I-805 northbound bridge over Governor Drive by 12 feet

 Widening of the I-805 northbound bridge over railroad tracks by 12 feet
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3.3 Planning Level Cost Estimates
A preliminary Rough Order of Magnitude cost estimate was developed for the project
based on the engineering assumptions and evaluation, in accordance with the Caltrans
Project Development Procedures Manual (PDPM). Table 3-5 through Table 3-11 show
the costs associated with each alternative.

Earthwork
Based on observations noted during field visits and commercially available software
(Google Maps - Street view), a rough estimate of cuts and fills was developed to
calculate the earthwork quantities.

Pavement Structural Section
For each alternative the extent and width of any additional lanes and shoulder
replacement are per the description established based on the limits of the
improvements. A structural section of 0.90’ Jointed Plain Concrete Pavement, 0.25’ Hot
Mix Asphalt over 0.65’ of Class 2 Aggregate Base was assumed for construction or
replacement of freeway lanes and shoulders. For ramp pavement, a structural section of
0.50’ of Hot Mix Asphalt over 0.65’ of Class 2 Aggregate Base was assumed.

Retaining Walls and Barriers
The same assumptions made for the earthwork quantities were extended to identify the
locations and heights of retaining walls. At several locations, the widening of the freeway
on the outside would be impacted by presence of steep existing cuts on either side of
the freeway, requiring the construction of retaining walls. Therefore, at most locations, in
order to minimize earthwork and retaining wall costs, the pavement construction was
assumed to be located within the existing median.

Environmental Mitigation
Environmental impacts are not identified in this early stage of the project. However,
some costs for environmental mitigation are included due to the project impacts within
the San Diego River area and potential for biological and wetland impacts.

Percentage Costs
Due to the preliminary stage of the project, for items such as Traffic and Lighting,
Utilities, Drainage and Water Quality, Stage Construction and Minor Items, percentages
of the calculated costs were applied, based on prior experience and projects.

Structure - Bridges
This item includes the widening of the following bridges

 Spring Canyon Bridge: For Build Alternatives 3 and 4, this bridge would be
widened for the addition of the westbound TC lane. It is assumed that the bridge
would be widened by 12 feet in the median in the westbound direction. A cost of
$350 per square foot is assumed.
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 Oak Canyon Bridge: For Build Alternatives 3 and 4, this bridge would be widened
for the addition of the westbound TC lane. It is assumed that the bridge would be
widened by 12 feet in the median in the westbound direction. A cost of $350 per
square foot is assumed.

 San Diego River Bridge: Under Build Alternative 1, this bridge would be widened
in the median to the ultimate condition, 54 feet wide. A cost of $350 per square
foot is assumed.

 I-805 Bridges over Governor Drive and railroad tracks: Under Build Alternative 1,
these bridges are widened by 12-feet in the northbound direction. Due to the
difficult construction conditions over live traffic, a cost of $400 per square foot is
assumed.

Right-of-Way
Most of the improvements within the SR 52 corridor are within the existing median area
and within existing right-of-way when on the outside. Therefore, no right-of-way costs
are assumed at this time. Additionally, there are radio (KFMB) transmission towers that
are on the north and south side of the freeway, east of the Mast Boulevard interchange.
Although no widening of the freeway outside of the right of way is anticipated, the
transmission wires that connect between the towers may be affected by the
improvements in the area.

Contingency
Based on the Caltrans PDPM, a 30 to 50% range is recommended for projects at this
stage in the design process. A contingency of 40% is used for this project.

Unit Costs
The unit costs and bridge costs used for the individual line items are the unit costs
identified from the Caltrans Costs database and further refined based on recent unit
costs from the Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project which includes many freeway and
bridge sections.
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Table 3-5.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for Build Alternative 1

Summary of Items Cost
1 Earthwork $5,982,000

2 Pavement Structural Section $14,271,000

3 Retaining Walls $5,121,000

Subtotal (for items 6-10) $25,374,000

4 Environmental Mitigation $1,350,000

5 Traffic and Lighting (including Electrical,
Signing and Striping); 3%

$761,000

6 Drainage and Water Quality; 5% $1,269,000

7 Stage Construction; 5% $1,269,000

8 Minor Items - 10% $2,537,000

9 Mobilization - 10% $2,537,000

Mainline Roadway Subtotal $35,097,000

10 Contingencies -40% $14,039,000

11 Structures - Bridges $61,800,000

Total Capital Construction Cost $110,936,000

12 Preliminary Design - 5% $5,547,000

13 Final Design - 10% $11,094,000

14 Project Management - 5% $5,547,000

15 Construction  Management - 12% $13,312,000

16 Professional liability - 2.5% $2,773,000

Total Project Cost $149,209,000
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Table 3-6.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for Build Alternative 1
with Re-stripe and Hanging Bike Bridge Option

Summary of Items Cost
1 Earthwork $2,680,000

2 Pavement Structural Section $10,650,000

3 Retaining Walls $2,560,000

Subtotal (for items 6-10) $15,890,000

4 Environmental Mitigation $1,350,000

5 Traffic and Lighting (including Electrical,
Signing and Striping); 3%

$790,000

6 Drainage and Water Quality; 5% $790,000

7 Stage Construction; 5% $790,000

8 Minor Items - 10% $1,590,000

9 Mobilization - 10% $1,590,000

Mainline Roadway Subtotal $22,790,000

10 Contingencies -40% $9,120,000

11 Structures - Bridges $3,150,000

Total Capital Construction Cost $35,060,000

12 Preliminary Design - 5% $1,750,000

13 Final Design - 10% $3,510,000

14 Project Management - 5% $1,750,000

15 Construction  Management - 12% $4,210,000

16 Professional liability - 2.5% $880,000

Total Project Cost $47,160,000
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Table 3-7.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for Build Alternative 2

Item Limits

Capital Cost
2014$1

(Millions)

Capital Cost
2016$2

(Millions)
2 ML I-805 to I-15 $91 $93

2 ML
(Reversible)

I-15 to SR 125 $298 $304

2 GP Lanes Mast Boulevard to SR 125 $76 $78

ML Connector SR 52 and I-15 (West to North and South to East) $130 $133

ML Connector SR 52 and I-805 (West to North and South to East) $91 $93

Sub-Total Ultimate Regional Plan $700

Build Alternative
1 (Operational)
Improvements

I-805 (AUX Lane SR 52 to Nobel Drive) n/a $63

SR 52 (AUX Lane Convoy St to I-805)

SR 52 ( TC Lane Mast Blvd to crest of hill)

SR 52 (AUX Lane Spring Canyon Bridge to Mast Blvd)

TOTAL $763
Notes:
1 Capital Costs 2014$, the Regional Plan
2 Capital Costs 2016$, escalated from 2014$ the Regional Plan
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Table 3-8.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for Build Alternative 3

Summary of Items Cost
1 Earthwork $1,460,000

2 Pavement Structural Section $5,963,000

3 Retaining Walls $2,556,000

Subtotal (for items 5-9) $9,979,000

4 Environmental Mitigation $350,000

5 Traffic and Lighting (including Electrical,
Signing and Striping); 3% $299,000

6 Drainage and Water Quality; 5% $499,000

7 Stage Construction; 5% $499,000

8 Minor Items - 10% $998,000

9 Mobilization - 10% $998,000

Mainline Roadway Subtotal $13,622,000

10 Contingencies -40% $5,449,000

11 Structures - Bridges $6,300,000

Total Capital Construction Cost $25,371,000

12 Preliminary Design - 5% $1,269,000

13 Final Design - 10% $2,537,000

14 Project Management - 5% $1,269,000

15 Construction  Management - 12% $3,045,000

16 Professional liability - 2.5% $634,000

Total Project Cost $34,125,000
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Table 3-9.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for Build Alternative 3 with
Hanging Bike Bridge Option

Summary of Items Cost
1 Earthwork $1,460,000

2 Pavement Structural Section $5,963,000

3 Retaining Walls $2,556,000

Subtotal (for items 5-9) $9,979,000

4 Environmental Mitigation $350,000

5 Traffic and Lighting (including Electrical,
Signing and Striping); 3% $299,000

6 Drainage and Water Quality; 5% $499,000

7 Stage Construction; 5% $499,000

8 Minor Items - 10% $998,000

9 Mobilization - 10% $998,000

Mainline Roadway Subtotal $13,622,000

10 Contingencies -40% $5,449,000

11 Structures - Bridges $3,157,000

Total Capital Construction Cost $22,228,000

12 Preliminary Design - 5% $1,111,000

13 Final Design - 10% $2,223,000

14 Project Management - 5% $1,111,000

15 Construction  Management - 12% $2,667,000

16 Professional liability - 2.5% $556,000

Total Project Cost $29,896,000
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Table 3-10.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for Build Alternative 4

Summary of Items Cost
1 Earthwork $2,860,000

2 Pavement Structural Section $14,124,000

3 Retaining Walls $2,556,000

Subtotal (for items 5-9) $19,540,000

4 Environmental Mitigation $350,000

5 Traffic and Lighting (including Electrical,
Signing and Striping); 10% $1,954,000

6 Drainage and Water Quality; 5% $977,000

7 Stage Construction; 5% $977,000

8 Minor Items - 10% $1,954,000

9 Mobilization - 10% $1,954,000

Mainline Roadway Subtotal $27,706,000

10 Contingencies -40% $11,082,000

11 Structures - Bridges $12,630,000

Total Capital Construction Cost $51,418,000

12 Preliminary Design - 5% $2,571,000

13 Final Design - 10% $5,142,000

14 Project Management - 5% $2,571,000

15 Construction  Management - 12% $6,170,000

16 Professional liability - 2.5% $1,285,000

Total Project Cost $69,157,000

Table 3-11.  Planning Level Capital Cost Estimate (2016$) for MM Improvements

Summary of Items Cost

1 Bicycle facilities/First and Last Mile
Improvements $5,000,000

2 Ramp metering $1,000,000

3 Transit improvements $1,000,000

Total Project Cost $7,000,000
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3.4 Environmental Constraints
This review of environmental constraints considers available information about
resources to examine the potential effects of implementing the build alternatives
described in Chapter 2.0.  Currently, there is no preferred alternative.  As such, this
review considers the range of build alternatives, which are collectively referred to as “the
project” in this section.

This review identifies the anticipated environmental approvals (e.g., the required
environmental document type), identifies the environmental technical studies that likely
will be required to support the project, and provides a preliminary list of permits that
could be required.  Following the Caltrans Mini-Preliminary Environmental Analysis
Report (Mini-PEAR), this review provides preliminary environmental scoping, focusing
on those environmental issues most likely to affect project scope, schedule, and costs.
Further environmental review will be conducted as the project progresses (e.g., during
the Project Approval and Environmental Document phase).  For this study, the Mini-
PEAR is provided in Appendix B.

This review is not an environmental document, does not contain substantial
environmental analysis, and does not meet state or federal requirements for any form of
environmental review process or approval.

Anticipated Environmental Approvals
The project is within the existing Caltrans right-of-way.  For the California Environmental
Quality Act, an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is anticipated.  For the
National Environmental Policy Act, a “Routine” Environmental Assessment/Finding of No
Significant Impacts (EA/FONSI) is anticipated.  Because the size and location of the
project would likely result in substantial public interest, Caltrans may elect to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement rather than an EA.  During future phases, Caltrans will
determine the appropriate environmental document type.

Environmental Technical Studies
The project would require the completion of several technical studies.  For key
environmental issues, this section provides a brief summary of currently available
information and the general scope of the anticipated technical studies.  During future
phases, Caltrans will determine the necessary technical studies.

3.4.2.1 Biology
The ordinary high water mark delineates the limits of the Waters of the United States
located at stream courses and drainage ways within the project area, and fall under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and as such will require a
CWA (Clean Water Act) Section 404 Nationwide Permit from the ACOE and
accompanying Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB).  Work within the riparian zone or below the top of the bank in
the San Diego River will also require a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement
from the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW).  In addition, locations
adjacent to stream-courses as well as other areas within the project vicinity may meet
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the ACOE three-parameter (hydrology, soil, and vegetation) definition of a wetland.
Impacts to wetlands will also require the above permits.

Impacts to perennial or seasonal waters or wetlands with the project area may require
Section 7 Consultation at the discretion of the United States Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS) to address impacts to any federally-listed species.

If Caltrans cannot perform vegetation removal outside of the bird nesting season (March
15th to September 1st, surveys and nest searches will be performed by qualified
biologist for sensitive and migratory bird species within the construction area prior to
construction activities). If active nests are found, any work that will impact said nests
shall be halted, and Caltrans shall follow the (Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
procedures.

3.4.2.2 Section 4(f) Evaluation
Evaluation and consultation should be conducted at the early phase to identify potential
4(f) resources defined as publicly owned public parks, recreation areas, or refuges.  If
4(f) resources exist within the project area and cannot be avoided, additional evaluation
and approvals will be required by Caltrans.

3.4.2.3 Cultural Resources
State and Federal legislation require governmental agencies to consider the impacts of
proposed projects on historic and archaeological resources before undertaking a project.
Federal legislation, which protects historic and archaeological resources, includes
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA, as amended) and
the Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. Section 5024 and 5024.5
of the Public Resources Code provide for the management and protection of state-
owned historic properties and historical resources. Assembly Bill 52 amended CEQA to
identify a “Tribal Cultural Resource” (TCR) as a new, separate, and distinct resource to
be analyzed under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The additions to
CEQA mandate clear timelines for consultation with California Native American tribes.
The consultation timelines established however, occur later in the project development
process. The project area is not considered to be archeological sensitive, however, a
record search will be done once the area of potential effect (APE) is determined. Also a
historical review (>50 years old) will be conducted for structures or features to identify if
an evaluation by an architectural historian will be required.  If resources exist within the
area of disturbance, and cannot be avoided, higher level evaluations would be required
for archaeological, architectural, 4(f) and paleontological resources.

3.4.2.4 Hazardous Waste
The review for potential hazardous waste impacts involve the following:

1. A review of the project plans and aerial mapping;

2. Discussions with the design engineer;
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3. A review of previous site investigation work that has occurred in the vicinity of
this project;

4. A review of databases specific to hazardous materials.

Based on this review, the potential for hazardous waste exists with respect to the
following:

1) Lead-contaminated soil may exist within and near the right-of-way due to the
historical use of leaded gasoline, leaded airline fuels, waste incineration, etc. The
areas of primary concern in relation to highway facilities are soils along routes
with historically high vehicle emissions due to large traffic volumes, congestion or
stop and go situations.  Since a large amount of excess soil relinquishment is
likely to occur, an Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL) site investigation will be
required.  This site investigation will determine if hazardous soils exist and what
actions, if any, will need to occur during construction.

2) If any of the bridges were built in 1971, the potential for asbestos exists and a
site investigation will be required to confirm the presence of asbestos in the
bridge.

3) Hazardous levels of lead and chromium are known to exist in the yellow color
traffic stripes.  Since these traffic stripes will be grinded off along with the
roadway, the levels of lead and chromium will become non-hazardous.  These
grindings (which consist of the roadway material and the yellow color traffic
stripes) shall be removed and disposed of in accordance with the Standard
Special Provision 15-1.03B (Residue Containing High Lead Concentration
Paints) which requires a Lead Compliance Plan (LCP).  Non-hazardous levels of
lead are known to exist in the white traffic striping.  As such, these grindings shall
be removed ad disposed of in accordance with the same specifications.

4) All existing and previous uses will be part of the record search.  Including but not
limited to known contaminants and waste; contaminated properties (such as
Miramar landfill and Miramar Air Field); and special provisions will be evaluated
based on the resource study area for both direct and indirect effects.

Since construction of the proposed project cannot avoid disturbing soils or impacting the
bridge structure, a Site Investigation (SI) is required.

3.4.2.5 Visual Resources
A Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) should be considered for every project that has the
potential to change the “visual” environment. The level of assessment for the VIA can
range from “no formal analysis” to a “complex analysis” and is determined by many
factors such as: numbers of viewer groups affected; existence of scenic resources;
degree and totality of the proposed changes in the visual environment; local concerns or
project controversy; and cumulative impacts along the transportation corridor.
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In order to establish the need and level of study for a VIA, a preliminary evaluation is
performed to determine if the project will cause any physical changes to the
environment. Projects that replace or rehabilitate existing facilities (e.g., pavement
overlay, striping, sign replacement), and do not constitute a change in character to those
facilities, will not require a formal analysis. This project will require a preliminary
evaluation that includes activities such as conducting a site visit to inventory the scenic
resources of the project site, estimating potential changes to that character, and
identifying viewer groups and public concerns or opposition to the proposal.

The intent of the screening is to formally document the level of VIA required for the
project or merely utilize the screening analysis as the scenic resource evaluation should
no scenic resources be identified.

It is not anticipated that the additions of AUX lanes or MLs will have a significant visual
impact on the urban area. However, project features, such as retaining walls, noise
walls, and significant bridge widening to the recently designated Scenic Highway would
require a more detailed analysis during the technical and environmental phase.

3.4.2.6 Water Quality
Caltrans has a Statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit (NPDES No. CAS000003) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board.
This permit regulates the storm water and non-storm water discharges associated with
construction activity, discharges associated with normal maintenance and operations of
Caltrans facilities (also known as a Municipal Storm Water Permit), and it also serves as
a State of California Waste Discharge Requirement.

The permit requires Caltrans to comply with the requirements of the Statewide
Construction General Permit (Order 2009-0009-DWQ).  During construction, compliance
with the permit requires the appropriate selection and deployment of both structural and
non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) that achieve the performance
standards of Best Available Technology economically achievable/Best Conventional
Pollutant Control Technology (BAT/BCT) to reduce or eliminate storm water pollution.

3.4.2.7 Noise
This project is considered a Type 1 project as defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 772.  As such, the following criteria are the specific indicators that this project will
require a Noise Study Report since this project proposes:

 The addition of an AUX lane, except for when the AUX lane is a turn lane; or

 Restriping existing pavement for the purpose of adding a through traffic lane or
an AUX lane;

To determine if the project will result in a noise impact that requires consideration of
abatement, the following will be identified at a later phase:

 Identify Land Uses in the Project Area - Identify existing land uses in the project
area and identify the appropriate Activity Category as defined in 23 CFR 772 for
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each land use type. Include undeveloped land for which a building permit has
been issued.

 Determine Existing Noise Levels at Receptors - Existing noise levels are
determined based on noise monitoring. The Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS)
provides information on how to conduct noise measurements for this purpose.

 Model Future Noise Levels with the Project - The Traffic Noise Modeling (TNM)
predicts traffic noise levels based on projected worst hour traffic volume (the
traffic volume and speed conditions that produce the highest hourly noise level),
traffic mix (percentage of truck traffic), ground type, and the distance between
projected traffic and of the receptors.

 Determine if Traffic Noise Impacts are Identified - A noise impact occurs when: 1)
there is a substantial noise increase between design-year build conditions and
existing conditions or; 2) the design-year build traffic noise level approaches or
exceeds the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise abatement criteria
(NAC).

Noise analysis for projects under CEQA centers on whether the project or the
proposed noise abatement would result in significant adverse environmental
effects. Whether an increase in future noise level would result in a significant
effect for purposes of CEQA is determined by comparing the existing noise level
(or baseline environmental setting) to the predicted noise level with project. The
CEQA noise analysis is completely independent of the 23 CFR 772 noise
analysis, which is centered on noise abatement criteria. Under CEQA, the
assessment entails looking at the setting of the noise impact and then how large
or perceptible any noise increase would be in the given area. Key considerations
include: the uniqueness of the setting, the sensitive nature of the noise receptors,
the magnitude of the noise increase, the number of residences affected, and the
absolute noise level.

 Proposed noise abatement may also have the potential to result in significant
adverse environmental effects if the abatement negatively affects other
environmental resources, such as designated scenic highways, historic sites, or
endangered species.

3.4.2.8 Air Quality
The primary legislation that governs federal air quality regulations is the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 (CAAA-1990). The act delegates primary responsibility for clean
air to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  The EPA develops rules and
regulations to preserve and improve air quality and delegates specific responsibilities to
state and local agencies. There may be several distinct air quality analyses or studies
performed in support of the project development process. For this project, a technical
report will be required to summarize the studies, outline conformity information, and
provide other needed information for the environmental document.
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Anticipated Permits
Caltrans will define and confirm the permits required, as the project advances though the
project development process.  For biological resources (e.g., endangered species) and
work in jurisdictional areas, such as jurisdictional waters and vegetation removal, the
following resource agency permits and approvals would be required:

 Section 404 Permit from the ACOE

 Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB

 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW

 Section 7 Consultation and Concurrence from USFWS
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION
This chapter presents the alternatives evaluation, including the development of criteria to
screen the alternatives and the screening analysis.

4.1 Methodology
The following criteria were developed by the project team and the TWG, based on the
purpose and issues identified for the corridor study and in consideration of criteria
developed by SANDAG to support the visions and goals of the Regional Plan.

Ten criteria were developed for the screening analysis.  The first two criteria—
Consistency with the Regional Plan and Near Term Implementation—were used for
initial screening, followed by evaluation of the remaining alternatives using the remaining
criteria.  The ten criteria are listed below.

Consistency with the Regional Plan – This criterion assessed consistency with
the Regional Plan, including if projects listed in the Regional Plan would be
precluded.

Near Term Implementation – This criterion assessed project operation within 10
to 15 years, including the consideration of regulatory requirements for clearance
and estimated construction duration.

Environmental Impacts – This criterion assessed project environmental
impacts.  Key focus on impacts to ecosystems/biological resources.  Other
impacts included air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Capital Costs – This criterion assessed project capital costs.

Vehicle Miles Traveled – This criterion, derived from the SANDAG model,
calculated vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

Person Throughput – This criterion, derived from the SANDAG model,
calculated the number of people served within the corridor.  Multiplied the
number of daily vehicles by vehicle occupancy (one, two, or three persons for
MLs and one person for GP lanes).

Reliability – This criterion assessed consistency or dependability in travel time.
Alternatives that provide improvements geared towards traffic management,
transit, carpool, or even improvements at congested choke points can preserve
trip reliability.

Mode Share – This criterion, derived from the SANDAG model, calculated mode
share (for the drive alone, carpool, transit, walk, and bike modes) for regional
trips, and assessed if the project would shift trips from the “drive alone” mode to
other modes.

Improvements to Transit and HOV Mobility – This criterion assessed
improvements to transit and HOV mobility.
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Congestion – This criterion, derived from the SANDAG and Aimsun models,
calculated the following:

o Freeway Under Capacity.  Percent of GP lanes operating at LOS E or better.

o Travel Time.  The average travel time on freeway and Mast Boulevard
roadway segments in the peak direction.  Freeway and roadway segments
included the following:

 AM Peak:  WB SR 52

 SR 67 to Mast Boulevard

 Mast Boulevard to I-15

 I-15 to I-805

 AM Peak:  WB Mast Boulevard

 Carlton Hills Boulevard to SR 52

 AM Peak:  NB I-805

 SR 52 to Nobel Drive

 PM Peak:  EB SR 52

 I-805 to I-15

 I-15 to Mast Boulevard

 Mast Boulevard to SR 67

Average peak period travel time for each of the freeway and roadway
segments listed above was derived using the methodology described in
Section 3.1.2.3, for the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternative 1, Build
Alternative 3, and Build Alternative 4.

o Daily Hours of Congested Conditions.  Number of daily hours of congested
conditions in the eastbound and westbound directions.

Caltrans PeMS data were used to determine existing peak hours. The data
identifies existing hours of congested conditions in the corridor using speed
information from loop detectors embedded in the freeway. The existing hours
of daily congestion were determined to be 3 hours during the a.m. peak
period and 3.5 hours during the p.m. peak period.

By comparing each future alternative to the existing condition segment by
segment we developed a scaling factor that can be applied to the existing
hours of daily congestion to derive future hours of daily congestion.  The
scaling factor is based on the weighted product of the length of the segment
and the volume to capacity ratio for that segment.

F = L x (v/c)

F – Scaling factor

L – Segment Length
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v/c – Volume to capacity ratio

The weighted sum of these factors provides an index that can be compared
to each alternative.

For example, in the existing am peak hour 69,200 feet of the freeway operate
at 0.799 v/c or better.  The weighted product is 55,300 (69,200 X 0.799).
12,000 feet of the freeway operate between 0.799 and 0.899.  The weighted
product is 10,800. The same calculation is performed for the entire corridor.
In this case the sum of all of the weighted products is 136,100.  This factor
gives us a measure of congestion for existing a.m. peak conditions that can
be compared to future alternatives. Similar factors were calculated for each
alternative including the No Build Alternative. When the factor for an
alternative is compared to that of the existing condition the resulting ratio is
used as a proxy to indicate how much more or less congestion will be
experienced by the future alternative as compared to existing conditions.  The
resulting factors range from 0.8 (less congestion than existing conditions) to
1.07 (more congestion than existing conditions).

o Person-Hours of Delay Saved in the Highest One Hour Peak.  The number of
person-hours of delay (PHD) saved along key highway and arterial segments
during the peak hour.

Build Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 were evaluated as part of this analysis, to
determine their effectiveness compared to the No-Build Alternative.  This
analysis was done through the microsimulation to determine future travel
times, Build Alternative 2 was not evaluated, as it is assumed to be the most
effective alternative in terms of PHD saved.  Freeway conditions are analyzed
for the peak hour and peak direction: westbound for AM peak hour and
eastbound for PM peak hour.

Travel time is estimated using microsimulation modeling.  Changes in travel
time for Build Alternatives are compared to the No-Build Alternative. The
travel time saved is then multiplied by the peak hour volume for each
respective alternative to calculate the number of vehicle-hours saved, which
is then converted to person hours by multiplying by the average vehicle
occupancy (AVO) rate.  The AVO rate is derived directly from regional travel
demand model data.

This methodology is summarized as follows:

 =     
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o Arterial LOS.  Percent of arterial roadways operating at a V/C ratio of 80% or
less (LOS E).  In the absence of daily volume counts, daily roadway volumes
from the SANDAG model were used.  Daily model volumes were compared
to the LOS E capacity for each roadway type1 to calculate the V/C ratio for
each roadway segment.

As detailed above, four parameters (VMT, Person Throughput, Mode Share and Congestion)
were derived from the SANDAG model (i.e., the SANDAG Series 12 Model).  The SANDAG
Series 12 Regional Travel Demand Forecast Model is used to forecast future conditions
and it included updates per the City of Santee General Plan update as well as updated
land use and transportation network information for the year 2035 based on any
cumulative development projects and programmed transportation network
improvements. For this study the following model runs were developed using the modified
SANDAG Series 12 model:

 2035 No-Build Alternative Model Run – This model represents conditions in 2035
with no SR 52 Corridor Study improvements.  The future forecast volumes from
this model were used for the No Build as well as Build Alternative 3 (Minimal).
This model was used as a basis for comparing with all of the study alternatives.
The volumes from this model run were also used for Build Alternative 3 (Minimal)
based on the assumption that the improvements of this scenario are not
significant enough to affect the region wide model.

 2035 Build Alternative 1 Model Run – This model represents the Build Alternative
1 (Operational) conditions. The future forecast volumes from this model were
used for Build Alternative 1 (Operational) as well as Build Alternative 4 (Shoulder
Running).  The regional model cannot simulate shoulder running lanes
specifically, therefore an available model was necessary to use for analysis.
Build Alternative 1 is the most similar to Build Alternative 4 of the available model
runs.  Build Alternative 1 represents more general purpose lane capacity than No
Build, similarly to Build Alternative 4; build Alternative 1 does not provide
managed lanes as Build Alternative 2 does and neither does Build Alternative 4.

 2035 Build Alternative 2 Model Run – This model represents the Build Alternative
2 (Ultimate) and the future forecast volumes are used from this model in the
evaluation of this Build Alternative.

4.2 Screening Analysis
Consistency with the Regional Plan

The Regional Plan includes the following projects in the study corridor by 2050:  two MLs
on SR 52 from I-805 to SR 125, ML connectors (west to north and south to east) at SR
52/I-805 and SR 52/I-15, and two GP lanes on SR 52 from Mast Boulevard to SR 125.

1  LOS E capacities from Table 2 in the SANTEC / ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) in the San
Diego Region (SANTEC/ITE, 2000)
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Under the No-Build Alternative, 2050 Regional Plan projects would not be precluded;
therefore, this alternative would be consistent with the Regional Plan.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternatives 1 to 4 also would be
consistent with the Regional Plan (i.e., 2050 Regional Plan projects would not be
precluded).

Near Term Implementation
Under the No-Build Alternative, no projects would be constructed in the study corridor
(see Section 2.3.1 for more details).

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternatives 1 and 3 would include near-
term project implementation (i.e., within 10 to 15 years) in the study corridor.

 Build Alternative 3 could be constructed prior to, or as a first phase of, Build
Alternative 1.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternatives 2 and 4 could include near-
term project implementation (i.e., within 10 to 15 years) in the study corridor, depending
upon funding or regulatory approval.

 Build Alternative 2 could include near-term project implementation if toll
usage/funding is sufficient to advance construction.  Build Alternative 2 is the
most costly of all the build alternatives (see Section 4.2.4).

 Build Alternative 4 could include near-term project implementation if regulatory
agencies approve use of the shoulder running lanes (i.e., by all vehicles during
peak periods).  As the owner-operator of SR 52, Caltrans must approve use of
the shoulder running lanes.  Additionally, coordination with the California
Highway Patrol, for issues related to safety, could be required.

Environmental Impacts
Under the No-Build Alternative, no projects would be constructed.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternatives 1 to 4 could have
environmental effects.

Build Alternatives 1 to 4 would require an expansion of the Spring Canyon and
Oak Canyon bridges, resulting in potential effects on ecosystems/biological
resources.

Build Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 would increase VMT (See Section 4.2.5),
resulting in potential effects on air quality and GHG emissions.

Build Alternatives 1 and 2 would require an expansion of the San Diego River
bridge, resulting in potential effects on ecosystems and biological resources.
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Capital Costs
Under the No-Build Alternative, no projects would be constructed (i.e., there would be no
capital costs).

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, all of the build alternatives would have capital
costs.  The build alternatives would have different costs for roadway improvements, but,
when packaged with other MM improvements, the same costs ($7 million) for non-
roadway improvements (i.e., transit, AT, and TDM improvements), which are
included/shown in Figure 4-1.

 Build Alternative 4 roadway improvement costs ($69 million) include shoulder
running lanes.

 Build Alternative 3 roadway improvement costs ($34 million) include expansion of
the Spring Canyon bridge, expansion of the Oak Canyon bridge, and a TC lane.

 Build Alternative 1 roadway improvement costs ($149 million) include the
following:  the improvements listed for Build Alternative 3, expansion of the San
Diego River bridge, and auxiliary lanes (at three different locations).

 Build Alternative 2 roadway improvement costs ($763 million) include the
following:  the improvements listed for Build Alternative 1, two MLs, and ML
connectors.

Build Alternative 2 would have the highest total costs ($770 million).  In comparison,
Build Alternatives 4, 3, and 1 would have lower total costs ($76, $41, and $156 million,
respectively).
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Figure 4-1.  Capital Costs
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Vehicle Miles Traveled
Under the No-Build Alternative, the corridor VMT—the VMT of trips originating within the
study corridor (in both directions)—would be 4,573,000 or 4% of the regional VMT (see
Figure 4-2).  The corridor VMT represents the daily vehicle trips on SR 52 with origins
and destinations throughout the region.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, none of the build alternatives would reduce VMT.
The project VMT, which is the corridor VMT plus any changes to the regional VMT, is
shown in Figure 4-3.

Build Alternative 3 would have the same VMT

Build Alternative 2 would increase regional VMT by 9,000 or 0.2%

Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 4 would increase regional VMT by
54,000 or 1.2%

Figure 4-2.  Regional VMT, 2035 No Build
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Figure 4-3.  Project VMT, 2035
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Person Throughput
The No-Build Alternative would serve 4,665,000 people within the corridor.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternative 1, Build Alternative 2, and Build
Alternative 4 would provide an increase in the number of people served (see Figure
4-4).

Build Alternative 2 would provide the greatest increase in person throughput,
serving 5,094,000 people within the corridor.  This is due to the MLs, which
accommodate HOVs (vehicles with two or more persons) and provide additional
capacity.

Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 4 would provide the second greatest
increase in person throughput, serving 4,889,000 people within the corridor.

Build Alternative 3 was assumed to have the same person throughput as the No-Build
Alternative as a conservative estimate because no model run was conducted to this
alternative. Therefore Build Alternative 3 is likely to have higher Person Throughput than
No Build in actuality.

Figure 4-4.  Person Throughput, 2035

4,665,000
4,889,000 5,094,000

4,665,000
4,889,000

0

1,000,000

2,000,000

3,000,000

4,000,000

5,000,000

No-Build
Alternative

Build
Alternative 1

Build
Alternative 2

Build
Alternative 3

Build
Alternative  4



Chapter 4.0 – Alternatives Evaluation

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
4-11August 24, 2016

Reliability
Compared to the No-Build Alternative, all of the build alternatives would increase
reliability by providing roadway improvements at one congested choke point (i.e.,
westbound TC lane from Mast Boulevard to the crest of the hill).  When packaged with
other MM improvements (i.e., transit improvements), there would be an additional
increase in reliability for all of the build alternatives.

Additionally, Build Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 would provide additional roadway
improvements that would further increase reliability.

Build Alternative 2 would provide the greatest increase in reliability, as it would
have the following additional improvements:

o Improvements at other congested choke points

o MLs available to transit, HOVs, and other vehicles willing to pay a fee

Build Alternative 4 would provide the second greatest increase in reliability, as it
would have the following additional improvement:

o Shoulder running lanes during peak periods

Build Alternative 1 would provide the third greatest increase in reliability, as it
would have the following additional improvement:

o Improvements at other congested choke points
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Mode Share
Compared to the No-Build Alternative, all of the build alternatives would have mode
share similar to regional mode share percentages (i.e., there would be no noticeable
change).  For the 21,000,000 regional daily trips, for all of the alternatives, regional
mode share would be as follows:  53% drive alone trips, 43% carpool trips, less than one
percent transit trips, three percent walk trips, and less than one percent bike trips (see
Figure 4-5).

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, there would be a shift in modes in the corridor
under Build Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 (see Figure 4-6).

Build Alternative 2 would provide the
greatest shift from the “drive alone” mode
to other modes (i.e., 3,400 fewer “drive
alone” trips and 3,800 additional
“carpool” trips), due to the construction of
the MLs.

Build Alternative 1 and Build
Alternative 4 would not provide any
shifts from the “drive alone” mode; however, under these alternatives, there
would be an additional 100 “carpool” trips from other modes.

There would be no shift in modes under Build Alternative 3.

There would be a mode shift under
Build Alternative 2—3,400 fewer
drive alone trips and 3,800
additional carpool trips—due to the
construction of the managed lanes.
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Figure 4-5.  Regional Trips by Mode, 2035

11,162,000 11,162,000 11,158,600 11,162,000 11,162,000

9,040,000 9,040,100 9,043,800 9,040,000 9,040,100

129,800 129,800 129,700 129,800 129,800
502,500 502,400 502,300 502,500 502,400
71,200 71,100 71,100 71,200 71,100

0

5,000,000

10,000,000

15,000,000

20,000,000

No-Build
Alternative

Build
Alternative 1

Build
Alternative 2

Build
Alternative 3

Build
Alternative 4

Bike

Walk

Transit

Carpool

Drive Alone



Chapter 4.0 – Alternatives Evaluation

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
August 24, 20164-14

Figure 4-6.  Mode Shifts, Compared to No-Build Alternative
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Improvements to Transit and HOV Mobility
Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternatives 1 to 4, when packaged with
other MM improvements, would provide improvements to transit (i.e., bus on shoulder on
SR 52 and TSP on Mission Gorge Road).

 Under Build Alternative 4, these improvements could be reduced slightly, as
both vehicles (e.g., single-occupancy vehicles [SOVs] and HOVs) and buses
would use shoulder running lanes during peak periods.

Additionally, Build Alternative 2 would provide improvements to HOV mobility, as it
would have the following roadway improvement:

 Transit, HOVs, and other vehicles willing to pay a fee can utilize the MLs.
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Congestion Relief
This criterion considered five measures of congestion relief:  freeway under capacity,
travel time, daily hours of congested conditions, person-hours of delay saved, and
arterial LOS.  For this criterion, travel time is the only measure derived using the Aimsun
model—all other measures were derived using the SANDAG model.

Build Alternative 4 would provide the greatest amount of overall congestion
relief, due to the shoulder running lanes that would operate from Mission Gorge
Drive to I-805 during peak periods only.

Build Alternative 2 would provide the second greatest amount of overall
congestion relief, due to the number of roadway improvements, including MLs.

Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 3 would provide congestion relief
benefits as well.

The five measures are discussed below.

Freeway under Capacity
Under the No-Build Alternative, the GP lanes would operate under capacity (i.e., have a
V/C ratio less than 10%) at 52% during the AM peak hour (PH) and 53% during the PM
PH.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternatives 1 to 4 would increase the
percentage of GP lanes operating under capacity during the AM and PM PHs (see
Figure 4-7).

Build Alternative 4 would provide the greatest increase, due to the shoulder
running lanes that would operate from Mission Gorge Drive to I-805 during peak
periods only.

Build Alternative 2 would provide the second greatest increase, due to a
number of roadway improvements throughout the corridor, including an
expansion of the San Diego River bridge (from four to six GP lanes).
Additionally, this alternative would provide MLs, relieving congestion on the GP
lanes by shifting traffic to the MLs.

Build Alternative 1 would provide the third greatest increase, due to roadway
improvements in the corridor, including an expansion of the San Diego River
bridge (from four to six GP lanes).

Build Alternative 3 would provide the fourth greatest increase.
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Figure 4-7.  Freeway under Capacity, 2035

Notes: AM PH = AM peak hour; PM PH = PM peak hour
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Travel Time
Based on microsimulation AM peak travel times for WB SR 52, WB Mast Boulevard, and
NB I-805 are summarized in Table 4-1.  For SR 52 segments, AM and PM peak travel
times are summarized in Table 4-1 and Table 4-1.

Build 2 was not evaluated in the microsimulation since it is the ultimate regional project
and consistent with regional policies for managed lanes.  As the ultimate regional
project, Build 2 provides managed lanes in addition to all of the improvements included
the other alternatives. Therefore it provides the most capacity along the corridor of all of
the alternatives and is assumed that Build 2 would operate very well.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternative 1, Build Alternative 3, and Build
Alternative 4 would reduce travel time in the AM peak period on WB SR 52 and WB
Mast Boulevard (see Table 4-1).   On SR 52 (as shown in Table 4-1 and Table 4-2):

 Of the alternatives analyzed Build Alternative 1 would provide the greatest
reduction in travel time in both the AM and PM peak periods.

 Of the alternatives analyzed Build Alternative 4 would provide the second greatest
reduction in travel times in both the AM and PM peak periods.

Table 4-1.  AM Peak Travel Time:  WB SR 52, WB Mast Blvd, and NB I-805

Alternative

WB SR 52 WB Mast Blvd NB I-805

SR 67 to
Mast Blvd

Mast Blvd
to I-15

I-15 to I-
805 Total

Carlton Hills
Blvd to SR 52

SR 52 to
Nobel Dr

No-Build
Alternative 34 10 13 57 51 7

Build
Alternative 1 16 13 9 38 30 8

Build
Alternative 3 21 10 15 46 34 7

Build
Alternative 4 21 7 14 42 34 7
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Table 4-2.  PM Peak Travel Time:  EB SR 52

Alternative

EB SR 52

I-805 to I-
15

I-15 to
Mast Blvd

Mast Blvd
to SR 67 Total

No-Build
Alternative 15 22 4 41

Build
Alternative 1 4 5 3 12

Build
Alternative 4 4 8 4 16

Note:  Build Alternative 3 was excluded, as it does not include roadway improvements on EB SR 52

Daily Hours of Congested Conditions
Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be approximately 3.15 and 3.75 hours of
congestion per day in the westbound and eastbound directions, respectively.

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, all of the build alternatives would reduce daily
hours of congestion (see Figure 4-8). Figure 4-9 shows the same data in minutes of
congested conditions.

Build Alternative 4 would provide the greatest reduction (in both directions), due
to the shoulder running lanes that would operate from Mission Gorge Road to
I-805 during peak periods only.

Build Alternative 2 would provide the second greatest reduction (in both
directions), due to a number of roadway improvements throughout the corridor,
including an expansion of the San Diego River bridge (from four to six GP lanes).
Additionally, this alternative would provide MLs, relieving congestion on the GP
lanes by shifting traffic to the MLs.

Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 3 would each provide reductions (in
both directions) as well.
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Figure 4-8.  Daily Hours of Congested Conditions, 2035

Figure 4-9.  Daily Minutes of Congested Conditions, 2035
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Person-Hours of Delay Saved in the Highest One Hour Peak
Although not shown in Table 4-3, Build Alternative 2 is assumed to be the most effective
for improving Person-Hours of delay saved.  It was not analyzed in the microsimulation
model, since modeling the ultimate conditions would involve a more detailed model that
is out of the scope of the project.  It assumes that since the ultimate would provide for
the most robust system of managed lanes and other freeway improvements, it would
provide the greatest benefit. As shown in Table 4-3, Build Alternative 1 would provide
the second greatest total savings at 2,939 person-hours saved in the AM peak and
3,812 person-hours saved in the PM peak. Build Alternative 4 would provide 2,709
person-hours saved in the AM peak and 364 person-hours saved in the PM peak.  Of
the three build alternatives, Build Alternative 3 would provide 2,217 person-hours
saved.

Table 4-3.  Person-Hours of Delay Saved

Person-
Hours

Saved1,2

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

SR 52 WB
Mast
Blvd

I-805
NB

Total

SR 52 EB

Total

SR 67
to

Mast
Blvd

Mast
Blvd to

I-15

I-15 to
I-805

Carlton
Hills

Blvd to
SR 52

SR 52
to

Nobel
Dr

SR 67
to

Mast
Blvd

Mast
Blvd to

I-15

I-15 to
I-805

No-Build
Alternative

- - - - - - - - - -

Build
Alternative 1

2216 (420) 505 978 (340) 2,939 77 2195 1540 3,812

Build
Alternative 3

1659 (23) (247) 753 76 2,217 - - - -

Build
Alternative 4

1616 429 (196) 804 56 2,709 3 (992) 1353 364

Notes:
Person-Hours Saved are compared to the No-Build Alternative

2 Numbers in parenthesis represent a decrease in person-hours saved as a result of an increase in travel time



Chapter 4.0 – Alternatives Evaluation

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
August 24, 20164-22

Arterial LOS
Under the No-Build Alternative, of the arterial roadway segments analyzed,
approximately 90% (1.24 miles) would operate under capacity (80% or less).
Additionally, approximately 10% (0.15 miles) would operate at a level approaching
capacity (between 81 and 100%) at the following location:

 Mission Gorge Road between SR 125 and Fanita Drive

Compared to the No-Build Alternative, there would be no changes under Build
Alternatives 1 to 4 (see Table 4-4).

Table 4-5 provides a more in-depth summary of arterial roadway V/C ratios by segment.
As shown in Table 4-5, Mission Gorge Road between SR 125 and Fanita Drive would be
the only arterial roadway segment operating at a level approaching capacity, under all of
the alternatives.

Table 4-4.  Summary of Arterial Roadway V/C Ratios, 2035
V/C Ratio Length (Miles)

No-Build
Alternative

Build
Alternative 1

Build
Alternative 2

Build
Alternative 3

Build
Alternative 4

0% to 80% 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24
81% to 100% 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15

100%+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table 4-5.  Summary of Arterial Roadway V/C Ratios, 2035

Notes:
1 LOS E capacities from Table 2 in the SANTEC / ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) in the San Diego Region (SANTEC/ITE, 2000)
2  Roadway classifications obtained from the City of Santee General Plan 2020 (City of Santee, 2003) for roadways within the City of Santee.

Classifications for roadways within the City of San Diego were obtained from the mobility element of each respective community plan.

Segment Length
(Miles)

Capacity1,2 V/C Ratio
Street From To No-Build

Alternative
Build

Alternative
1

Build
Alternative

2

Build
Alternative

3

Build
Alternative

4
Magnolia Ave EB SR 52

Off-Ramp
WB SR 52
On-Ramp

0.08 40,000 74% 74% 74% 74% 74%

Kearny Villa Rd EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.16 40,000 74% 75% 74% 74% 75%

Santo Rd EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.12 30,000 18% 17% 18% 18% 17%

Fanita Dr Mission
Gorge Rd

EB SR 52
On-Ramp

0.18 40,000 37% 35% 34% 37% 35%

Convoy St EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.09 40,000 40% 41% 42% 40% 41%

Cuyamaca St EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.09 50,000 68% 68% 67% 68% 68%

Mast Blvd EB SR 52
Ramps

WB SR 52
Ramps

0.09 40,000 47% 46% 45% 47% 46%

Mast Blvd WB SR 52
Ramps

West Hills
Pkwy

0.12 50,000 71% 72% 71% 71% 72%

Mission Gorge
Rd

EB SR 52
Off-Ramp

WB SR 52
On-Ramp

0.16 40,000 53% 51% 53% 53% 51%

Mission Gorge
Rd

WB SR 52
On-Ramp

SR 125 0.14 50,000 47% 46% 49% 47% 46%

Mission Gorge
Rd

SR 125 Fanita Dr 0.15 50,000   93% 92% 92% 93% 92%
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4.3 Summary of Results
The results of the screening analysis are summarized in Table 4-6.  This table shows
the results of each build alternative, compared to the No-Build Alternative.

Based on the screening analysis, Build Alternative 2 performs the best.  Build
Alternatives 1 and 4 are second in performance, followed by Build Alternative 3 (third in
performance).

Table 4-6.  Screening Results:  Build Alternatives Compared to No-Build Alternative
Criterion Build

Alternative 1
Build

Alternative 2
Build

Alternative 3
Build

Alternative 4

1 Consistency with the Regional Plan

2 Near Term Implementation

3 Environmental Impacts

4 Capital Costs

5 VMT

6 Person Throughput

7 Reliability

8 Mode Share

9 Improvements to Transit and HOV
Mobility

10 Congestion Relief

Better                                     No Change                                    Worse
than No-Build                       from No-Build                      than No-Build
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5.0 PUBLIC OUTREACH
5.1 Summary of Efforts

The WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff team led public outreach efforts to provide and gather
information about the study, including the alternatives. The outreach effort provided an
opportunity to gain a local perspective about the study relating to the improvements,
existing conditions (e.g., congestion “hot-spots”), and any other observations related to
the study corridor.  The outreach efforts also provided an opportunity to build consensus
between local residents, jurisdictions, businesses, and others members of the public,
offering additional perspective beyond that of the TWG.

The public outreach plan consisted of the following three components:

 Webpage

 Email and social media

 Public workshops

Webpage
The webpage consisted of an interactive Google map that allowed public comments to
be submitted both electronically and geographically, as shown in Figure 5-1.  A total of
98 online comments were received.  The webpage was promoted through electronic
messages (emails/newsletter) that was distributed to community organizations and other
interested parties along the corridor. The webpage was live and open for comments from
September 15, 2015 to March 22, 2016.

Figure 5-1.  Daily Webpage Comment Tool

Email and Social Media
Email and social media updates were used to notify the public about the study and
public workshops.  A comprehensive distribution list, which included local community
groups and interested members of public, was maintained and was used for the



Chapter 5.0 – Public Outreach

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
August 24, 20165-2

notifications. There were 105 people on the notification list. An example email is
provided in Appendix E.

Public Workshops
Two public workshops (shown in Figure 5-2) were held to discuss the study.  The first
workshop was held at Santee City Hall on February 22, 2016 and the second workshop
was held at the Tierrasanta Recreation Center on March 3, 2016.  The purpose of the
workshops was to provide an opportunity for interested stakeholders to learn about the
alternatives and provide input on solutions to best improve mobility in the study corridor.
The meeting began with a presentation, then transitioned to an open house format,
where attendees were allowed to view detailed boards and discuss the alternatives with
City of Santee and WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff staff.  SANDAG staff also was on hand
to provide input and assist in answering questions.  Workshop materials included the
following:

 Study overview and purpose

 Existing conditions in the study corridor

 Framework and criteria for evaluating solutions

 High level concepts of each alternative

 Next steps in study process

 Overview of workshop and input we are seeking

Public input was collected at the various stations, including the E-comment station that
included laptops connected to the online comment tool webpage.  The stations included
large boards with concept maps to illustrate the proposed improvements. Participants
were able to review information presented in stations regarding each improvement
concept and were asked to share any comments, suggestions, or opinions they have on
sticky notes.   A total of 43 comments were collected at the public workshops.

The first workshop garnered an article published in the San Diego Union Tribune.  The
second workshop was attended by three local news representatives (i.e., KUSI, CBS,
NBC), who reported the study during the evening news on the day of the workshop.
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Figure 5-2.  Public Workshops

 Note:  From top to bottom:  Public Workshop #1 and Public Workshop #2

5.2 Summary of Comments
The public comment period was open from September 15, 2015 to March 22, 2016.  A
total of 141 comments were received, with the majority of comments submitted through
the webpage.  The comments are summarized below and provided in Appendix E.

The comments were grouped into nine topics, with many comments covering multiple
topics. Figure 5-3 and Figure 5-4 show the resulting analysis of the comments and the
breakdown of the comments into specific topics.  As expected, the “Freeway Capacity”
topic received the highest number of comments and the highest percentage of
comments.  Under the “Misc” topic, comments discussed areas outside of the study
corridor (e.g., SR 67), identified specific locations for the multi-modal improvements
(e.g., park-and-ride lots and variable message signs), and discussed other topics (e.g.,
funding and staggered school times).
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Figure 5-3.  Number of Comments by Topic

Figure 5-4.  Percent of Comments by Topic
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6.0 FUNDING STRATEGIES
This chapter identifies funding strategies to implement or advance improvements in the
study corridor that would improve SR 52.

6.1 Tolling Analysis
The Regional Plan includes ML and ML connector projects on SR 52, noted as having
capital costs of $610 million (2014$) (see Appendix D).  These projects are listed as
“revenue constrained projects” and are planned to be built by 2050.  TransNet II
(TransNet extension approved in 2004) has assigned $71 million (2015$) towards the
ML improvements, as noted in the potential funding measure Expenditure Plan.2 Table
6-1 shows the SR 52 projects in the Regional Plan and the total unfunded amount that
could be funded by toll revenue.

This section looks at the possibility of advancing the ML project or implementing a toll
road project, using the adjusted net toll revenue to fund either project prior to 2050.  The
adjusted net toll revenue is the amount of potential funding that could be used to support
financing (i.e., toll revenue bonds).  This analysis is based on an understanding that all
potential toll revenue is directly related to future traffic volumes, which could be
influenced by future technologies, like the deployment of autonomous vehicle
technology.

Table 6-1.  SR 52 Ultimate Project Funding Required
Item Limits Capital Cost

(2014$)1
Capital Cost

(2016$)2
TransNet II

Funds
(2016$)3

2 ML I-805 to I-15 $91,000,000 $93,000,000
$71,000,0002 ML

(Reversible)
I-15 to SR 125 $298,000,000 $304,000,000

ML Connector SR 52 and I-15 (West to
North and South to East)

$130,000,000 $133,000,000

ML Connector SR 52 and I-805 (West to
North and South to East)

$91,000,000 $93,000,000 $42,000,000

TOTAL $622,200,000 $113,000,000

TOTAL UNFUNDED $509,200,000
1  Capital Cost (2014$) from the Regional Plan
2  Capital Cost (2016$) escalated from the Regional Plan (2014$)
3  TransNet II Funds (2016$) escalated from 2015$ SANDAG Board of Directors Meeting Agenda, April 29, 2016

2  The Expenditure Plan as presented at the April 29, 2016 SANDAG Board of Directors Meeting.
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Methodology
To estimate toll revenue, a regional travel demand model (i.e., the SANDAG Series 12
Model) was used.  Based on WSP | Parson Brinckerhoff’s previous experience involving
the use of travel demand models and toll optimization models (e.g., RapidTOM) for
conceptual level toll revenue forecasting, on projects such as the SR 78 Corridor Study,
it has been shown that revenue forecasts generally are within an order of magnitude of
+/- 20 to 25% using a regional travel demand model or +/- 5 to 10% using a toll
optimization model (e.g., RapidTOM), compared to actual revenue.  The use of the
regional travel demand model was deemed sufficient for the level of analysis and
revenue projections required for this study since results would fall within an acceptable
range and therefore analysis by a toll optimization model, such as RapidTom, was not
used.  As such, the estimated adjusted net toll revenue provided in Section 6.1.2 notes
that toll projection values have a margin of error within +/- 20%.

This section describes the methodology used to estimate toll revenue, including the
model runs developed, as well as the toll fees, toll revenue calculations, and toll revenue
adjustments used.  The toll fees and toll revenue adjustments used for this study are
consistent with regional documents related to tolling, including the SR 78 Corridor Study
(SANDAG, 2012), based on the experience of SANDAG operating the I-15 Express
Lanes and information derived from other toll facility operations.

6.1.1.1 Traffic Forecasts
The SANDAG Series 12 Model was used to generate traffic forecasts, which were then
used to estimate toll revenue.  From the SANDAG Series 12 Model, the following model
runs were developed:

 2025 ML Model Run

 2035 Toll Only (TO) Model Run

 2050 ML Model Run

Each model run provided traffic volumes for the specified year and toll facility. 3   The
2035 TO Model Run is the only model run that includes the implementation of a toll road
instead of the planned MLs, representing the maximum amount of possible toll revenue.

6.1.1.2 Toll Fees
The following toll fees, from the SR 78 Corridor Study and the 2050 Regional Travel
Demand Model Documentation (SANDAG, 2011), were assumed:  $0.26 per mile in the
peak period and $0.10 per mile in the off-peak period.  Additionally, it was assumed that
toll fees would be collected for 250 days per year (i.e., 5-day weekdays and 50 weeks).

3  The Regional Plan contains two types of toll facilities:  1) MLs that charge a fee for use by single
occupancy vehicles (SOVs) and 2) toll roads where tolls are charged for all vehicles using the facility.
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6.1.1.3 Toll Revenue Calculations
For all model runs except the 2035 TO Model Run, daily toll revenue was calculated as
follows:

Daily Toll Revenue (Peak Periods) = ML SOVs x ML Miles x $0.26
Daily Toll Revenue (Off-Peak Period) = ML SOVs x ML Miles x $0.10

where:
ML SOVs = Daily SOVs on a ML link
ML Miles = Length of the ML link

For the 2035 TO Model Run, the daily toll revenue calculations were similar to those
shown above except, instead of “ML SOVs” or “daily SOVs on ML link,” all daily vehicles
(e.g., SOVs and HOVs) on the TO link would be charged toll fees, during both peak and
off-peak periods.

For the ML option, toll revenue per year was interpolated between the 2025 and 2050
data points based on the 2025 ML Model Run and the 2050 ML Model Run, respectively.
For the toll road option, the toll revenue per year was then adjusted based on the 2035
TO Model Run.  In Section 6.1.2, the estimated adjusted net toll revenue is presented for
two scenarios:

 25 Years (2025 to 2050) using MLs

 25 Years (2025 to 2050) using a Toll Road

6.1.1.4 Toll Revenue Adjustments
Toll revenue adjustments were made to account for revenue leakage, toll ramp up
factors, and toll operations and maintenance (O&M) costs.  The estimated adjusted net
toll revenue includes these adjustments.

Revenue Leakage
Revenue leakage includes tolls that are not paid, as well as any users that are exempt
from paying tolls, such as enforcement and emergency vehicles.  To account for
revenue leakage, toll revenue was reduced by 15% (for MLs) or 10% (for toll road).  A
higher rate was used for MLs because enforcement is more complex (i.e., HOVs are
exempt from paying tolls).

Toll Ramp up Factors
Toll ramp up factors were assumed, which allow users to become comfortable with using
the toll facilities (e.g., obtain FasTrak transponders).  In Year 1 (2025), 85% of users
were assumed.  In Year 2 (2026), 95% of users were assumed.  Years following
assumed 100% of users.

Toll O&M Costs
Toll O&M costs include the following:
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Highway O&M Costs include roadway maintenance related to flexible
pavement, drainage, cleaning, and other standard roadway maintenance
activities performed by Caltrans.  Approximately 25 lane miles (20 miles for MLs
and 5 miles for ML connectors) were assumed.

Enforcement and Toll Collection Equipment Costs include violation
enforcement systems (e.g., camera-based automatic license plate recognition)
and automatic vehicle identification systems (e.g., communication with each
vehicle to charge a fee).

Toll Collection Backend Operating Costs include toll processing, technical
services, telecommunications, administration, marketing, transaction costs,
banking fees, credit card fees, and violation enforcement processing.

Toll Equipment Maintenance Costs include maintenance costs for toll
equipment, such as variable message signs.

Currently, the regional practice is to use tolls collected from a toll facility to operate and
maintain the toll facility and to help provide transit service in the corridor.

Toll O&M costs are shown in Table 6-2.  Toll revenue was reduced by $691,000 per
year to account for toll O&M costs.

Table 6-2.  Toll Operations & Maintenance Costs (2016$)
Category Units Cost

Highway O&M Costs Per lane mile per year $5,657
Enforcement and Toll Collection Equipment Costs Per year $113,141
Toll Collection Backend Operating Costs Per trip per year $1.13
Toll Equipment Maintenance Costs Per year $260,224

TOTAL Per year $691,000

Estimated Adjusted Net Toll Revenue
Over the course of 25 years (2025 to 2050), the estimated adjusted net toll revenue is
approximately $156 million using MLs and $212 million using a toll road, as shown in
Figure 6-1 and Figure 6-2.
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Figure 6-1.  Estimated Toll Revenue:  Managed Lanes (2016$)

Figure 6-2.  Estimated Toll Revenue:  Toll Road (2016$)

 $-

 $1,000,000

 $2,000,000

 $3,000,000

 $4,000,000

 $5,000,000

 $6,000,000

 $7,000,000

 $8,000,000
20

25
20

26
20

27
20

28
20

29
20

30
20

31
20

32
20

33
20

34
20

35
20

36
20

37
20

38
20

39
20

40
20

41
20

42
20

43
20

44
20

45
20

46
20

47
20

48
20

49
20

50

$156 Million

 $-

 $1,000,000

 $2,000,000

 $3,000,000

 $4,000,000

 $5,000,000

 $6,000,000

 $7,000,000

 $8,000,000

 $9,000,000

 $10,000,000

$212 Million



Chapter 6.0 – Funding Strategies

S T A T E  R O U T E  5 2  C O R R I D O R  S T U D Y
August 24, 20166-6

A breakdown of the estimated adjusted net toll revenue, by ML and toll road segment, is
provided in Table 6-3, as well as Figure 6-3 to Figure 6-6.

Table 6-3.  Estimated Toll Revenue, 2025 to 2050 (2016$)

Managed Lanes Toll Road

I-805 to I-15
I-15 to SR

125 Total I-805 to I-15
I-15 to SR

125 Total
Total
Unadjusted
Toll Revenue 1

$46,610,000 $127,750,000 $174,360,000 $67,350,000 $162,810,000 $230,150,000

Total Revenue
Leakage $30,000 $90,000 $120,000 $20,000 $60,000 $80,000

Total Toll
O&M Costs $6,610,000 $11,350,000 $17,960,000 $6,610,000 $11,350,000 $17,960,000

Total Adjusted
Net Toll
Revenue 1, 2, 3

$39,970,000 $116,310,000 $156,280,000 $60,720,000 $151,400,000 $212,110,000

1 Includes ramp up factors (Years 1 and 2)
2 Includes revenue leakage (15% for MLs and 10% for toll road)
3 Includes toll O&M costs

The estimated total toll revenue range is provided in Table 6-4 taking into consideration
of the margin of error of +/- 20%.  Although this estimated total toll revenue may not fully
fund toll facilities in the study corridor, it could be leveraged into additional funds.

Table 6-4.  Estimated Total Toll Revenue Range, 2025 to 2050 (2016$)

Managed Lanes Toll Road
Lower Range Upper Range Lower Range Upper Range

TOTAL $125,024,000 $187,536,000 $169,688,000 $254,532,000

Bonding Capacity Estimate
Toll revenue bonds are typical financial instruments that allow for the use of toll
revenues to be used to pay for infrastructure improvements. In this case, the
construction of the ML or Toll Road improvements to the corridor would be financed and
secured through bond issuance paid for by the projected ML and Toll revenues.
Typically the rates for these instruments are 3.5% to 4.5% and the terms are 20 to 25
years. In order to estimate the amount that could be financed, a calculation was done
showing the loan payments over the life of the 25 year loan and including a 2%
escalation in revenues per year due to inflation. This increase per year would help pay
down the loan. The total projected 25 year ML and Toll revenues were used as the basis
for the calculation. Table 6-5 shows the possible bonding capacity available for
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construction of the ML and Toll road improvements based on a term of 25 years at 3.5%
annual interest rate.

Table 6-5.  Estimated Bonding Capacity (2016$)
Total (2025-2050) Term/Rate Total

Managed Lanes $156,000,000 25 yr/3.5% $131,700,000
Toll Road $212,000,000 25 yr/3.5% $179,000,000

Table 6-6 shows the difference between the potential bonding capacity and the total
estimate for the construction of the improvements.

Table 6-6.  Estimated Difference in Construction Dollars (2016$)

Note: 1See Table 6-1 for total ultimate project costs

Figure 6-3.  Estimated Toll Revenue:  Managed Lane I-805 to I-15 Segment (2016$)
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Figure 6-4.  Estimated Toll Revenue:  Managed Lane I-15 to SR 125 Segment (2016$)

Figure 6-5.  Estimated Toll Revenue:  Toll Road I-805 to I-15 Segment (2016$)
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Figure 6-6.  Estimated Toll Revenue:  Toll Road I-15 to SR 125 Segment (2016$)
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6.2 Potential Funding Sources
Other funding strategies could include local, state, or federal revenues.  This study
identifies MM improvements, which could be added to existing or future local, regional
(i.e., SANDAG), and state (e.g., Caltrans) plans, which better align the MM
improvements for targeted funding.

Local Revenues
TransNet
TransNet is the half-cent sales tax for local transportation projects. TransNet was
approved by voters in 1987, and then extended by voters in 2004. TransNet generates
billions of dollars for public transit, highway, and local street and road improvements.
SANDAG leverages these funds with state and federal resources to improve the region’s
transportation infrastructure and directly tackle growing traffic congestion.  Some MM
improvements identified in this study (e.g., the MLs and ML connectors) are already
included in the Regional Plan with identified TransNet funding.

FasTrak Revenues
FasTrak—the toll collection system used on the I-15 Express Lanes and South Bay
Expressway and could be used on the SR 52 MLs.  Whereas Section 6.1 provided a
tolling analysis using flat tolls (i.e., $0.26 per mile in the peak period and $0.10 per mile
in the off-peak period), FasTrak uses a different form of congestion pricing (i.e., dynamic
tolls).  Dynamic tolls are demand based, with tolls set dynamically (e.g., maximum tolls
set in advance by time period, but actual tolls based on real-time traffic).  Congestion
pricing shifts purely discretionary rush hour travel to other modes or to off-peak periods
and generates funding.  On the I-15 Express Lanes, tolls varying between $0.50 and
$8.00 depending on the distance traveled and traffic in the lanes.  FasTrak generated
revenue would first cover toll O&M costs, as well as funds for transit.  It potentially could
generate more revenue than analyzed in Section 6.1.

General Fund/Miscellaneous Local Road Funds
City funds, consisting of property taxes, street assessments, bonds, fines, and
forfeitures, are used to improve local streets and road improvements.  City funds could
be added to specific MM improvements identified in this study.

Impact Fees
An impact fee is a charge on new development to pay for the construction or expansion
of off-site public capital facilities that are necessitated by and benefit the new
development.  Impact fees could include development impact fees (DIFs) and traffic
impact fees (TIFs).  TIFs are used for transportation projects, like streets and roads.
Impact fees are part of the development approval process.

Impact fees typically are payments or one-time charges, but could include credit for in-
kind improvements.  Impact fee payments and in-kind agreements are determined in
coordination with local government regulations.
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State Revenues
Most of California’s transportation funding comes from federal and state gas taxes,
appropriated through ongoing programs, including those listed below.  The MM
improvements identified in this study could be added to Caltrans programs, where
additional funding could be leveraged.

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  A 4-year
program of projects that addresses traffic safety, roadway rehabilitation, roadside
rehabilitation, and operations related to the state highway system.  Funded by
the State Highway Account, which in turn is funded by federal and state gas
taxes.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  For new highway or
transit projects that add capacity to the transportation network.  Funded by the
State Highway Account, which in turn is funded by federal and state gas taxes.  It
consists of:

o Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).  Programmed by
the California Transportation Commission, with input from Caltrans and
regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs).

o Regional Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIPs) for each region.
Programmed by each RTPA (e.g., SANDAG).

Active Transportation Program.  For safe routes to school and active
transportation projects.  Funded by state gas taxes.

Additional state funding programs include:

Local Transportation Funds (LTF) also called “TDA funds” after the
Transportation Development Act of 1971.  For transit and active transportation
planning, capital and operations.  Funded by 0.25% of the state general sales
tax, and returned to counties in proportion to their contributions.

Public Transportation Account.  For transit planning, capital, and operations.
Funded by state sales tax on diesel fuel.  Consists of:

o Fifty percent State Transit Assistance Program (STA).  For transit capital and
operations. Programmed by RTPAs.

o Fifty percent retained by the state for administration, planning, and other
services.

Federal Revenues
Most federal transportation funds derive from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, which is
largely funded by the federal gas tax.  The federal government distributes the majority of
these funds to California on a formula basis.  The state government then appropriates
the formula funds through the various state programs listed above.

Most federal funding opportunities that are not directly programmed by the states are
competitive grant programs, including:
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Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER).  For
highway and transit projects aimed at economic benefits.

Nationally Significant Freight and Highway Projects Program (FASTLANE).
For highway, rail, and port projects that improve the movement of freight.

Advanced Transportation and Congestion Management Technologies
Deployment Program.  For ITS projects.

Surface Transportation System Funding Alternatives Program.  For
demonstration projects employing user-fee-based alternative revenue
mechanisms.

Additional federal programs provide financing assistance—as opposed to capital or
operating funds— including:

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA).  For
federal direct loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit to finance
surface transportation projects of national and regional significance.

Private Activity Bonds.  Allows private activity and investment in transportation
projects, while maintaining the tax-exempt status of the bonds.
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7.0 NEXT STEPS
This study is an initial step in implementing the SR 52 Corridor Project.  The Caltrans
project development process contains many phases, which the project will follow.  The
project will expand upon the analysis completed for this study.

7.1 Caltrans Project Development Process
The Caltrans project development process regulates the development of a project from
feasibility studies through project completion. Figure 7-1 highlights key steps in the
process.  This process reflects a traditional design-bid-build project delivery; therefore,
an alternate delivery method may merge or change some of the steps in the process.

Figure 7-1.  Caltrans Project Development Process

Following the completion of this study, the first step of the process would be the
preparation of the Project Study Report (PSR), which would include scoping of the
physical work, budget, and schedule to deliver the project.  The need and purpose of the
project would be defined and the full range of possible project alternatives, including
avoidance alternatives, would be identified.  The viable alternatives would be studied in
detail and documented in the PSR.

Prepare PSR

PR/Environmental Studies/ED

Secure Project Approval

Final Design/PS&E      Acquire Right-of-Way

Prepare and Advertise Contract
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The next step would be the preparation of the Draft Project Report (PR), which is an
engineering report that describes the scope of the work and considers alternatives.  It
provides a greater level of detail than the PSR so that areas of potential effects can be
identified.  This step would occur concurrently with the development of the
Environmental Document (ED), which includes environmental studies.  The goal of the
ED is to find the least environmentally damaging alternative that fulfills the need and
purpose.  When the environmental studies are complete, the Draft PR would be finalized
and approved and the draft ED would be circulated to the public.  After completion of
public comments and a public hearing, a preferred alternative would be selected and a
final ED would be completed.

Through the PSR, PR, and ED processes, a range of issues will be investigated and
potential impacts identified.  By selecting a preferred alternative, the completion of the
PR would authorize project approval.  The National Environmental Policy Act and the
California Environmental Quality Act require review of environmental impacts caused by
projects, likely triggering the need to prepare an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration and “Routine” Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI), respectively.  The environmentally preferred alternative would be identified in a
FONSI published in the Federal Register.

Following the project approval and selection of a preferred alternative, the project would
enter Final Design/preparation of plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E).  Design
details, plans, quantity calculations and contract specifications would be developed.
Reevaluation should be conducted to ensure the project remains within the framework of
the project approval document.  Concurrent with Final Design would be the acquisition of
right-of-way and obtaining approvals, agreements, and permits.

Once the design work is complete, the final project documents and bid package would
be assembled so the project can be advertised.  After bids have been submitted, they
would be reviewed, a contractor would be selected, and the construction contract would
be awarded.  Finally, construction would commence.

7.2 Project Delivery Methods
At this point in the Caltrans project development process, it is inappropriate to select a
project delivery method.  However, multiple methods will be considered for project
delivery in future stages of project development, each of which has benefits and
drawbacks.  These methods are described in the following sections.

Design-Bid-Build
Design-Bid-Build is the traditional delivery strategy.  Caltrans, or engineers acting on
their behalf, would develop a complete design and detailed specifications.  This design
would be put out to contractors for bid with construction being performed by the lowest
bidder.  A Request for Qualifications could be used to develop a short list to pre-qualify
bidders and ensure that a contractor with a record of proven performance is selected.

This delivery method is well understood by Caltrans, SANDAG, potential design
consultants, and the contractor community.  Caltrans and SANDAG would maintain full
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control of the design process through Final Design.  However, Caltrans and SANDAG
would rely only on a traditional professional services team to provide input during the
design phase for constructability reviews, value engineering, cost estimating, and project
scheduling.  Eventually when a contractor is chosen, their understanding of the design
would be based entirely on their review of the construction documents.

Design-Build
For Design-Build, Caltrans would complete preliminary engineering and after that, a
contractor would be selected with responsibility for Final Design and construction.  The
contractor would assume full responsibility for the Final Design, including any errors and
omissions due to their design consultant’s work thereby transferring this risk from
Caltrans and SANDAG to the contractor team.  The language of the Design-Build
contract would define the degree of involvement by Caltrans and SANDAG during the
Final Design and construction phases of the project, but in general, their roles are more
limited.  There would be potential to reduce the project schedule by overlapping some
design and construction activities.  The designer-contractor team would have an
incentive to consider the constructability of the design and look for value engineering
opportunities, which can reduce the overall project cost.  The Final Design schedule and
project budget would be optimized and realistic because they would be developed in
conjunction with the contractor.

This approach is less common and therefore Caltrans, SANDAG, and other stakeholders
are less familiar with it.  This could result in decision making and approval delays that
may outweigh other schedule benefits.  Caltrans and SANDAG would have less control
over the project design.  Clear definition of scope, design criteria, contract conditions
and performance specifications would be essential to ensure later cost increases would
not be required and to avoid sacrifices in project quality.  While Design-Build has the
potential to transfer risk from Caltrans and SANDAG, the benefits would be reduced the
more they are involved with the design development.

Currently, Caltrans has designated ten projects for Design-Build, as authorized by the
pilot program of Senate Bill (X2) 4.  As the legislation expired January 1, 2014 and pilot
program projects are still under construction, the potential for the SR 52 Corridor Project
to use the Design-Build strategy is unclear.

Construction Management/General Contracting
In the Construction Management/General Contracting (CMGC) or Construction Manager
(CM)-at-Risk approach, a contractor is selected to provide both pre-construction and
construction services.  This allows Caltrans and SANDAG to maintain control over
design while gaining valuable input from the construction contractor who will eventually
build the job.  Selection of the contractor is based on qualifications.  Pre-construction
work consists of providing input from the perspective of a contractor into the Final
Design.  This may maximize opportunities for value engineering, constructability review,
technical compatibility, as well as contractor-produced cost and schedule projections.  At
the end of Final Design, the contractor would offer a guaranteed maximum price for
some or all of the construction work based on earlier agreed upon terms.  The Final
Design engineer would be a separate entity from the contractor.
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With this approach, Caltrans and SANDAG would maintain control of Final Design and
would establish contract provisions for construction while obtaining some of the benefits
of a more integrated project delivery approach.  While a contractor would be selected
ahead of the traditional bid process, competitive pricing can still be obtained through low
bid subcontracts and open-book estimating and contracting between the contractor and
Caltrans and SANDAG.  Risk of claims could be reduced because of early contractor
involvement. A team developed during the design phase could result in a more
collaborative working relationship through construction.

Because CMGC pre-selects a contractor ahead of a traditional bid, an exemption from
the low bid process would have to be justified at a public hearing.  Similarly, Caltrans
and SANDAG may have less leverage with the contractor when pricing construction
beyond the CMGC agreement and open-book pricing provisions.  If Caltrans and
SANDAG were not able to negotiate a guaranteed maximum price with the selected
contractor, the project could still be completed under the traditional design-bid-build
process.

CMGC is not a common method utilized on Caltrans or SANDAG projects.  Currently,
Caltrans has designated six projects for CMGC, as authorized by the pilot program of
Assembly Bill 2498.  The potential for the SR 52 Corridor Project to use the CMGC
strategy is unclear.

Design-Sequencing
Design-sequencing is a method of contracting that enables the sequencing of design
activities to permit each construction phase to commence when design for that phase is
complete, instead of requiring design for the entire project to be completed before
beginning construction.  A construction contract would be awarded when only the initial
phase is completely designed and the design for remaining phases is partially complete.
Sequencing of design could occur through all three delivery methods previously defined.
For Design-Bid-Build, contracts could be bid as design is completed.  A Design-Build
contractor would likely utilize design sequencing.  For CMGC, contract packages could
be released as design is completed.

This process allows for the successful contractor to work with the designers to
incorporate innovative designs and construction methods on the still in-progress phases
to improve delivery.  With design-sequencing, there would be a potential for earlier
delivery of the project to the public.

Caltrans recommends that projects be considered for design sequencing if they have
minimal public controversy, have a completed environmental document, an approved
project report, right-of-way acquisition complete, utility conflicts identified, and full project
funding in place.  Design sequencing has been utilized on the I-15 and SR 76 projects in
San Diego County.
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7.3 Project Phasing Strategies
The Regional Plan includes the implementation of MLs and ML connectors on SR 52 by
2050, but does not consider additional phased implementation.  The development of
project phasing strategies could provide several advantages, as described below.

As full funding may not be available at the same time, phasing could allow some
segments or improvements to be advanced with only initial funding.  Implementing
segments or improvements earlier could allow for advanced congestion relief and
revenue collection, the latter of which could help fund the construction of the remaining
segments or improvements.  While all construction within the corridor would be
disruptive, limiting construction to a particular area could help alleviate impacts.
However, constructing the project over a longer period would result in prolonged
construction impacts.

A variety of potential project phasing strategies could be implemented in the corridor,
including phasing by segment, by improvement, or utilizing a hybrid approach to
phasing.  The strategy utilized will depend on traffic analysis, constructability, and
funding.

Phasing by Segment
If the project were phased by segment, one geographical area would be constructed in
advance of other areas in the corridor.  The new segment could be opened while other
segments undergo construction.  Alternatively, phasing could be staged rapidly, with the
next segment under construction before the previous segment is opened, or spaced out,
with breaks in the corridor construction between phases.  The number and length of
phases would vary based on available funding, constructability review, and potential
benefit to corridor congestion.

Phasing by Improvement
If the project were phased by improvement, one type of improvement would be
constructed prior to other types of improvements.  This would allow for targeted
congestion relief, postponing improvements with greater environmental effects, greater
costs, or which provide greater congestion relief when used in combination with other
improvements.

The potential SR 52 improvements for phased construction are listed below:

1. On SR 52, a westbound TC lane from Mast Boulevard to just west of the crest of the
hill

2. On SR 52, two GP lanes from Mast Boulevard to SR 125

3. On SR 52, an eastbound AUX lane from just east of the Spring Canyon bridge to
Mast Boulevard

4. On SR 52, a westbound AUX lane from Convoy Street to I-805
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5. On I-805, a northbound AUX lane from SR 52 to north of Governor Drive

The first improvement, the SR 52 westbound TC lane from Mast Boulevard to just west
of the crest of the hill, would be a good candidate for early construction because it would
address the existing bottleneck at Mast Boulevard during the a.m. peak hours.
Additionally, this improvement would support and could be seen as a first step to the
planned MLs in the Regional Plan, as both the TC lane and the MLs would require
widening two bridges.  Additionally, this improvement could be broken up into smaller
segments (e.g., from Mast Boulevard to just east of Spring Canyon bridge and just east
of Spring Canyon bridge to the crest of the hill).

Likewise, the second improvement, SR 52 GP lanes from Mast Boulevard to SR 125,
would provide congestion relief and support the planned MLs (i.e., widen the San Diego
River bridge).

Hybrid Approach to Phasing
A hybrid approach would include the phasing of some parts of the corridor by segment
and others by improvement.  A blended approach may best meet constructability, impact
minimization, and financing requirements.  This approach is what is currently being
planned for the I-5 North Coast Corridor Managed Lanes Project.

As SANDAG is planning a ML network, including the existing I-15 Express Lanes, MLs in
the corridor should be phased in a way that provides for an expanded, contiguous,
regional ML network.
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8.0 CONCLUSION
This study developed various MM improvements that would benefit SR 52.  This study
demonstrates that any of the build alternatives would improve SR 52, providing
congestion relief for East County commuters prior to the planned improvements in the
Regional Plan.  Ultimately, advancement of a build alternative would depend primarily
upon available funding.

For the next SR 52 Corridor Project study or report, the build alternatives could be
broadened or narrowed, by revising, repackaging, or phasing the MM improvements
presented in this study.  Additionally, the build alternatives presented in this study could
be broken into smaller pieces for implementation, making improvements more feasible
by reducing construction costs and duration.  As part of this study, options to add
additional lanes, including restriping the San Diego River bridge (both directions) and
removing/relocating the SR 52 bike lane, were explored and could be further evaluated.
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS OFFICIAL STATEMENT 
 
 

For purposes of compliance with Rule 15c2-12 of the United States Securities and Exchange Commission, as amended (“Rule 15c2-12”), this Preliminary 
Official Statement constitutes an “official statement” of the Successor Agency with respect to the Bonds that has been deemed “final” by the Successor Agen-
cy as of its date except for the omission of no more than the information permitted by Rule 15c2-12. 

 
No Offering May Be Made Except by this Official Statement. No dealer, broker, salesperson or other person has been authorized to give any infor-
mation or to make any representations with respect to the Bonds other than as contained in this Official Statement, and if given or made, such 
other information or representation must not be relied upon as having been authorized by the Successor Agency.  
 
No Unlawful Offers or Solicitations. This Official Statement does not constitute an offer to sell or the solicitation of an offer to buy in any state in 
which such offer or solicitation is not authorized or in which the person making such offer or solicitation is not qualified to do so or to any person 
to whom it is unlawful to make such offer or solicitation.  
 
Effective Date. This Official Statement speaks only as of its date, and the information and expressions of opinion contained in this Official State-
ment are subject to change without notice. Neither the delivery of this Official Statement nor any sale of the Bonds will, under any circumstances, 
create any implication that there has been no change in the affairs of the Successor Agency or the Redevelopment Project since the date of this 
Official Statement.  
 
Use of this Official Statement. This Official Statement is submitted in connection with the sale of the Bonds referred to in this Official Statement 
and may not be reproduced or used, in whole or in part, for any other purpose. This Official Statement is not a contract with the purchasers of the 
Bonds.  
 
Preparation of this Official Statement. The information contained in this Official Statement has been obtained from sources that are believed to be 
reliable, but this information is not guaranteed as to accuracy or completeness.  
 
The Underwriter has provided the following sentence for inclusion in this Official Statement: The Underwriter has reviewed the information in 
this Official Statement in accordance with, and as part of, its responsibilities to investors under the federal securities laws as applied to the facts 
and circumstances of this transaction, but the Underwriter does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of such information. 
 
Document References and Summaries. All references to and summaries of the Indenture or other documents contained in this Official Statement are 
subject to the provisions of those documents and do not purport to be complete statements of those documents. 
 
Stabilization of and Changes to Offering Prices. The Underwriter may over-allot or take other steps that stabilize or maintain the market price of the 
Bonds at a level above that which might otherwise prevail in the open market. If commenced, the Underwriter may discontinue such market stabi-
lization at any time. The Underwriter may offer and sell the Bonds to certain dealers, dealer banks and banks acting as agent at prices lower than 
the public offering prices stated on the cover page of this Official Statement, and those public offering prices may be changed from time to time by 
the Underwriter.  
 
Bonds are Exempt from Securities Laws Registration. The issuance and sale of the Bonds have not been registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as 
amended, or the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, in reliance upon exemptions for the issuance and sale of municipal securities pro-
vided under section 3(a)(2) of the Securities Act of 1933 and section 3(a)(12) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 
 
Estimates and Projections. Certain statements included or incorporated by reference in this Official Statement constitute “forward-looking state-
ments” within the meaning of the United States Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995, section 21E of the United States Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, and section 27A of the United States Securities Act of 1933, as amended. Such statements are generally identi-
fiable by the terminology used such as “plan,” “expect,” “estimate,” “budget” or other similar words.  
 
THE ACHIEVEMENT OF CERTAIN RESULTS OR OTHER EXPECTATIONS CONTAINED IN SUCH FORWARD-LOOKING 
STATEMENTS INVOLVE KNOWN AND UNKNOWN RISKS, UNCERTAINTIES AND OTHER FACTORS WHICH MAY CAUSE 
ACTUAL RESULTS, PERFORMANCE OR ACHIEVEMENTS DESCRIBED TO BE MATERIALLY DIFFERENT FROM ANY FUTURE 
RESULTS, PERFORMANCE OR ACHIEVEMENTS EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED BY SUCH FORWARD-LOOKING STATEMENTS. THE 
AUTHORITY DOES NOT PLAN TO ISSUE ANY UPDATES OR REVISIONS TO THOSE FORWARD-LOOKING STATEMENTS IF 
OR WHEN ITS EXPECTATIONS, OR EVENTS, CONDITIONS OR CIRCUMSTANCES ON WHICH SUCH STATEMENTS ARE 
BASED OCCUR. 
 
Municipal Bond Insurance. ___________ (the “Municipal Bond Insurer”) makes no representation regarding the Bonds or the advisability of 
investing in the Bonds. In addition, the Municipal Bond Insurer has not independently verified, makes no representation regarding, and does not 
accept any responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of this Official Statement or any information or disclosure contained herein, or omitted 
herefrom, other than with respect to the accuracy of the information regarding the Municipal Bond Insurer supplied by the Municipal Bond Insur-
er and presented under the heading “MUNICIPAL BOND INSURANCE” and “APPENDIX H—SPECIMEN MUNICIPAL BOND 
INSURANCE POLICY”. 
 
Website. The City of Santee maintains an Internet website, but the information on the website is not incorporated in this Official Statement. 
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OFFICIAL STATEMENT 

 
$36,920,000* 

CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTEE 
(San Diego County, California) 

Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series A 
 

$5,505,000* 
CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTEE 

(San Diego County, California) 
Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series B (Taxable) 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This Official Statement, including the cover page, is provided to furnish information in connec-

tion with the sale by the CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (the “Successor Agency”) of its 
$36,920,000* CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) Tax Alloca-
tion Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series A (the “Series A Bonds”), and its $5,505,000* CDC Successor Agen-
cy of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series B 
(Taxable) (the “Series B Bonds” and, with the Series A Bonds, the “Bonds”). 

 
Authority and Purpose 

 
The Successor Agency is issuing the Bonds pursuant to authority granted by the Constitution of 

the State of California, section 34177.5(a)(1) of the Health & Safety Code of the State of California, Article 
11 (commencing with section 53580) of Chapter 3 of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of the Government 
Code of the State of California (the “Refunding Law”) and an Indenture of Trust, dated as of October 1, 
2016 (the “Indenture”) by and between the Successor Agency and U.S. Bank National Association, as 
trustee (the “Trustee”). See “THE BONDS—Authority for Issuance.” 

 
The Successor Agency is issuing the Series A Bonds to refund (a) on a current basis, the Commu-

nity Development Commission of the City of Santee (Santee Community Redevelopment Project) Tax 
Allocation Housing Bonds, 2005 Series A (the “2005 Bonds”), of which $17,075,000 principal amount 
remains outstanding, and (b) on an advance basis, the Community Development Commission of the City 
of Santee (Santee Community Redevelopment Project) Tax Allocation Bonds, 2011 Series A (the “2011A 
Bonds”), of which $24,320,000 principal amount remains outstanding, each of which was issued to fi-
nance redevelopment activities within and for the benefit of the Santee Community Redevelopment Pro-
ject (the “Redevelopment Project”). 

 
The Successor Agency is issuing the Series B Bonds to refund, on an advance basis, the Commu-

nity Development Commission of the City of Santee (Santee Community Redevelopment Project) Tax 
Allocation Housing Bonds, 2011 Series B (Taxable) (the “2011B Bonds” and, with the 2005 Bonds and 
the 2011A Bonds, the “Prior Bonds”), of which $4,335,000 principal amount remains outstanding, issued 
to finance low and moderate income housing activities within the City of Santee (the “City”). 
                                                                            
* Preliminary, subject to change. 
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The proceeds of the Bonds will be applied to refund the Prior Bonds, to purchase a reserve fund 

municipal bond insurance policy in lieu of cash funding a reserve fund for the Bonds and provide for the 
costs of issuing the Bonds. 

 
The City and the Successor Agency 

 
City. The City encompassing approximately 17 square miles, is located in central San Diego Coun-

ty (the “County”), about 18 miles east of downtown San Diego and is bordered on the west and southwest 
by the City of San Diego, on the north and the east by unincorporated portions of the County and on the 
south by the City of El Cajon. Incorporated in 1980, the City operates as a chartered city. It has a council-
manager form of government, with the Council members elected at large for four-year terms and the 
Mayor elected for a four-year term. For certain information with respect to the City, see APPENDIX F—
CITY OF SANTEE AND SAN DIEGO COUNTY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION. 

 
Former Agency. The Santee Redevelopment Agency, the predecessor to the Commission(the 

“Former Agency”), was established pursuant to the Redevelopment Law and Ordinance No. 58 of the 
City Council of the City (the “City Council”) adopted on July 20, 1982, activating the Former Agency. 
Effective November 12, 1993, the Agency converted to a community development commission structure, 
which encompasses both a redevelopment agency and a housing authority, to utilize housing authority 
powers as a future option, particularly relating to development of affordable housing. The City Council 
was the governing board of the Former Agency. 

 
Dissolution Act. On June 29, 2011, Assembly Bill No. 26 (“AB 1X 26”) was enacted together with 

a companion bill, Assembly Bill No. 27 (“AB 1X 27”). The provisions of AB 1X 26 provided for the disso-
lution of all redevelopment agencies statewide. The provisions of AB 1X 27 permitted redevelopment 
agencies to avoid such dissolution by the payment of certain amounts. A lawsuit was brought in the Cali-
fornia Supreme Court, California Redevelopment Association, et al., v. Matosantos, et al., 53 Cal. 4th 231 
(2011), challenging the constitutionality of AB 1X 26 and AB 1X 27. On December 19, 2011, in its decision 
in that lawsuit, the California Supreme Court largely upheld AB 1X 26, invalidated AB 1X 27, and held 
that AB 1X 26 may be severed from AB 1X 27 and enforced independently. As a result of AB 1X 26 and 
the decision of the California Supreme Court in the California Redevelopment Association case, as of Febru-
ary 1, 2012, all redevelopment agencies in the State were dissolved, including the Former Agency, and 
successor agencies were designated as successor entities to the former redevelopment agencies to expedi-
tiously wind down the affairs of the former redevelopment agencies.  

 
The primary provisions enacted by AB 1X 26 relating to the dissolution and wind down of former 

redevelopment agency affairs are found in Parts 1.8 (commencing with section 34161) and 1.85 (commenc-
ing with section 34170) of Division 24 of the Health and Safety Code of the State, as amended on June 27, 
2012 by Assembly Bill No. 1484 (“AB 1484”), enacted as Chapter 26, Statutes of 2012, and as further 
amended on September 22, 2015 by Senate Bill 107 (“SB 107”), enacted as Chapter 325, Statutes of 2015. 
The provisions of Part 1.85, as amended by AB 1484 and SB 107 are referred to in this Official Statement 
as the “Dissolution Act.” The Redevelopment Law together with the Dissolution Act and the acts 
amendatory thereof and supplemental thereto are sometimes referred to in this Official Statement as, the 
“Law.” 
 

Successor Agency. Pursuant to section 34173 of the Dissolution Act, the City Council of the City 
made an election to serve as the Successor Agency to the Former Agency. However, subdivision (g) of 
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section 34173 of the Dissolution Act, added by AB 1484, expressly affirms that the Successor Agency is a 
separate legal entity from the City, that the two entities shall not merge and that the liabilities of the For-
mer Agency will not be transferred to the City nor will the assets of the Former Agency become assets of 
the City. See “THE CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTEE.” 

 
The Redevelopment Project 

 
On July 20, 1982, the City Council, by the enactment of Ordinance No. 58, adopted the “Rede-

velopment Plan for the Santee Redevelopment Project” (the “Redevelopment Plan”) pursuant to which 
it established the Redevelopment Project. The Redevelopment Plan has been amended from time to time 
since its initial adoption including the approval of an amended project area in 2002. As amended, the Re-
development Project includes 1,767 acres and is comprised of two sub-areas, being (i) the portion of the 
Redevelopment Project as originally adopted, less area that was deleted therefrom by subsequent amend-
ments (the “Sunset Area”), and (ii) the area that was added in 2002 (the “Amendment Area”).The total 
assessed valuation of taxable property in the Redevelopment Project in fiscal year 2016-17 is 
$1,347,325,573, with $1,076,294,174 of such amount representing incremental assessed value. See “THE 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT” and APPENDIX G—FISCAL CONSULTANT’S REPORT. 

 
Tax Increment Financing 

 
Prior to the enactment of AB 1X 26, the Redevelopment Law authorized the financing of redevel-

opment projects through the use of tax increment revenues. This method provided that the taxable valua-
tion of the property within a redevelopment project area on the property tax roll last equalized prior to the 
effective date of the ordinance which adopted the redevelopment plan became the base year valuation. 
Assuming the taxable valuation never drops below the base year level, the taxing agencies receiving prop-
erty taxes thereafter received only that portion of the taxes produced by applying then current tax rates to 
the base year valuation, and the redevelopment agency was allocated the remaining portion of property 
taxes produced by applying then current tax rates to the increase in valuation over the base year. Such in-
cremental tax revenues allocated to a redevelopment agency were authorized to be pledged to the payment 
of redevelopment agency obligations.  

 
Authority to Issue Refunding Bonds 

 
The Dissolution Act authorizes each successor agency to issue refunding bonds secured by a 

pledge of, and lien on, and repaid from moneys deposited from time to time in the Redevelopment Proper-
ty Tax Trust Fund established and held by the County Auditor-Controller for the Successor Agency by 
the Dissolution Act (the “Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund”). Section 34177.5(a)(1) of the Dis-
solution Act authorizes the issuance of refunding bonds, to be secured by a pledge of moneys deposited 
from time to time in the applicable Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund to provide savings to the 
successor agency, provided that (i) the total interest cost to maturity on the refunding bonds or other in-
debtedness plus the principal amount of the refunding bonds or other indebtedness does not exceed the 
total remaining interest cost to maturity on the bonds or other indebtedness to be refunded plus the re-
maining principal of the bonds or other indebtedness to be refunded, and (ii) the principal amount of the 
refunding bonds or other indebtedness does not exceed the amount required to defease the refunded 
bonds or other indebtedness, to establish customary debt service reserves, and to pay related costs of issu-
ance. 
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Security for the Bonds 
 
The Bonds and any Parity Debt are limited obligations of the Successor Agency entitled to the 

benefits of the Indenture and are payable solely from and secured by Pledged Tax Revenues, moneys on 
deposit in the Debt Service Fund (including in the accounts and subaccounts therein), including but not 
limited to the Reserve Account. See “SECURITY FOR THE BONDS—Pledge Under the Indenture.” 

 
The Dissolution Act requires the San Diego County Auditor-Controller (the “County Auditor-

Controller”) to determine the amount of property taxes that would have been allocated to the Former 
Agency from the Redevelopment Project had the Former Agency not been dissolved pursuant to the oper-
ation of AB 1X 26, using current assessed values on the last equalized roll on August 20, and to deposit 
that amount in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund for the Successor Agency established and 
held by the County Auditor-Controller pursuant to the Dissolution Act. The Dissolution Act provides 
that any bonds or other indebtedness authorized thereunder to be issued by the Successor Agency will be 
considered indebtedness incurred by the dissolved Former Agency, with the same lien priority and legal 
effect as if the bonds or other indebtedness had been issued prior to effective date of AB 1X 26, in full con-
formity with the applicable provisions of the Redevelopment Law that existed prior to that date, and will 
be included in the Successor Agency’s Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules. See “THE 
DISSOLUTION ACT—Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules.” 

 
The Dissolution Act further provides that bonds or other indebtedness authorized thereunder to 

be issued by the Successor Agency will be secured by a pledge of, and lien on, and will be repaid from 
moneys deposited from time to time in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund, and that property 
tax revenues pledged to any bonds authorized under the Dissolution Act, such as the Bonds, are taxes al-
located to the Successor Agency pursuant to the provisions of the Redevelopment Law and the State Con-
stitution.  

 
Property tax revenues will be allocated to the Successor Agency on a semi-annual basis based on a 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule submitted by the Successor Agency to an oversight board estab-
lished for the Successor Agency (the “Oversight Board”) and the California Department of Finance (the 
“DOF”). The County Auditor-Controller will distribute funds from the Redevelopment Property Tax 
Trust Fund for each six-month period in the order specified in the Dissolution Act. See “THE 
DISSOLUTION ACT—Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules.”  

 
In accordance with the Dissolution Act, the term “Pledged Tax Revenues” is defined under the 

Indenture to mean the all monies deposited from time to time in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust 
Fund as provided in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of section 34183 of the California Health and Safety 
Code but excluding (i) amounts of such taxes required to be paid by the Successor Agency pursuant to 
section 33607.5 of the Redevelopment Law, except and to the extent that any amounts so payable are pay-
able on a basis subordinate to the payment of the Bonds, any additional Parity Debt, as applicable. 

 
If, and to the extent, that the provisions of section 34172 or paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of sec-

tion 34183 of the Dissolution Act are invalidated by a final judicial decision, then Pledged Tax Revenues 
shall include all tax revenues allocated to the payment of indebtedness of the Successor Agency pursuant 
to section 33670 of the Law or such other section as may be in effect at the time providing for the alloca-
tion of tax increment revenues to the Successor Agency in accordance with Article XVI, Section 16 of the 
California Constitution.  
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Successor agencies have no power to levy property taxes and must rely on the allocation of taxes 
as described above. See “RISK FACTORS.”  

 
Municipal Bond Insurance Policy; Reserve Account Insurance Policy 
 

The scheduled payment of the principal and interest with respect to the Bonds when due will be 
guaranteed under a municipal bond insurance policy (the “Municipal Bond Insurance Policy”) to be is-
sued by __________ (the “Municipal Bond Insurer”) simultaneously with the delivery of the Bonds. 
See “MUNICIPAL BOND INSURANCE.” In addition, the Municipal Bond Insurer has made a com-
mitment to issue a municipal bond insurance policy for the Reserve Account (the “Reserve Account In-
surance Policy”) in an amount equal to the Reserve Requirement for the Bonds. See “SECURITY FOR 
THE BONDS—Flow of Funds Under the Indenture.” 

 
Limited Obligation 

 
The Bonds are special obligations of the Successor Agency and are secured by an irrevocable 

pledge of, and are payable as to principal, interest and premium, if any, from Pledged Tax Revenues and 
other funds. The Bonds, interest and premium, if any, are not a debt of the City, the County, the State or 
any of their political subdivisions except the Successor Agency, and none of the City, the County, the 
State nor any of their political subdivisions except the Successor Agency are liable thereon. The Bonds, 
interest thereon and premium, if any, are not payable out of any funds or properties other than those set 
forth in the Indenture. No member, officer, agent, or employee of the Successor Agency, the Oversight 
Board, the County Board of Supervisors or any person executing the Bonds is liable personally on the 
Bonds by reason of their issuance.  
 
Parity Debt 

 
The Indenture permits the issuance of Parity Debt under certain circumstances for refunding 

purposes only. Other than the Bonds, there will be no other outstanding obligations secured by the 
Pledged Tax Revenues. See “SECURITY FOR THE BONDS—Parity Debt.” 

 
Professionals Involved in the Offering 

 
KNN Public Finance, LLC, Oakland, California (the “Municipal Advisor”), has served as munic-

ipal advisor to the Successor Agency and has advised the Successor Agency with respect to the financial 
structure of the refinancing and as to other financial aspects of the transaction. Payment of the fees and ex-
penses of the Municipal Advisor is contingent upon the sale and delivery of the Bonds. 

 
HdL Coren & Cone, Diamond Bar, California, has acted as fiscal consultant to the Successor 

Agency (the “Fiscal Consultant”) and advised the Successor Agency as to the taxable values and Pledged 
Tax Revenues projected to be available to pay debt service on the Bonds as referenced in this Official 
Statement. The report prepared by the Fiscal Consultant is referred to as the “Fiscal Consultant’s Re-
port.” See APPENDIX G—FISCAL CONSULTANT’S REPORT. 

 
U.S. Bank National Association, Los Angeles, California, will act as Trustee with respect to the 

Bonds. 
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All proceedings in connection with the issuance of the Bonds are subject to the approval of Best 
Best & Krieger LLP, San Diego, California, Bond Counsel to the Successor Agency. Certain legal matters 
will be passed on for the Successor Agency by Quint & Thimmig LLP as Disclosure Counsel. Best Best & 
Krieger LLP, San Diego, will render certain opinions on behalf of the Successor Agency as general counsel 
to the Successor Agency. Certain legal matters will be passed on for the Underwriter by Stradling Yocca 
Carlson & Rauth, a Professional Corporation, Newport Beach, California. Payment of the fees and expenses 
of Bond Counsel, Disclosure Counsel and Underwriter’s Counsel is contingent upon the sale and delivery of the 
Bonds. 

 
Further Information 

 
Brief descriptions of the Redevelopment Law, the Dissolution Act, the Refunding Law, the 

Bonds, the Indenture, the Successor Agency, the Former Agency, the Redevelopment Project, the County 
and the City are included in this Official Statement. Such descriptions and information do not purport to 
be comprehensive or definitive. All references in this Official Statement to the Redevelopment Law, the 
Dissolution Act, the Refunding Law, the Bonds, the Indenture, the Constitution and the laws of the State 
as well as the proceedings of the Former Agency, the Successor Agency, the County and the City are qual-
ified in their entirety by reference to such documents and laws. References in this Official Statement to 
the Bonds are qualified in their entirety by the form included in the Indenture and by the provisions of the 
Indenture. 

 
During the period of the offering of the Bonds, copies of the forms of all documents are available 

from the City of Santee, 10601 Magnolia Avenue, Santee, CA 92071, Attention: Director of 
Finance/Treasurer, telephone (619) 258-4100 X143. The City may impose a charge for copying, mailing 
and handling. 
 
 

REFUNDING PLAN 
 

Refunding of the Prior Bonds 
 
2005 Bonds. A portion of the proceeds of the Series A Bonds, together with amounts on deposit in 

the funds and accounts related to the 2005 Bonds, will be deposited in an escrow fund (the “2005 Escrow 
Fund”) under an escrow deposit and trust agreement, by and between the Successor Agency and U.S. 
Bank National Association, as escrow bank (the “Escrow Bank”). A portion of such amounts will be in-
vested in certain U.S. Treasury securities or obligations guaranteed by the United States (the “Escrow 
Securities”) and the remaining amounts will be held in cash, uninvested. The maturing Escrow Securities, 
the interest thereon and the uninvested cash in the 2005 Escrow Fund will generate sufficient amounts to 
redeem then outstanding 2005 Bonds in full on November 7, 2016, at a redemption price equal to 100% of 
the principal amount thereof. 

 
The sufficiency of the moneys, investment earnings and maturing Escrow Securities for such pur-

poses will be verified by Causey Demgen & Moore, P.C. (the “Verification Agent”). See 
“VERIFICATION OF MATHEMATICAL COMPUTATIONS.” Assuming the accuracy of the Verifi-
cation Agent’s computations, as a result of the deposit and application of funds in the 2005 Escrow Fund, 
the obligations of the Successor Agency with respect to the 2005 Bonds will be defeased and discharged. 
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The 2005 Bonds to be refunded are shown in the following table: 
 

Maturity Amount Interest Call Call CUSIP 
Date Refunded Rate Date Price Number 

8/1/2017 $  695,000 4.000% 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AM5 
8/1/2018 730,000 4.000 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AN3 
8/1/2019 760,000 4.000 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AP8 
8/1/2020 780,000 4.125 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AQ6 
8/1/2021 815,000 4.250 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AR4 
8/1/2022 850,000 4.250 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AS2 
8/1/2023 890,000 4.300 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AT0 
8/1/2024 930,000 4.375 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AU7 
8/1/2025 975,000 4.400 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AV5 
8/1/2027 2,090,000 4.500 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AW3 
8/1/2029 2,295,000 4.600 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AX1 
8/1/2031 2,515,000 4.625 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AY9 
8/1/2033 2,750,000 4.650 11/7/2016 100.000 802833 AZ6 

 
The amounts held by the Escrow Bank in the 2005 Escrow Fund are pledged solely to the payment of 

amounts due and payable by the Successor Agency with respect to the 2005 Bonds. The moneys and Escrow Securi-
ties deposited in the 2005 Escrow Fund will not be available for the payment of debt service with respect to the 
Bonds or any other obligations of the Successor Agency. 

 
2011 Bonds. A portion of the proceeds of the Series A Bonds and a portion of the proceeds of the 

Series B Bonds, together with amounts on deposit in the funds and accounts related to the 2011A Bonds 
and the 2011B Bonds (collectively, the “2011 Bonds”), will be deposited in an escrow fund (the “2011 
Escrow Fund”) under an escrow deposit and trust agreement, by and between the Successor Agency and 
the Escrow Bank. A portion of such amounts will be invested in certain Escrow Securities and the remain-
ing amounts will be held in cash, uninvested. The maturing Escrow Securities, the interest thereon and 
the uninvested cash in the 2011 Escrow Fund will generate sufficient amounts to pay the principal of and 
interest on the 2011 Bonds to and including February 1, 2021, and to redeem then outstanding 2011 Bonds 
in full on February 1, 2021, at a redemption price equal to 100% of the principal amount thereof. 

 
The sufficiency of the moneys, investment earnings and maturing Escrow Securities for such pur-

poses will be verified by the Verification Agent. See “VERIFICATION OF MATHEMATICAL 
COMPUTATIONS.” Assuming the accuracy of the Verification Agent’s computations, as a result of the 
deposit and application of funds in the 2011 Escrow Fund, the obligations of the Successor Agency with 
respect to the 2011 Bonds will be defeased and discharged. 
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The 2011A Bonds to be refunded are shown in the following table: 
 

Maturity Amount Interest Call Call CUSIP 
Date Refunded Rate Date Price Number† 

8/1/2017 $   560,000 4.750% — 100.000 802833 BF9 
8/1/2018 580,000 5.000 — 100.000 802833 BG7 
8/1/2019 610,000 5.375 — 100.000 802833 BH5 
8/1/2020 650,000 5.625 — 100.000 802833 BJ1 
8/1/2021 685,000 5.750 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 BK8 
8/1/2026 4,085,000 6.500 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 BL6 
8/1/2031 5,580,000 7.000 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 BM4 
8/1/2041 11,570,000 7.000 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 BN2 

 
The 2011B Bonds to be refunded are shown in the following table: 

 
Maturity Amount Interest Call Call CUSIP 

Date Refunded Rate Date Price Number† 

8/1/2017 $   90,000 6.750% — 100.000 802833 BU6 
8/1/2018 95,000 7.000 — 100.000 802833 BV4 
8/1/2019 100,000 7.500 — 100.000 802833 BW2 
8/1/2026 1,000,000 9.000 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 BZ5 
8/1/2031 1,180,000 9.375 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 CA9 
8/1/2041 1,870,000 9.500 2/1/2021 100.000 802833 CB7 

 
The amounts held by the Escrow Bank in the 2011 Escrow Fund are pledged solely to the payment of 

amounts due and payable by the Successor Agency with respect to the 2011 Bonds. The moneys and Escrow Securi-
ties deposited in the 2011 Escrow Fund will not be available for the payment of debt service with respect to the 
Bonds or any other obligations of the Successor Agency. 

 
Estimated Sources and Uses of Funds 

 
The estimated sources and uses of funds are summarized below. 
 

Sources: Series A Bonds Series B Bonds Total 
Principal Amount of Bonds    
Plus: Original Issue Premium    
2005 Bonds Released Moneys    
2011 Bonds Released Moneys    
 Total Sources    
    
Uses:    
Deposit to 2005 Escrow Fund    
Deposit to 2011 Escrow Fund    
Costs of Issuance (1)    
 Total Uses    

    
(1) Costs of Issuance include the Underwriter’s discount, fees and expenses of Bond Counsel, Disclosure Counsel, the Munic-

ipal Advisor, the Fiscal Consultant, the Trustee, the City, the Successor Agency administrative staff, Successor Agency 
counsel, printing expenses, rating fees, the premiums for the Municipal Bond Insurance Policy ($_____) and the Reserve 
Account Insurance Policy ($_____) and other costs related to the issuance of the Bonds. 
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Debt Service Schedule 
 
The following table shows the annual debt service schedule for the Bonds, assuming no optional 

redemption of the Bonds. 
 

Bond Year        
Ending Series A Bonds Series B Bonds  
Aug. 1 Principal (1) Interest Total Principal (1) Interest Total Total 
2017        
2018        
2019        
2020        
2021        
2022        
2023        
2024        
2025        
2026        
2027        
2028        
2029        
2030        
2031        
2032        
2033        
2034        
2035        
2036        
2037        
2038        
2039        
2040        
2041        

Total        
    
(1) Includes mandatory sinking fund payments. See “THE BONDS—Redemption—Mandatory Sinking Fund Redemption.” 

 
 

THE BONDS 
 
Authority for Issuance 

 
The issuance of the Bonds and the Indenture were authorized by the Successor Agency pursuant 

to Resolution No. CDCSA 003-2016, adopted on July 13, 2016 (the “Successor Agency Resolution”), and 
approved by the Oversight Board for the Successor Agency pursuant to Resolution No. CDCSAOB 2-
2016, adopted on July 14, 2016 (the “Oversight Board Resolution”).  

 
Section 34177.5 of the Dissolution Act provides that when, as here, a successor agency issues re-

funding bonds with the approval of the oversight board and the DOF, the oversight board may not unilat-
erally approve any amendments to or early termination of the bonds, and the scheduled payments on the 
bonds shall be listed in the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule and are not subject to further review 
and approval by the DOF or the California State Controller. 
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Pursuant to the Dissolution Act, written notice of the Oversight Board Resolution was provided to 
the DOF on July 15, 2016. On August 11, 2016, the DOF provided a letter to the Successor Agency stating 
that based on the DOF’s review and application of the law, the Oversight Board Resolution approving the 
Bonds is approved by the DOF.  

 
Description of the Bonds 

 
The Bonds will be issued and delivered in fully-registered form without coupons in the denomina-

tion of $5,000 or any integral multiple thereof for each maturity, initially in the name of Cede & Co., as 
nominee for The Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), as registered owner of all Bonds. The initially 
executed and delivered Bonds will be dated the date of delivery (the “Closing Date”) and mature on Au-
gust 1 in the years and in the amounts shown on the inside cover page of this Official Statement.  

 
Interest on the Bonds will be calculated on the basis of a 360-day year of twelve 30-day months at 

the rates shown on the inside cover page of this Official Statement, payable semiannually on February 1 
and August 1 in each year, commencing on February 1, 2017, by check mailed to the registered owners 
thereof or upon the request of the Owners of $1,000,000 or more in principal amount of Bonds, by wire 
transfer to an account in the United States which shall be designated in written instructions by such Own-
er to the Trustee on or before the close of business on the fifteenth (15th) calendar day of the month pre-
ceding each Interest Payments Date, whether or not such fifteenth (15th) calendar day of the month is a 
Business Day (the “Record Date”) preceding the Interest Payment Date. 

 
One fully-registered certificate will be issued for each maturity of the Bonds, each in the aggregate 

principal amount of such maturity, and will be deposited with DTC. See APPENDIX C—BOOK-ENTRY 
ONLY SYSTEM. 

 
Redemption 

 
Optional Redemption.  
 

Series A Bonds. The Series A Bonds may be called before maturity and redeemed at the 
option of the Successor Agency, in whole or in part, from the proceeds of refunding bonds or oth-
er available funds, on August 1, ____ or on any date thereafter. Series A Bonds called for re-
demption will be redeemed at a redemption price equal to the principal amount of Series A Bonds 
to be redeemed plus accrued interest to the redemption date. 

 
Series B Bonds. The Series B Bonds may be called before maturity and redeemed at the 

option of the Successor Agency, in whole or in part, from the proceeds of refunding bonds or oth-
er available funds, on August 1, ____ or on any date thereafter. Series B Bonds called for redemp-
tion will be redeemed at a redemption price equal to the principal amount of Series B Bonds to be 
redeemed plus accrued interest to the redemption date. 

 
Mandatory Sinking Fund Redemption. 
 

Series A Bonds. The Series A Bonds maturing on August 1, _____ (the “Series A Term 
Bonds”) are subject to redemption in part by lot, on August 1 in each of the years as set forth in 
the following table, at a redemption price equal to the principal amount thereof to be redeemed 
together with accrued interest thereon to the redemption date, without premium, or in lieu there-
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of shall be purchased as described below, in the aggregate respective principal amounts and on the 
respective dates as set forth in the following table; provided, however, that if some but not all of 
the Series A Term Bonds have been redeemed the optional redemption provisions described 
above, the total amount of all future payments with respect to such Series A Term Bonds shall be 
reduced by the aggregate principal amount of such Series A Term Bonds so redeemed, to be allo-
cated among such payments on a pro rata basis in integral multiples of $5,000 as determined by 
the Successor Agency (written notice of which determination shall be given by the Successor 
Agency to the Trustee).. 

 
Redemption Date Principal 

(August 1) Amount 

  
  
  
  
  

    
† Maturity. 
 

In lieu of redemption of the Series A Term Bonds under the preceding paragraph, 
amounts on deposit in the Debt Service Fund (to the extent not required to be deposited by the 
Trustee in the Interest Account or the Principal Account during the current Bond Year) may also 
be used and withdrawn by the Successor Agency at any time for the purchase of such Series A 
Term Bonds at public or private sale as and when and at such prices (including brokerage and oth-
er charges and including accrued interest) as the Successor Agency may in its discretion deter-
mine. The par amount of any of such Series A Term Bonds so purchased by the Successor Agency 
in any twelve-month period ending on July 15 in any year shall be credited towards and shall re-
duce the par amount of such Term Bonds required to be redeemed on the next succeeding August 
1. 

 
Series B Bonds. The Series B Bonds maturing on August 1, _____ (the “Series B Term 

Bonds”) are subject to redemption in part by lot, on August 1 in each of the years as set forth in 
the following table, at a redemption price equal to the principal amount thereof to be redeemed 
together with accrued interest thereon to the redemption date, without premium, or in lieu there-
of shall be purchased as described below, in the aggregate respective principal amounts and on the 
respective dates as set forth in the following table; provided, however, that if some but not all of 
the Series B Term Bonds have been redeemed the optional redemption provisions described 
above, the total amount of all future payments with respect to such Series B Term Bonds shall be 
reduced by the aggregate principal amount of such Series B Term Bonds so redeemed, to be allo-
cated among such payments on a pro rata basis in integral multiples of $5,000 as determined by 
the Successor Agency (written notice of which determination shall be given by the Successor 
Agency to the Trustee). 
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Redemption Date Principal 
(August 1) Amount 

  
  
  
  
  

    
† Maturity. 
 

In lieu of redemption of the Series B Term Bonds under the preceding paragraph, 
amounts on deposit in the Debt Service Fund (to the extent not required to be deposited by the 
Trustee in the Interest Account or the Principal Account during the current Bond Year) may also 
be used and withdrawn by the Successor Agency at any time for the purchase of such Series B 
Term Bonds at public or private sale as and when and at such prices (including brokerage and oth-
er charges and including accrued interest) as the Successor Agency may in its discretion deter-
mine. The par amount of any of such Series B Term Bonds so purchased by the Successor Agency 
in any twelve-month period ending on July 15 in any year shall be credited towards and shall re-
duce the par amount of such Term Bonds required to be redeemed on the next succeeding August 
1. 

 
Notice of Redemption, Rescission. The Trustee on behalf and at the expense of the Successor Agen-

cy shall mail (by first class mail, postage prepaid) notice of any redemption, at least thirty (30) but not 
more than sixty (60) days prior to the redemption date, to (i) the Owners of any Bonds designated for re-
demption at their respective addresses appearing on the Registration Books, and (ii) the Securities Depos-
itories and to one or more Information Services designated in a Request of the Successor Agency deliv-
ered to the Trustee (by any means acceptable to such depositories and services in substitution of first class 
mail); provided, however, that such mailing shall not be a condition precedent to such redemption and 
neither failure to receive any such notice nor any defect therein shall affect the validity of the proceedings 
for the redemption of such Bonds or the cessation of the accrual of interest thereon. Such notice shall state 
the redemption date and the redemption price, shall, if applicable, designate the CUSIP number of the 
Bonds to be redeemed, shall state the individual number of each Bond to be redeemed or state that all 
Bonds between two stated numbers (both inclusive) or shall state that all of the Bonds Outstanding of one 
or more maturities are to be redeemed, and shall require that such Bonds be then surrendered at the Of-
fice of the Trustee for redemption at the said redemption price, giving notice also that further interest on 
the Bonds to be redeemed will not accrue from and after the date fixed for redemption. 

 
The Successor Agency shall have the right to rescind any optional redemption by written notice to 

the Trustee on or prior to the date fixed for redemption. Any such notice of optional redemption shall be 
canceled and annulled if for any reason funds will not be or are not available on the date fixed for redemp-
tion for the payment in full of the Bonds then called for redemption, and such cancellation shall not consti-
tute an Event of Default under the Indenture. The Successor Agency and the Trustee shall have no liabil-
ity to the Owners or any other party related to or arising from such rescission of redemption. The Trustee 
shall mail notice of such rescission of redemption in the same manner as the original notice of redemption 
was sent. 

 
Partial Redemption of Bonds. In the event only a portion of any Bond is called for redemption, then 

upon surrender thereof the Successor Agency shall execute and the Trustee shall authenticate and deliver 
to the Owner thereof, at the expense of the Successor Agency, a new Bond or Bonds of the same interest 
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rate and maturity, of authorized denominations in aggregate principal amount equal to the unredeemed 
portion of the Bond to be redeemed. 

 
Effect of Redemption. From and after the date fixed for redemption, if funds available for the pay-

ment of the principal of and interest (and premium, if any) on the Bonds so called for redemption shall 
have been duly deposited with the Trustee, such Bonds so called shall cease to be entitled to any benefit 
under the Indenture other than the right to receive payment of the redemption price and accrued interest 
to the redemption date, and no interest shall accrue thereon from and after the redemption date specified 
in such notice. 

 
Manner of Redemption. Whenever provision is made for the redemption of less than all of the ma-

turity of the Bonds, the Trustee shall select the Bonds of such maturity to be redeemed by lot in any man-
ner which the Trustee in its sole discretion shall deem appropriate and fair. For purposes of such selec-
tion, all Bonds shall be deemed to be comprised of separate $5,000 denominations and such separate de-
nominations shall be treated as separate Bonds that may be separately redeemed. 

 
 

Transfer and Exchange of Bonds 
 
Any Bond may, in accordance with its terms, be transferred on the Registration Books by the per-

son in whose name it is registered, in person or by his duly authorized attorney, upon surrender of such 
Bond for cancellation, accompanied by delivery of a written instrument of transfer, duly executed in a 
form approved by the Trustee. Transfer of any Bond shall not be permitted by the Trustee during the fif-
teen (15) day period preceding the selection of Bonds for redemption or if such Bond has been selected for 
redemption pursuant to the Indenture. Whenever any Bonds shall be surrendered for transfer, the Succes-
sor Agency shall execute and the Trustee shall authenticate and shall deliver a new Bond for a like aggre-
gate principal amount and of like series and maturity. The Trustee may require the Bond Owner request-
ing such transfer to pay any tax or other governmental charge required to be paid with respect to such 
transfer. The cost of printing Bonds and any services rendered or expenses incurred by the Trustee in 
connection with any transfer shall be paid by the Successor Agency. 

 
Any Bond may be exchanged at the Office of the Trustee for a like aggregate principal amount of 

Bonds of other authorized denominations and of like series and maturity. Exchange of any Bond shall not 
be permitted during the fifteen (15) day period preceding the selection of Bonds for redemption or if such 
Bond has been selected for redemption pursuant to the IOndenture. The Trustee may require the Bond 
Owner requesting such exchange to pay any tax or other governmental charge required to be paid with 
respect to such exchange. The cost of printing Bonds and any services rendered or expenses incurred by 
the Trustee in connection with any exchange shall be paid by the Successor Agency. 

 
 

THE DISSOLUTION ACT 
 
The Dissolution Act requires the County Auditor-Controller to determine the amount of property 

taxes that would have been allocated to the Former Agency (pursuant to subdivision (b) of section 16 of 
Article XVI of the State Constitution) had the Former Agency not been dissolved pursuant to the opera-
tion of AB 1X 26, using current assessed values on the last equalized roll on August 20, and to deposit that 
amount in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund for the Successor Agency established and held by 
the County Auditor-Controller pursuant to the Dissolution Act.  
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The Dissolution Act provides that any bonds authorized thereunder to be issued by the Successor 

Agency will be considered indebtedness incurred by the Former Agency, with the same lien priority and 
legal effect as if the bonds had been issued prior to the effective date of AB 1X 26, in full conformity with 
the applicable provisions of the Redevelopment Law that existed prior to that date, and will be included in 
the Successor Agency’s Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule. See “THE DISSOLUTION ACT—
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules.” 

 
The Dissolution Act further provides that bonds authorized by the Dissolution Act to be issued by 

the Successor Agency will be secured by a pledge of, and lien on, and will be repaid from moneys deposit-
ed from time to time in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund, and that property tax revenues 
pledged to any bonds authorized to be issued by the Successor Agency under the Dissolution Act, includ-
ing the Bonds, are taxes allocated to the Successor Agency pursuant to subdivision (b) of section 33670 of 
the Redevelopment Law and section 16 of Article XVI of the State Constitution.  

 
Pursuant to subdivision (b) of section 33670 of the Redevelopment Law and section 16 of Article 

XVI of the State Constitution and as provided in the Redevelopment Plan, taxes levied upon taxable prop-
erty in the Redevelopment Project each year by or for the benefit of the State, any city, county, city and 
county, district, or other public corporation (herein sometimes collectively called “taxing agencies”) after 
the effective date of the ordinance approving the applicable Redevelopment Plan, or the respective effec-
tive dates of ordinances approving amendments to the Redevelopment Plan that added territory are to be 
divided as follows: 

 
(a) To Taxing Agencies: That portion of the taxes which would be produced 

by the rate upon which the tax is levied each year by or for each of the taxing agencies up-
on the total sum of the assessed value of the taxable property in the Redevelopment Pro-
ject as shown upon the assessment roll used in connection with the taxation of such prop-
erty by such taxing agency last equalized prior to the effective date of the ordinance 
adopting the applicable Redevelopment Plan, or the respective effective dates of ordi-
nances approving amendments to the Redevelopment Plan that added territory to the Re-
development Project, as applicable (each, a “base year valuation”), will be allocated to, 
and when collected will be paid into, the funds of the respective taxing agencies as taxes 
by or for the taxing agencies on all other property are paid; and 

 
(b) To the Former Agency/Successor Agency: Except for that portion of the 

taxes in excess of the amount identified in (a) above which are attributable to a tax rate 
levied by a taxing agency for the purpose of producing revenues in an amount sufficient to 
make annual repayments of the principal of, and the interest on, any bonded indebtedness 
approved by the voters of the taxing agency on or after January 1, 1989 for the acquisition 
or improvement of real property, which portion shall be allocated to, and when collected 
shall be paid into, the fund of that taxing agency, that portion of the levied taxes each year 
in excess of such amount, annually allocated within limitations established by the applica-
ble Redevelopment Plan, following the date of issuance of the Bonds, when collected will 
be paid into a special fund of the Successor Agency. Section 34172 of the Dissolution Act 
provides that, for purposes of section 16 of Article XVI of the State Constitution, the Re-
development Property Tax Trust Fund shall be deemed to be a special fund of the Suc-
cessor Agency to pay the debt service on indebtedness incurred by the Former Agency or 
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the Successor Agency to finance or refinance the redevelopment projects of the Former 
Agency.  
 
That portion of the levied taxes described in paragraph (b) above, less amounts deducted pursuant 

to section 34183(a) of the Dissolution Act for permitted administrative costs of the County Auditor-
Controller, constitute the amounts required under the Dissolution Act to be deposited by the County Au-
ditor-Controller into the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund. In addition, section 34183 of the Dis-
solution Act effectively eliminates the January 1, 1989 date from paragraph (b) above. 

 
In addition, pursuant to section 34187 of the Dissolution Act, funds associated with retired en-

forceable obligations are required to be reallocated to taxing agencies as regular property taxes and not 
deposited into the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund for the Successor Agency at all (however, 
section 34187(a)(2) of the Dissolution Act provides for retention of funds by the Successor Agency to the 
extent needed for payment of enforceable obligations upon authorization by the DOF). 

 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules 

 
Submission of Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule. The Dissolution Act requires successor 

agencies to prepare, and submit to the successor agency’s oversight board and the DOF for approval, a 
recognized obligation payment schedule (the “Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule”) pursuant to 
which enforceable obligations (as defined in the Dissolution Act) of the successor agency are listed, to-
gether with the source of funds to be used to pay for each enforceable obligation.  

 
Commencing on February 1, 2016, successor agencies were transitioned to an annual Recognized 

Obligation Payment Schedule process pursuant to which successor agencies are required to file Recog-
nized Obligation Payment Schedules with the DOF and the County Auditor-Controller for approval on or 
before each February 1 for the July 1 through June 30 period immediately following such February 1. For 
example, on February 1, 2016, the Successor Agency was required to file a Recognized Obligation Pay-
ment Schedule for the period commencing July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017. 

 
In addition, commencing on September 22, 2015, successor agencies that have received a Finding 

of Completion and the concurrence of the DOF as to the items that qualify for payment, among other 
conditions, may at their option, file a “Last and Final” Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule. If ap-
proved by the DOF, the Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule will be binding on all 
parties, and the Successor Agency will no longer submit a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule to the 
DOF or the Oversight Board. The county auditor-controller will remit the authorized funds to the Succes-
sor Agency in accordance with the approved Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule un-
til each remaining enforceable obligation has been fully paid. A Last and Final Recognized Obligation 
Payment Schedule may only be amended twice, and only with approval of the DOF and the County Audi-
tor-Controller. The Successor Agency currently has no plans to file a Last and Final Recognized Obliga-
tion Payment Schedule. 

 
Payment of Amounts Listed on the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule. As defined in the Disso-

lution Act, “enforceable obligation” includes bonds, including the required debt service, reserve set-
asides, and any other payments required under the indenture or similar documents governing the issuance 
of the outstanding bonds of the former redevelopment agency or the successor agency, as well as other 
obligations such as loans, judgments or settlements against the former redevelopment agency or the suc-
cessor agency, any legally binding and enforceable agreement that is not otherwise void as violating the 
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debt limit or public policy, contracts necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency, 
and, under certain circumstances, amounts borrowed from the successor agency’s low and moderate in-
come housing fund. 

 
A reserve may be included on the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule and held by the suc-

cessor agency when required by a bond indenture or when the next property tax allocation will be insuffi-
cient to pay all obligations due under the provisions of the bonds for the next payment due in the following 
half of the calendar year. 

 
Sources of Payments for Enforceable Obligations. Under the Dissolution Act, the categories of 

sources of payments for enforceable obligations listed on a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule are 
the following: (i) the low and moderate income housing fund, (ii) bond proceeds, (iii) reserve balances, 
(iv) administrative cost allowance (successor agencies are entitled to receive not less than $250,000, un-
less that amount is reduced by the oversight board), (v) the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (but 
only to the extent no other funding source is available or when payment from property tax revenues is re-
quired by an enforceable obligation or otherwise required under the Dissolution Act), or (vi) other reve-
nue sources (including rents, concessions, asset sale proceeds, interest earnings, and any other revenues 
derived from the redevelopment agency, as approved by the oversight board). 

 
The Dissolution Act provides that only those payments listed in the Recognized Obligation Pay-

ment Schedule may be made by a successor agency and only from the funds specified in the Recognized 
Obligation Payment Schedule.  

 
Order of Priority of Distributions from Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund. Typically, under the 

Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund distribution provisions of the Dissolution Act, a county auditor-
controller is to distribute funds for each six-month period in the following order specified in section 34183 
of the Dissolution Act:  

 
(i) first, subject to certain adjustments for subordinations to the extent permitted 

under the Dissolution Act, if any (as described above under “SECURITY FOR THE BONDS—
Statutory Pass-Through Payments” and “—Pass-Through Agreements with Taxing Agencies”) 
and no later than each January 2 and June 1, amounts required for pass-through payments such 
entity would have received under provisions of the Redevelopment Law, as those provisions read 
on January 1, 2011, including negotiated pass-through agreements and statutory pass-through ob-
ligations; 

 
(ii) second, on each January 2 and June 1, to the successor agency for payments listed 

in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule, with debt service payments scheduled to be made 
for tax allocation bonds having the highest priority over payments scheduled for other debts and 
obligations listed on the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule; 

 
(iii) third, on each January 2 and June 1, to the successor agency for the administrative 

cost allowance, as defined in the Dissolution Act; and 
 
(iv) fourth, on each January 2 and June 1, to taxing entities any moneys remaining in 

the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund after the payments and transfers authorized by 
clauses (i) through (iii), in an amount proportionate to such taxing entity’s share of property tax 
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revenues in the tax rate area in that fiscal year (without giving effect to any pass-through obliga-
tions that were established under the Redevelopment Law). 
 
Failure to Submit a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule. There are strong incentives for the 

Successor Agency to submit Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules on time. If the Successor Agency 
does not submit a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule to the Oversight Board, the County Auditor-
Controller and the DOF on or before each February 1 commencing February 1, 2016 (unless the Successor 
Agency submits and obtains approval from the DOF of a Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule), then the Successor Agency will be subject to a $10,000 per day civil penalty for every day the 
schedule is not submitted to the DOF. See “THE DISSOLUTION ACT—Recognized Obligation Pay-
ment Schedules” for discussion regarding submission of Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule. Additionally, if the Successor Agency does not submit a Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule to the Oversight Board and the DOF within 10 days of the deadline, then the Successor Agen-
cy’s maximum administrative cost allowance may be reduced by up to 25%. For additional information 
regarding procedures under the Dissolution Act relating to late Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules 
and implications for the Bonds, see “RISK FACTORS – Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule.” 

 
History of Submission of the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules. The Successor Agency has 

policies and procedures in place to ensure full and timely compliance with the above-described covenant. 
See “Table 6—THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Historical RPTTF Deposits” for a description 
of ROPS deposits for Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16. 

 
 

SECURITY FOR THE BONDS 
 

The County Auditor-Controller will deposit property tax revenues into the Redevelopment Prop-
erty Tax Trust Fund pursuant to the requirements of the Health and Safety Code, including inter alia 
Health and Safety Code section 34183 and 34170.5(b). The Bonds are payable from and secured by the 
Pledged Tax Revenues to be derived from the Redevelopment Project consisting of a portion of the prop-
erty tax revenues deposited in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund. 

 
Pledge Under the Indenture 
 

Except as described in “—Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund” below and as required 
to compensate or indemnify the Trustee, the Bonds and all Parity Debt, shall be secured by a pledge of, 
security interest in and lien on all of the Pledged Tax Revenues. In addition, the Bonds, and any other Par-
ity Debt (to the extent provided in the applicable Parity Debt Instrument), shall, subject to the application 
of funds upon acceleration under the Undenture, be secured by a first and exclusive pledge of, security 
interest in and lien upon all of the moneys in the Debt Service Fund, the Interest Account, the Principal 
Account, the Sinking Account, the Redemption Account and the Reserve Account. Such pledge, security 
interest in and lien shall be for the equal security of the Outstanding Bonds without preference or priority 
for series, issue, number, dated date, sale date, date of execution or date of delivery. Except for the 
Pledged Tax Revenues and such moneys, no funds of the Successor Agency are pledged to, or otherwise 
liable for, the payment of principal of or interest or redemption premium (if any) on the Bonds. 

 
In consideration of the acceptance of the Bonds by those who shall hold the same from time to 

time, the Indenture shall be deemed to be and shall constitute a contract between the Successor Agency 
and the Owners from time to time of the Bonds, and the covenants and agreements herein set forth to be 
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performed on behalf of the Successor Agency shall be for the equal and proportionate benefit, security and 
protection of all Owners of the Bonds without preference, priority or distinction as to security or other-
wise of any of the Bonds over any of the others by reason of the number or date thereof or the time of sale, 
execution and delivery thereof, or otherwise for any cause whatsoever, except as expressly provided there-
in or herein. 

 
Pledged Tax Revenues 
 

“Pledged Tax Revenues” means all monies deposited from time to time in the Redevelopment 
Property Tax Trust Fund as provided in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of section 34183 of the California 
Health and Safety Code but excluding (i) amounts of such taxes required to be paid by the Successor 
Agency pursuant to section 33607.5 of the Redevelopment Law, except and to the extent that any amounts 
so payable are payable on a basis subordinate to the payment of the Bonds, any additional Parity Debt, as 
applicable. If, and to the extent, that the provisions of section 34172 or paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of 
section 34183 are invalidated by a final judicial decision, then Pledged Tax Revenues shall include all tax 
revenues allocated to the payment of indebtedness pursuant to section 33670 of the California Health & 
Safety Code or such other section as may be in effect at the time providing for the allocation of tax incre-
ment revenues in accordance with Article XVI, Section 16 of the California Constitution, subject to the 
exclusions set forth above.  

 
Before it was amended by the Dissolution Act, the Redevelopment Law required the Former 

Agency to set aside not less than 20% of all tax increment generated in the Redevelopment Project into a 
low and moderate income housing fund to be used for the purpose of increasing, improving and/or pre-
serving the supply of low and moderate income housing. These tax increment revenues were commonly 
referred to as “Housing Set-Aside.” 

 
The Dissolution Act eliminated the Housing Set-Aside requirement. The housing fund into which 

these set-aside amounts were formerly deposited has been eliminated and any unencumbered amounts 
remaining in that fund have been identified through a mandated due diligence review. The amounts found 
to be unencumbered through this due diligence review have been paid to the County and these funds have 
been allocated to the taxing entities within the Redevelopment Project. 

 
Since a deduction for the Housing Set-Aside is no longer required, amounts that were previously 

required to be deposited in the housing fund are now included in Pledged Tax Revenues. 
 

Flow of Funds Under the Indenture 
 
General. The Successor Agency previously established the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement 

Fund pursuant to section 34170.5(a) of the Dissolution Act and agrees to hold and maintain the Redevel-
opment Obligation Retirement Fund as long as any of the Bonds are Outstanding.  

 
Deposit in Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund; Transfer to Debt Service Fund. The Indenture 

provides that the Successor Agency shall deposit all of the Pledged Tax Revenues received in any Bond 
Year in the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund promptly upon receipt thereof by the Successor 
Agency, and promptly thereafter shall transfer amounts received therein to the Debt Service Fund estab-
lished and held by the Trustee under the Indenture until such time during such Bond Year as the amounts 
so transferred to the Debt Service Fund equal the aggregate amounts required to be deposited by the 
Trustee into the Interest Account, the Principal Account and the Redemption Account of the Debt Ser-
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vice Fund in such Bond Year pursuant to the Indenture and for deposit in such Bond Year in the funds 
and accounts established with respect to Parity Debt, as provided in any Supplemental Indenture. All 
Pledged Tax Revenues received by the Successor Agency in excess of the amount required to pay debt 
service on the Bonds and any Parity Debt, and except as may be provided to the contrary in any Parity 
Debt Instrument, shall be released from the pledge and lien under the Indenture and shall be applied in 
accordance with the Redevelopment Law, including but not limited to the payment of debt service on any 
Subordinate Debt. Prior to the payment in full of the principal of and interest and redemption premium (if 
any) on the Bonds and the payment in full of all other amounts payable under the Indenture and under any 
Supplemental Indentures, the Successor Agency shall not have any beneficial right or interest in the mon-
eys on deposit in the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund, except as may be provided in the In-
denture and in any Supplemental Indenture. 

 
Deposit of Amounts by Trustee. There is established a trust fund to be known as the Debt Service 

Fund, which will be held by the Trustee under the Indenture in trust. Concurrently with transfers with 
respect to Parity Debt pursuant to Parity Debt Instruments, moneys in the Redevelopment Obligation Re-
tirement Fund shall be transferred by the Successor Agency to the Trustee in the following amounts, at 
the following times, and deposited by the Trustee in the following respective special accounts, which are 
established in the Debt Service Fund, and in the following order of priority: 

 
Interest Account. On or before the fourth (4th) Business Day preceding each date on 

which interest on the Bonds and any such Parity Debt becomes due and payable, the Trustee shall 
withdraw from the Debt Service Fund and transfer to the Interest Account an amount which, 
when added to the amount then on deposit in the Interest Account, will be equal to the aggregate 
amount of the interest becoming due and payable on the Outstanding Bonds and any such Parity 
Debt on such date. No such transfer and deposit need be made to the Interest Account if the 
amount contained therein is at least equal to the interest to become due on the Interest Payment 
Date upon all of the Outstanding Bonds and any such Parity Debt. All moneys in the Interest Ac-
count shall be used and withdrawn by the Trustee solely for the purpose of paying the interest on 
the Bonds as it shall become due and payable (including accrued interest on any Bonds and any 
such Parity Debt purchased or redeemed prior to maturity pursuant to the Indenture). 

 
Principal Account. On or before the fourth (4th) Business Day preceding each date on 

which principal of the Bonds and any such Parity Debt becomes due and payable at maturity, the 
Trustee shall withdraw from the Debt Service Fund and transfer to the Principal Account an 
amount which, when added to the amount then on deposit in the Principal Account, will be equal 
to the amount of principal coming due and payable on such date on the Outstanding Bonds and 
any such Parity Debt. All moneys in the Principal Account shall be used and withdrawn by the 
Trustee solely for the purpose of paying the principal of the Bonds and any such Parity Debt upon 
the maturity thereof. 

 
Sinking Account. On or before the fourth (4th) Business Day preceding each date on 

which any Outstanding Term Bonds become subject to mandatory Sinking Account redemption, 
the Successor Agency shall withdraw from the Debt Service Fund and transfer to the Trustee for 
deposit in the Sinking Account an amount which, when added to the amount then contained in 
the Sinking Account, will be equal to the aggregate principal amount of the Term Bonds required 
subject to mandatory Sinking Account redemption on such date. All moneys on deposit in the 
Sinking Account shall be used and withdrawn by the Trustee for the sole purpose of paying the 
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principal of the Term Bonds as it shall become due and payable upon the mandatory Sinking Ac-
count redemption thereof. 

 
Reserve Account. In lieu of a cash deposit to the Reserve Account, the Reserve Policy, in 

an amount equal to the Reserve Requirement, shall be delivered to the Trustee on the Closing 
Date. The prior written consent of the Municipal Bond Insurer shall be a condition precedent to 
the deposit of any credit instrument in lieu of a cash deposit into the Reserve Account. “Reserve 
Requirement” means, with respect to the Bonds and any Parity Debt, as of any date of calcula-
tion, to be equal to the least of (a) Maximum Annual Debt Service for then current or every sub-
sequent Bond Year, (b) 125% of average Annual Debt Service for then current or every subsequent 
Bond Year, and (c) 10% of the original principal amount of the Bonds and any Parity Debt. On the 
Closing Date, such amount is $_________. 

 
In the event that the amount on deposit in the Series A Subaccount or Series B Subac-

count of the Reserve Account, or the reserve fund subaccount of any other Parity Debt, at any 
time becomes less than the Reserve Requirement, the Trustee shall promptly notify the Successor 
Agency of such fact. Promptly upon receipt of any such notice, the Successor Agency shall trans-
fer to the Trustee an amount sufficient to maintain the Reserve Requirement on deposit in each 
subaccount of Reserve Account. If there shall then not be sufficient Pledged Tax Revenues on de-
posit in the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund to transfer an amount sufficient to main-
tain the Reserve Requirement on deposit in each subaccount of the Reserve Account, the Succes-
sor Agency shall be obligated to continue making transfers as Pledged Tax Revenues become 
available in the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund until there is an amount sufficient to 
maintain the Reserve Requirement on deposit in each subaccount of the Reserve Account. No 
such transfer and deposit need be made to either subaccount of the Reserve Account so long as 
there shall be on deposit therein a sum at least equal to the Reserve Requirement for each series of 
Bonds. All money in the Reserve Account shall be used and withdrawn by the Trustee solely for 
the purpose of making transfers to the Interest Account, the Principal Account and the Sinking 
Account of the respective series of Bonds in such order of priority, in the event of any deficiency 
at any time in any of such accounts or for the retirement of all the respective series of Bonds then 
Outstanding, except that so long as the Successor Agency is not in default hereunder, any amount 
in the Reserve Account in excess of the Reserve Requirement shall be withdrawn from the Re-
serve Account semiannually on or before four (4) Business Days preceding each February 1 and 
August 1 by the Trustee and deposited in the Interest Account. All amounts in the applicable Re-
serve Account on the Business Day preceding the final Interest Payment Date shall be withdrawn 
from the Reserve Account and shall be transferred either (i) to the Interest Account and the Prin-
cipal Account, in such order, to the extent required to make the deposits then required to be made 
pursuant to the Indenture or, (ii) if the Successor Agency shall have caused to be transferred to 
the Trustee an amount sufficient to make the deposits required by the Indenture, then, at the Re-
quest of the Successor Agency, such amount shall be transferred as directed by the Successor 
Agency. 

 
The Successor Agency shall, with the prior written consent of the Municipal Bond Insur-

er, have the right at any time to direct the Trustee to release funds from the Reserve Account, in 
whole or in part, by tendering to the Trustee: (i) a Qualified Reserve Account Credit Instrument, 
and (ii) an opinion of Bond Counsel stating that neither the release of such Funds nor the ac-
ceptance of such Qualified Reserve Account Credit Instrument will cause interest on the Series A 
Bonds to become includable in gross income for purposes of federal income taxation. Upon tender 
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of such items to the Trustee, and upon delivery by the Successor Agency to the Trustee of written 
calculation of the amount permitted to be released from the Reserve Account (upon which calcu-
lation the Trustee may conclusively rely), the Trustee shall transfer such funds from the Reserve 
Account to the Successor Agency to be applied in accordance with the Redevelopment Law, as 
amended by the Dissolution Act, to call and redeem Bonds or for any other lawful purpose. The 
Trustee shall comply with all documentation relating to the Surety Bonds or other Qualified Re-
serve Account Credit Instrument as shall reasonably be required to maintain such Qualified Re-
serve Account Credit Instrument in full force and effect and as shall reasonably be required to re-
ceive payments thereunder in the event and to the extent required to make any payment when and 
as required under the Indenture. Upon the expiration of any Qualified Reserve Account Credit In-
strument, the Successor Agency shall be obligated either (i) to replace such Qualified Reserve Ac-
count Credit Instrument with a new Qualified Reserve Account Credit Instrument, or (ii) to de-
posit or cause to be deposited with the Trustee an amount of funds equal to the Reserve Require-
ment, to be derived from the first available Pledged Tax Revenues. In the event that the Reserve 
Account is funded with cash and a Qualified Reserve Account Credit Instrument, then the Trus-
tee shall first draw on the available cash, and next draw upon such Qualified Reserve Account 
Credit Instrument. 

 
The Reserve Account may be maintained in the form of one or more separate sub-

accounts which are established for the purpose of securing separate series of Bonds or Parity Debt 
(to the extent secured by the Reserve Account) or for holding the proceeds of separate issues of 
the Bonds and any Parity Debt (to the extent secured by the Reserve Account) in conformity with 
applicable provisions of the Code to the extent directed by the Successor Agency in writing to the 
Trustee. Additionally, the Successor Agency may, in its discretion, combine amounts on deposit 
in the Reserve Account and on deposit in any reserve account relating to any (but not necessarily 
all) Parity Debt in order to maintain a combined reserve account for the Bonds and any (but not 
necessarily all) Parity Debt. 

 
Redemption Account. On or before the Business Day preceding any date on which 

Bonds are subject to redemption, other than mandatory Sinking Account redemption of Term 
Bonds, the Trustee shall withdraw from the Debt Service Fund for deposit in the Redemption 
Account an amount required to pay the principal of and premium, if any, on the Bonds or other 
Parity Debt to be so redeemed on such date. The Trustee shall also deposit in the Redemption 
Account any other amounts received by it from the Successor Agency designated by the Succes-
sor Agency in writing to be deposited in the Redemption Account. All moneys in the Redemption 
Account shall be used and withdrawn by the Trustee solely for the purpose of paying the principal 
of and premium, if any, on the Bonds or other Parity Debt upon the redemption thereof, on the 
date set for such redemption, other than mandatory Sinking Account redemption of Term Bonds. 

 
Limited Obligation 

 
The Bonds are not a debt of the City, the County, the State or any of their political subdivisions 

except the Successor Agency, and none of the City, the County, the State or any of their political subdivi-
sions except the Successor Agency are liable therefor. The Bonds do not constitute an indebtedness within 
the meaning of any constitutional or statutory debt limitation or restriction. No member of the Successor 
Agency, the Oversight Board or the Board of Supervisors of the County shall be individually or personally 
liable for the payment of the principal of or interest or redemption premium (if any) on the Bonds; but 
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nothing contained in the Indenture relieves any such member, officer, agent or employee from the per-
formance of any official duty provided by law. 

 
Dissolution Act Covenant by the Successor Agency. The Successor Agency covenants in the Inden-

ture that it will comply with all of the requirements of the Redevelopment Law and the Dissolution Act. 
 
Pursuant to section 34177 of the Dissolution Act as modified by passage of Senate Bill 107, by Feb-

ruary 1 of each year the Successor Agency shall submit to the Department of Finance, a Recognized Obli-
gation Payment Schedule that has been approved by the Oversight Board and that will be applicable to the 
next two Semiannual Periods (hereinafter defined). The Successor Agency shall take all actions required 
under the Dissolution Act as amended to include in the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for each 
Semiannual Period debt service on the Bonds and any Parity Debt, so as to enable the County Auditor-
Controller to distribute from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund for deposit in the Redevelop-
ment Obligation Retirement Fund on each January 1 and June 1 amounts required to enable the Successor 
Agency to pay timely payments of principal of, and interest on, the Bonds and any Parity Debt coming due 
with respect the applicable Semiannual Period, including inclusion on the applicable Recognized Obliga-
tion Payment Schedule of (a) the amounts of debt service set forth in the Recognized Obligation Debt Ser-
vice Schedule and (b) the amounts of debt service set forth in the Recognized Obligation Debt Service 
Schedule attached to any Supplemental Indenture, and the inclusion of any amount required to be depos-
ited in the Reserve Account, in order to maintain in the Reserve Account the amount of the Reserve Re-
quirement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Successor Agency shall use its best efforts, subject to there 
being available funds for that purpose, to include on each Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule that is 
payable by the County Auditor-Controller on January 2 one-half of the principal payment and any Sinking 
Fund payment on the Bonds that is payable on the following September 1 as a reserve for the principal 
payment and any Sinking Fund payment payable on such September 1. The Recognized Obligation Debt 
Service Schedule shall not be amended except by Supplemental Indenture entered into pursuant to the 
Indenture. “Semiannual Period” means (a) each six-month period beginning on January 1 of any calendar 
year and ending on June 30 of such calendar year, and (b) each six-month period beginning on July 1 of any 
calendar year and ending on December 31 of such calendar year. 

 
In addition, the Successor Agency shall place on the applicable Recognized Obligation Payment 

Schedule for approval by the Oversight Board and DOF, to the extent necessary, the amounts to be held 
by the Successor Agency as a reserve until the following half of the calendar year, as contemplated by par-
agraph (1)(A) of subdivision (d) of section 34171 of the Dissolution Act and any amount required to be 
deposited in the Reserve Account in order to maintain in the Reserve Account the amount of the Reserve 
Requirement.  

 
The Successor Agency has no power to levy and collect taxes, and various factors beyond its con-

trol could affect the amount of Pledged Tax Revenues available in any six-month period to pay the princi-
pal of and interest on the Bonds (see “RISK FACTORS”). 

 
County Administrative Fees  

 
Chapter 466, Statutes of 1990 (referred to as SB 2557), permits the County to withhold a portion 

of annual tax revenues for the recovery of County charges related to property tax administration services 
to cities in an amount equal to their property tax administration costs proportionately attributable to cities. 
SB 2557, and subsequent legislation under SB 1559 (Statutes of 1992), permitted counties to charge all 
jurisdictions, including redevelopment agencies, on a year-to-year basis. Section 34182(a)(3) of the Cali-
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fornia Health and Safety Code also provides for recovery of county costs in connection with performing 
duties related to the dissolution of redevelopment agencies. The actual fiscal year 2015-16 charges for the 
Successor Agency equate to 1.098% of gross RPTTF revenues. The Fiscal Consultant’s projections in-
cluded assume that the County administrative costs will continue to be charged at approximately 1.098% 
of gross revenue in subsequent fiscal years. 

 
For purposes of showing debt service coverage, the Fiscal Consultant has assumed that the Coun-

ty administrative fees are senior to the Successor Agency’s pledge of Pledged Tax Revenues to its obliga-
tion to make debt service payments on the Bonds. 

 
Statutory Pass-Through Payments 
 

For project areas adopted before January 1, 1994, a statutory pass-through obligation can be trig-
gered when the redevelopment agency elects to increase a tax increment revenue cap limit, or that length-
ens the period during which the redevelopment plan is effective, or that increases or eliminates the time 
limit on the establishing of loans, advances or indebtedness. 

 
The Amendment Area was adopted after January 1, 1994, and is therefore, subject to the Law as it 

was amended by passage of AB 1290. As amended, the Law requires that for project areas adopted after 
January 1, 1994, a prescribed portion of the agency’s tax increment revenue must be shared with all taxing 
entities within the project area. This defined tax-sharing amount has three tiers. The first tier began with 
the first year that the project area received tax increment revenue and continues for the life of the project 
area. This first tier tax-sharing amount is 25 percent of the Successor Agency’s Pledged Tax Revenues. 

 
The second tier began in the eleventh year after the Former Agency first received tax increment 

revenue. The second tier payments began in fiscal year 2014-15. This second tier is 21 percent of the tax 
increment revenue that is derived from the growth in assessed value that is in excess of the assessed value 
of the project area in year ten (Fiscal Year 2013-14). 

 
The third tier begins in the 31st year after the Former Agency first received tax increment reve-

nue. These third tier payments will begin in fiscal year 2034-35. This third tier is 14 percent of the tax in-
crement revenue that is derived from the growth in assessed value that is in excess of the assessed value of 
the project area in the 30th year. These three tiers of tax sharing are calculated independent of one anoth-
er and continue from their inception through the life of the Redevelopment Project. 

 
Section 33607.5(e) of the Law specifies a procedure whereby the Successor Agency may request 

subordination of the statutory tax sharing payments to payment of debt service on bonded indebtedness by 
all of the Redevelopment Project’s taxing entities. As part of this request, the Successor Agency must 
provide substantial evidence to the taxing entities that it will have sufficient funds to make the debt service 
payments on the bonds as well as making the required statutory tax sharing payments. The taxing entities 
may respond and agree to the subordination request, they may do nothing and after 45 days be deemed to 
have agreed to the subordination or they may disapprove the subordination request. A taxing entity may 
disapprove a subordination request only if it believes based on substantial evidence that the Successor 
Agency’s financial estimates are incorrect and that the Agency will not be able to make debt service and 
the tax sharing payments. The Successor Agency is not currently considering a request for taxing en-
tities to subordinate their payments to the payment of debt service on the Bonds although the City 
has agreed to subordinate its share of the SB 211 and AB 1290 statutory tax sharing payments. 
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Pass-Through Agreements with Taxing Agencies 
 

The Successor Agency has no contractual pass-through agreements with Taxing Agencies. 
 

No Developer Agreements 
 

The Successor Agency has entered into no disposition and development agreements with third 
parties that constitute a pledge of Tax Revenue nor have they entered into any such agreements that 
would have a superior lien on Pledged Tax Revenues to payment of debt service on the Bonds. 

 
Parity Debt 

 
“Parity Debt” means any loan, bonds, notes, advances or indebtedness payable from Pledged Tax 

Revenues on a parity with the Bonds as authorized by the Indenture. The Indenture permits the issuance 
of Parity Debt to refund the Bonds. With respect to any such refunding, (i) annual debt service on such 
Parity Debt must be lower than annual debt service on the obligations being refunded during every year 
the obligations would otherwise be outstanding and (ii) the final maturity of any such Parity Debt must not 
exceed the final maturity of the obligations being refunded. Other than the Bonds, there will be no other 
outstanding obligations secured by the Pledged Tax Revenues. 
 
 

MUNICIPAL BOND INSURANCE 
 

[TO COME] 
 
 
 
 

PROPERTY TAXATION IN CALIFORNIA 
 

Property Tax Collection Procedures 
 
Classification. In the State, property which is subject to ad valorem taxes is classified as “secured” 

or “unsecured.” Secured and unsecured property are entered on separate parts of the assessment roll 
maintained by the County assessor. The secured classification includes property on which any property 
tax levied by a county becomes a lien on that property. A tax levied on unsecured property does not be-
come a lien against the taxed unsecured property, but may become a lien on certain other property owned 
by the taxpayer. Every tax which becomes a lien on secured property has priority over all other liens on the 
secured property arising pursuant to State law, regardless of the time of the creation of other liens. 

 
Generally, ad valorem taxes are collected by a county (the “Taxing Authority”) for the benefit of 

the various entities (e.g., cities, schools and special districts) that share in the ad valorem tax (each a tax-
ing entity) and successor agencies eligible to receive distributions from the respective Redevelopment 
Property Tax Trust Funds. 

 
Collections. Secured and unsecured property are entered separately on the assessment roll main-

tained by the county assessor. The method of collecting delinquent taxes is substantially different for the 
two classifications of property. The taxing authority has four ways of collecting unsecured personal prop-
erty taxes: (i) initiating a civil action against the taxpayer, (ii) filing a certificate in the office of the county 
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clerk specifying certain facts in order to obtain a judgment lien on certain property of the taxpayer, (iii) 
filing a certificate of delinquency for record in the county recorder’s office to obtain a lien on certain prop-
erty of the taxpayer, and (iv) seizing and selling personal property, improvements or possessory interests 
belonging or assessed to the assessee. The exclusive means of enforcing the payment of delinquent taxes 
with respect to property on the secured roll is the sale of the property securing the taxes to the State for 
the amount of taxes which are delinquent.  

 
Penalty. A 10% penalty is added to delinquent taxes which have been levied with respect to proper-

ty on the secured roll. In addition, property on the secured roll on which taxes are delinquent is declared 
in default by operation of law and declaration of the tax collector on or about June 30 of each fiscal year. 
Such property may thereafter be redeemed by payment of the delinquent taxes and a delinquency penalty, 
plus a redemption penalty of 1.5% per month to the time of redemption. If taxes are unpaid for a period of 
five years or more, the property is deeded to the State and then is subject to sale by the county tax collec-
tor. A 10% penalty also applies to delinquent taxes with respect to property on the unsecured roll, and fur-
ther, an additional penalty of 1.5% per month accrues with respect to such taxes beginning on varying dates 
related to the tax bill mailing date. 

 
Delinquencies. The valuation of property is determined as of the January 1 lien date as equalized in 

August of each year and equal installments of taxes levied upon secured property become delinquent on 
the following December 10 and April 10. Taxes on unsecured property are due January 1 and become de-
linquent August 31. 

 
Supplemental Assessments. California Revenue and Taxation Code section 75.70 provides for the 

reassessment and taxation of property as of the occurrence of a change of ownership or completion of new 
construction. Such reassessment is referred to as the Supplemental Assessment and is determined by ap-
plying the current year's tax rate to the amount of the increase or decrease in a property's value and pro-
rating the resulting property taxes to reflect the portion of the tax year remaining as determined by the 
date of the change in ownership or completion of new construction. Supplemental Assessments become a 
lien against real property. Prior to the enactment of this law, the assessment of such changes was permit-
ted only as of the next tax lien date following the change, and this delayed the realization of increased 
property taxes from the new assessments for up to 14 months. Since fiscal year 1984-85, revenues derived 
from Supplemental Assessments have been allocated to redevelopment agencies and taxing entities in the 
same manner as the general property tax. The receipt of Supplemental Assessment revenues by taxing 
entities typically follows the change of ownership by a year or more. This statute provides increased reve-
nue to the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund to the extent that supplemental assessments of new 
construction or changes of ownership occur within the boundaries of redevelopment projects subsequent 
to the January 1 lien date. If a change in ownership results in a decrease in assessed value, a negative sup-
plemental assessment may occur, requiring a refund of taxes paid to the property owner. To the extent 
such supplemental assessments occur within the Redevelopment Project, tax increment may increase or 
decrease. Revenues resulting from Supplemental Assessments have not been included in the Fiscal Con-
sultant’s projections of tax increment available to pay debt service on the Bonds. 

 
County Property Tax Collection and Administrative Costs. In 1990, the Legislature enacted SB 2557 

(Chapter 466, Statutes of 1990) which allows counties to charge for the cost of assessing, collecting and 
allocating property tax revenues to local government jurisdictions in proportion to the tax-derived reve-
nues allocated to each. SB 1559 (Chapter 697, Statutes of 1992) explicitly includes redevelopment agencies 
among the jurisdictions which are subject to such charges. In addition, sections 34182(e) and 34183(a) of 
the Dissolution Act allow administrative costs of the County Auditor-Controller for the costs of adminis-
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tering the provisions of the Dissolution Act. For fiscal year 2015-16, the County charges were 1.098% of 
gross tax increment within the Redevelopment Project. Based on the collection charges for fiscal year 
2015-16, the Fiscal Consultant projects the charge for fiscal year 2016-17 and future fiscal years as a per-
centage of gross tax increment to remain at 1.098%. For purposes of the Fiscal Consultant’s projections of 
tax increment available to pay debt service on the Bonds, the Fiscal Consultant assumed that the County 
will continue to charge the Successor Agency for property tax collection and administration and that such 
charge will increase proportionally with any increases in revenue. The County Auditor-Controller appor-
tions tax increment revenue based on collections and does not utilize the alternative allocation method 
known as the Teeter Plan.  

 
Levy and Collection of Taxes. The Successor Agency has no independent power to levy and collect 

property taxes. Any reduction in the tax rate or the implementation of any constitutional or legislative 
property tax decrease could reduce the Pledged Tax Revenues, and accordingly, could have an adverse 
impact on the ability of the Agency to repay the Agency Bonds. Likewise, delinquencies in the payment of 
property taxes and the impact of bankruptcy proceedings on the legal ability of taxing agencies to collect 
property taxes could have an adverse effect on the Agency’s ability to make timely Agency Bond pay-
ments.  

 
Collection rates for the Redevelopment Project has been consistently high. The following table il-

lustrates the final tax revenue collections for the previous five fiscal years. To calculate the rate of collec-
tions, the revenue allocated to the component project areas for current year revenues (secured, unsecured 
and homeowners exemption revenues) are compared to the original adjusted tax charge for that year. Oc-
casionally, a collection rate of greater than 100% or an abnormally low collection rate occurs when roll cor-
rections are made by the County Assessor after publication of the tax roll. 

 
Tax Collection Rates 

Fiscal Years 2011-12 to 2015-16 
 

     Percentage of Percentage of 
Fiscal Adjusted Current Year Prior Year Total Current Year Total 
Year Tax Levy Apportioned Collections Apportioned Collections Collections 

2011-12 $9,336,802 $9,186,742 $(24,411) $9,162,331 98.39% 98.13% 
2012-13 $9,497,488 $9,381,665 $155,654 $9,537,319 98.78% 100.42% 
2013-14 $9,725,322 $9,625,296 $181,965 $9,807,261 98.97% 100.84% 
2014-15 $10,106,089 $10,012,212 $232,160 $10,244,372 99.07% 101.37% 
2015-16 $10,400,972 $10,319,900 $193,933 $10,513,833 99.22% 101.09$ 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 
 

Substantial delinquencies in the payment of property taxes could impair the timely receipt by the 
Successor Agency of Pledged Tax Revenues, although the Pledged Tax Revenues provide substantial debt 
service coverage on the Bonds. See “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Projected Available Net 
Tax Increment and Estimated Debt Service Coverage.” 

 
Unitary Property 

 
Assembly Bill (“AB”) 2890 (Statutes of 1986, Chapter 1457) provides that, commencing with fis-

cal year 1988-89, tax revenues derived from unitary property and assessed by the SBE are accumulated in 
a single Tax Rate Area for the County. The tax revenues are then to be allocated to each taxing entity 
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county-wide as follows: (i) each taxing entity will receive the same amount as in the previous year plus an 
increase for inflation of up to 2%; (ii) if utility tax revenues are insufficient to provide the same amount as 
in the previous year, each taxing entity's share would be reduced pro rata county wide; and (iii) any in-
crease in revenue above 2% would be allocated in the same proportion as the taxing entity's local secured 
taxable values are to the local secured taxable values of the County. 

 
AB 454 (Statutes of 1987, Chapter 921) further modified Chapter 1457 regarding the distribution 

of tax revenues derived from property assessed by the State Board of Equalization. Chapter 921 provides 
for the consolidation of all State-assessed property, except for regulated railroad property, into a single tax 
rate area in each county. Chapter 921 further provides for a new method of establishing tax rates on State-
assessed property and distribution of property tax revenue derived from State-assessed property to taxing 
jurisdictions within each county in accordance with a new formula. Railroads will continue to be assessed 
and revenues allocated to all tax rate areas where railroad property is sited. 

 
To administer the allocation of unitary tax revenues to redevelopment agencies, the County no 

longer includes the taxable value of utilities as part of the reported taxable values of a redevelopment pro-
ject. Consequently, the base year values of redevelopment projects are reduced by the amount of utility 
value that existed originally in the base years. The Auditor Controller allocated a total of $127,518 of uni-
tary tax revenue to the Redevelopment Project for fiscal year 2015-16. The Fiscal Consultant estimates 
$127,518 of unitary revenues were allocated to the Successor Agency from the Redevelopment Project in 
fiscal year 2015-16. For purposes of the Fiscal Consultant’s projection of tax revenues available to pay 
debt service on the Bonds, the Fiscal Consultant assumed that the amount of unitary revenue allocated for 
fiscal year 2015-16 will continue to be allocated to the Redevelopment Project in the same amount for the 
life of the projection.  

 
Article XIIIA of the State Constitution 

 
Article XIIIA limits the amount of ad valorem taxes on real property to 1% of “full cash value” of 

such property, as determined by the county assessor. Article XIIIA defines “full cash value” to mean “the 
County Assessor’s valuation of real property as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under ‘full cash value,’ or, 
thereafter, the appraised value of real property when purchased, newly constructed, or a change in owner-
ship has occurred after the 1975 assessment.” Furthermore, the “full cash value” of all real property may 
be increased to reflect the rate of inflation, as shown by the consumer price index, not to exceed 2% per 
year, or may be reduced. 

 
Article XIIIA has subsequently been amended to permit reduction of the “full cash value” base in 

the event of declining property values caused by substantial damage, destruction or other factors, and to 
provide that there would be no increase in the “full cash value” base in the event of reconstruction of 
property damaged or destroyed in a disaster and in other special circumstances. 

 
Article XIIIA (i) exempts from the 1% tax limitation taxes to pay debt service on (a) indebtedness 

approved by the voters prior to July 1, 1978 or (b) bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or improvement 
of real property approved on or after July 1, 1978, by two-thirds of the votes cast by the voters voting on 
the proposition; (ii) requires a vote of two-thirds of the qualified electorate to impose special taxes, or cer-
tain additional ad valorem taxes; and (iii) requires the approval of two-thirds of all members of the State 
Legislature to change any State tax laws resulting in increased tax revenues. 
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The validity of Article XIIIA has been upheld by both the California Supreme Court and the Unit-
ed States Supreme Court. 

 
In the general election held November 4, 1986, voters of the State approved two measures, Propo-

sitions 58 and 60, which further amended Article XIIIA. Proposition 58 amended Article XIIIA to provide 
that the terms “purchase” and “change of ownership,” for the purposes of determining full cash value of 
property under Article XIIIA, do not include the purchase or transfer of (1) real property between spouses 
and (2) the principal residence and the first $1,000,000 of other property between parents and children. 
This amendment to Article XIIIA may reduce the rate of growth of local property tax revenues. 

 
Proposition 60 amended Article XIIIA to permit the Legislature to allow persons over the age of 

55 who sell their residence and buy or build another of equal or lesser value within two years in the same 
county, to transfer the old residence assessed value to the new residence. As a result of the Legislature’s 
action, the growth of property tax revenues may decline. 

 
Legislation enacted by the Legislature to implement Article XIIIA provides that all taxable proper-

ty is shown at full assessed value as described above. In conformity with this procedure, all taxable proper-
ty value included in this Official Statement is shown at 100% of assessed value and all general tax rates re-
flect the $1 per $100 of taxable value (except as noted). Tax rates for voter-approved bonded indebtedness 
and pension liabilities are also applied to 100% of assessed value. 

 
Each year the Board of Equalization announces the applicable adjustment factor. Since the adop-

tion of Proposition 13, inflation has, in most years, exceeded 2% and the announced factor has reflected the 
2% cap. The changes in the California Consumer Price Index from October of one year and October of the 
next year are used to determine the adjustment factor for the January assessment date. Through fiscal year 
2010-11 there were six occasions when the inflation factor was less than 2%. Until fiscal year 2010-11 the 
annual adjustment never resulted in a reduction to the base year values of individual parcels; however, the 
factor that was applied to real property assessed values for the January 1, 2010 assessment date 
was -0.237% and this resulted in reductions to the adjusted base year value of parcels. The table below re-
flects the inflation adjustment factors for the current fiscal year and 10 prior fiscal years . 

 
Historical Inflation Adjustment Factors 
Fiscal Year Inflation Adj. Factor 

2007-08  2.000% 
2008-09  2.000 
2009-10  2.000 
2010-11  -0.237 
2011-12  0.753 
2012-13  2.000 
2013-14  2.000 
2014-15  0.454 
2015-16 1.998 
2016-17 1.525 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 

 
Appropriations Limitation—Article XIIIB 

 
Article XIIIB limits the annual appropriations of the State and its political subdivisions to the level 

of appropriations for the prior fiscal year, as adjusted for changes in the cost of living, population and ser-
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vices rendered by the government entity. The “base year” for establishing such appropriations limit is the 
1978/79 fiscal year, and the limit is to be adjusted annually to reflect changes in population, consumer 
prices and certain increases in the cost of services provided by these public agencies. 

 
Section 33678 of the Redevelopment Law provides that the allocation of taxes to a redevelopment 

agency for the purpose of paying principal of, or interest on, loans, advances, or indebtedness shall not be 
deemed the receipt by a redevelopment agency of proceeds of taxes levied by or on behalf of a redevelop-
ment agency within the meaning of Article XIIIB, nor shall such portion of taxes be deemed receipt of 
proceeds of taxes by, or an appropriation subject to the limitation of, any other public body within the 
meaning or for the purpose of the Constitution and laws of the State, including section 33678 of the Rede-
velopment Law. The constitutionality of section 33678 has been upheld in two California appellate court 
decisions. On the basis of these decisions, the Successor Agency has not adopted an appropriations limit. 

 
Proposition 87 

 
On November 8, 1988, the voters of the State approved Proposition 87, which amended Article 

XVI, section 16 of the State Constitution to provide that property tax revenue attributable to the imposi-
tion of taxes on property within a redevelopment project for the purpose of paying debt service on certain 
bonded indebtedness issued by a taxing entity (not the Former Agency or the Successor Agency) and ap-
proved by the voters of the taxing entity after January 1, 1989 will be allocated solely to the payment of 
such indebtedness and not to redevelopment agencies. 

 
Appeals of Assessed Values 

 
Pursuant to California law, a property owner may apply for a reduction of the property tax as-

sessment for such owner’s property by filing a written application, in a form prescribed by the State Board 
of Equalization, with the appropriate county board of equalization or assessment appeals board. 

 
In the County, a property owner desiring to reduce the assessed value of such owner’s property in 

any one year must submit an application to the County Assessment Appeals Board (the “Appeals 
Board”). Applications for any tax year must be submitted by September 15 of such tax year. Following a 
review of each application by the staff of the County Assessor’s Office, the staff makes a recommendation 
to the Appeals Board on each application which has not been rejected for incompleteness or untimeliness 
or withdrawn. The Appeals Board holds a hearing and either reduces the assessment or confirms the as-
sessment. The Appeals Board generally is required to determine the outcome of appeals within two years 
of each appeal’s filing date. Any reduction in the assessment ultimately granted applies only to the year for 
which application is made and during which the written application is filed. The assessed value increases 
to its pre-reduction level for fiscal years following the year for which the reduction application is filed. 
However, if the taxpayer establishes through proof of comparable values that the property continues to be 
overvalued (known as “ongoing hardship”), the Assessor has the power to grant a reduction not only for 
the year for which application was originally made, but also for then current year as well. Appeals for re-
duction in the “base year” value of an assessment, which generally must be made within three years of the 
date of change in ownership or completion of new construction that determined the base year, if success-
ful, reduce the assessment for the year in which the appeal is taken and prospectively thereafter. Moreo-
ver, in the case of any reduction in any one year of assessed value granted for “ongoing hardship” in the 
then current year, and also in any cases involving stipulated appeals for prior years relating to base year 
and personal property assessments, the property tax revenues from which Pledged Tax Revenues are de-
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rived attributable to such properties will be reduced in the then current year. In practice, such a reduced 
assessment may remain in effect beyond the year in which it is granted.  

 
See “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Assessment Appeals” for information regarding 

historical and pending appeals of assessed valuations by property owners in the Redevelopment Project. 
Also, see APPENDIX G—FISCAL CONSULTANT’S REPORT—Table G—Assessment Appeals 
Summary. 

 
Proposition 8 

 
Proposition 8, approved in 1978 (California Revenue and Taxation Code section 51(b)), provides 

for the assessment of real property at the lesser of its originally determined (base year) full cash value 
compounded annually by the inflation factor, or its full cash value as of the lien date, taking into account 
reductions in value due to damage, destruction, obsolescence or other factors causing a decline in market 
value. Reductions under this code section may be initiated by the County Assessor or requested by the 
property owner.  

 
After such reductions in value are implemented, the Assessor is required to review the property’s 

market value as of each subsequent lien date and adjust the value of real property to the lesser of its base 
year value as adjusted by the inflation factor pursuant to Article XIIIA of the California Constitution or its 
full cash value taking into account reductions in value due to damage, destruction, depreciation, obsoles-
cence, removal of property or other factors causing a decline in value. Reductions made under Proposition 
8 to residential properties are normally initiated by the Assessor but may also be requested by the property 
owner. Reductions of value for commercial, industrial and other land use types under Proposition 8 are 
normally initiated by the property owner as an assessment appeal. 

 
After a roll reduction is granted under this code section, the property is reviewed on an annual ba-

sis to determine its full cash value and the valuation is adjusted accordingly. This may result in further 
reductions or in value increases. Such increases must be in accordance with the full cash value of the 
property and may exceed the maximum annual inflationary growth rate allowed on other properties under 
Article XIIIA of the State Constitution. Once the property has regained its prior value, adjusted for infla-
tion, it once again is subject to the annual inflationary factor growth rate allowed under Article XIIIA. 

 
For a summary of the recent history of Proposition 8 reductions in the Redevelopment Project, 

see “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Residential Real Estate Values.”  
 

Propositions 218 and 26 
 
On November 5, 1996, California voters approved Proposition 218—Voter Approval for Local 

Government Taxes—Limitation on Fees, Assessments, and Charges—Initiative Constitutional Amend-
ment. Proposition 218 added Articles XIIIC and XIIID to the State Constitution, imposing certain vote 
requirements and other limitations on the imposition of new or increased taxes, assessments and property-
related fees and charges. On November 2, 2010, California voters approved Proposition 26, the “Super-
majority Vote to Pass New Taxes and Fees Act.” Proposition 26 amended Article XIIIC of the California 
Constitution by adding an expansive definition for the term “tax,” which previously was not defined un-
der the California Constitution. 
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Pledged Tax Revenues securing the Bonds are derived from property taxes that are outside the 
scope of taxes, assessments and property-related fees and charges which are limited by Proposition 218 
and Proposition 26. 

 
Future Initiatives 

 
Article XIIIA, Article XIIIB, Article XIIIC and Article XIIID and certain other propositions af-

fecting property tax levies were each adopted as measures which qualified for the ballot pursuant to Cali-
fornia’s initiative process. From time to time other initiative measures could be adopted, further affecting 
Successor Agency revenues or the Successor Agency’s ability to expend revenues. 

 
 

THE CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTEE 
 
As described in “INTRODUCTION,” the Dissolution Act dissolved the Former Agency as of 

February 1, 2012. Thereafter, pursuant to section 34173 of the Dissolution Act, the City became the Suc-
cessor Agency to the Former Agency. Subdivision (g) of section 34173 of the Dissolution Act, added by 
AB 1484, expressly affirms that the Successor Agency is a separate public entity from the City, that the 
two entities shall not merge, and that the liabilities of the Former Agency will not be transferred to the 
City nor will the assets of the Former Agency become assets of the City. 

 
Successor Agency Powers 

 
All powers of the Successor Agency are vested in its five members who are elected members of 

the City Council. Pursuant to the Dissolution Act, the Successor Agency succeeds to the organizational 
status of the Former Agency but without any legal authority to participate in redevelopment activities, 
except to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation. The Successor Agency is 
tasked with expeditiously winding down the affairs of the Former Agency, pursuant to the procedures and 
provisions of the Dissolution Act. Under the Dissolution Act, substantially all Successor Agency actions 
are subject to approval by the Oversight Board, as well as review by the DOF.  

 
Status of Compliance with Dissolution Act 

 
The Dissolution Act requires a due diligence review to determine the unobligated balances of each 

successor agency that are available for transfer to taxing entities. The due diligence review involves sepa-
rate reviews of each successor agency’s low and moderate income housing fund and of all other funds and 
accounts. Once a successor agency completes the due diligence review and any transfers to taxing entities, 
the DOF will issue a finding of completion that expands the authority of each successor agency in carrying 
out the wind down process. A finding of completion allows a successor agency to, among other things, 
retain real property assets of the dissolved redevelopment agency and utilize proceeds derived from bonds 
issued prior to January 1, 2011. 

 
The Successor Agency has completed the due diligence process and received its Finding of Com-

pletion on April 26, 2013. 
 
After receiving a finding of completion, each successor agency is required to submit a Long Range 

Property Management Plan detailing what it intends to do with its inventory of properties. Successor 
agencies are not required to immediately dispose of their properties but are limited in terms of what they 
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can do with the retained properties. Permissible uses include: sale of the property, use of the property to 
fill an enforceable obligation, retention of the property for future redevelopment, and retention of the 
property for governmental use. These plans must be filed by successor agencies within six months of re-
ceiving a finding of completion, and the DOF will review these plans as submitted on a rolling basis. 

 
The DOF Approved the Successor Agency’s Long Range Property Management Plan on Febru-

ary 21, 2014. 
 

Plan Limits 
 
In accordance with the Redevelopment Law, redevelopment plans like the Redevelopment Plans 

were required to include certain limits on the financing of the redevelopment projects. These limits could 
include a time limit on the life of the redevelopment plan, a time limit on the incurrence of indebtedness, a 
time limit on the receipt of property tax increment and the repayment of indebtedness and a limit on the 
amount of bonded indebtedness outstanding at any time. SB 107 clarifies that former tax increment limits 
set forth in redevelopment plans such as the Redevelopment Plan no longer apply for purposes of paying 
approved enforceable obligations such as the Bonds. 
 

 
THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

 
The Redevelopment Project encompasses an area of approximately 1,767 acres of the City. It en-

compasses approximately 16.6 percent of the total acreage of the City, and approximately 25.3 percent of 
the total assessed value of property within the City, based on Fiscal Year 2016-17 values. The Redevelop-
ment Project includes the non-residential portions of the 706-acre Santee Town Center area located in the 
geographic center of the City, the central Mission Gorge business corridor, the industrial corridors along 
Prospect Avenue, Magnolia Avenue, and SR-67, and properties along the SR-125 freeway and the SR-52 
freeway extension through the City completed in 2011. The Redevelopment Project is comprised of the 
Sunset Area, which consists of portions of the original Redevelopment Project that remained after dele-
tions of Redevelopment Project territory by the Fourth Amendment adopted in 2002, and the Amend-
ment Area, comprised of new territory added to the Redevelopment Project by the Fifth Amendment and 
the portion of the original Redevelopment Project deleted by the Fourth Amendment. For all purposes of 
the receipt of tax increment revenues, both components of the Redevelopment Project are considered as 
one. 

 
The Amendment Area encompasses a bounded area of approximately 1,120 acres which is approx-

imately 63.4 percent of the total acreage of the Redevelopment Project. It consists of those portions of the 
original project area with significant future redevelopment potential, properties with development poten-
tial on the western and eastern boundaries of the City, properties along the SR-125 freeway corridor and 
the SR-52 freeway corridor. 

 
The Sunset Area encompasses a bounded area of approximately 647 acres which is approximately 

36.6 percent of the total acreage of the Redevelopment Project. The Sunset Area includes portions of the 
original project area that have been substantially developed or are not projected to need future long-term 
redevelopment assistance. These areas include the Santee Plaza/Promenade power center, the Kohl’s and 
Lowe’s development, the central Mission Gorge business corridor, and the industrial corridors along Pro-
spect Avenue, Magnolia Avenue, and SR-67. 
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All real property in the Redevelopment Project is subject to the controls and restrictions of the 
Redevelopment Plan which are implemented through City zoning and development regulations. The Re-
development Plan provides further that no new improvement is to be constructed, and no existing im-
provement is to be substantially modified, altered, repaired or rehabilitated, except in accordance with the 
Redevelopment Plan and development and design controls and, in the discretion of the City Council, in 
accordance with architectural, landscape and site plans submitted to and approved by the City Council. 

 
The Redevelopment Plan requires that new construction shall comply with all applicable State 

statutes and local laws in effect, including, but not limited to, fire, building, electrical, heating, and zoning 
codes of the City. The Redevelopment Plan allows for commercial, residential and public uses within the 
Redevelopment Project. The City Council may permit an existing but nonconforming use to remain so 
long as the existing building is in good condition and is generally compatible with the development and 
uses in the Redevelopment Project.  

 
Within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the Redevelopment Plan, the City 

Council is authorized to establish land coverage, setback requirements, design criteria, and other devel-
opment and design controls necessary for the proper development of both private and public areas within 
the Redevelopment Project. 

 
Under certain circumstances, the City Council is authorized to permit a minor variation from the 

limits, restrictions and controls established by the Redevelopment Plan. However, no variation shall be 
granted which changes the basic land use or which permits a substantial departure from the Redevelop-
ment Plan provisions. In permitting a variation, the City Council shall impose such conditions as are nec-
essary to protect the public health, safety or welfare, and to assure compliance with the purposes of the 
Redevelopment Plan.  

 
A map showing the Redevelopment Project is shown on the following page. 
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Land Use 
 

The aggregate designated land use in the Redevelopment Project for fiscal year 2016-17 is set 
forth in the following table.  

 
TABLE 1 

LAND USE SUMMARY 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 

 
 Sunset Area Amendment Area Total Redevelopment Project 
 No. of Taxable % of No. of Taxable % of No. of Taxable % of 

Category Parcels Value Value Parcels Value Value Parcels Value Value 
Residential 258 $77,762,081 12.54% 1,257 $408,267,756 56.16% 1,515 $486,029,837 36.07% 
Commercial 132 267,083,891 43.06 105 172,610,553 23.74 237 439,694,444 32.63 
Industrial 158 169,903,248 27.39 86 74,372,233 10.23 244 244,275,481 18.13 
Institutional 3 0 0.0 5 127,706 0.02 8 127,706 0.01 
Recreational 1 0 0.0 26 1,233,810 0.17 27 1,233,810 0.09 
Vacant 38 35,020,610 5.65 96 23,704,911 3.26 134 58,725,521 4.36 
Exempt 26 0 0.0 67 0 0.00 93 0 0.00% 
  Subtotal 616 $549,769,830 88.63% 1,642 $680,316,969 93.58% 2,258 $1,230,086,799 91.30% 
          
Non-Unitary  $                    0 0.00%  $                    0 0.00%  $                    0 0.00% 
Unsecured  70,561,204 11.37  46,677,570 6.42  117238774 8.70 
  Subtotal  $70,561,204 11.37%  $46,677,570 6.42%  $117,238,774 8.70% 
          
Total 616 $620,331,034 100.00% 1,642 $726,994,539 100.00% 2,258 $1,347,325,573 100.00% 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 
 
Historical Assessed Values 
 

Taxable values are prepared and reported by the County Auditor-Controller each fiscal year and 
represent the aggregation of all locally assessed properties that are part of a redevelopment project. The 
assessments are assigned to Tax Rate Areas (TRAs) that are coterminous to the boundaries of a redevel-
opment project. The locally assessed secured and unsecured taxable values attributable to the Redevel-
opment Project for the 2016-17 Fiscal Year are as reported by the County Auditor-Controller. The Coun-
ty's report of values distinguishes between secured and unsecured assessed values. Utilizing County As-
sessor roll data, values were further distinguished to the real (land and improvements) and personal prop-
erty assessed values. 

 
Between 2007-08 and 2016-17 the taxable value within the Sunset Area increased by $38,502,671 

(6.62%). This represents an average annual growth of only 0.74%. Growth has been very slow to recover 
from the reductions in value that occurred in fiscal years 2009-10 through 2011-12 and again in 2015-16 
within the Sunset Area. Assessed values within the Sunset Area for 2016-17 are now $15 million (2.49%) 
above the peak values in 2008-09 prior to the economic downturn. 

 
Between 2007-08 and 2016-17, the taxable value within the Amendment Area increased by 

$174,143,673 (31.50%). This represents an average annual growth of 3.12% despite reductions in value that 
occurred in fiscal year 2009-10 within the Amendment Area. Growth has been steady in the other years 
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since 2010-11. Assessed values within the Amendment Area for 2016-17 is $129.8 million (21.97%) greater 
than the peak values in 2008-09 prior to the economic downturn. 

 
The two Redevelopment Project component areas have grown at differing rates since 2007-08. 

Each of the component areas experienced some amount of value loss during 2009-10. The Sunset Area 
also experienced loss during 2010-11 and 2011-12 and again in 2015-16. The table below shows the taxable 
values for each of the component areas and the percentage by which these values have increased above the 
prior year values. 

 
TABLE 2 

HISTORICAL TAXABLE VALUES AND ANNUAL 
PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE 

Fiscal Years 2007-08 to 2016-17 
 

 Sunset Area Amendment Area Redevelopment Project 
2007-08 $581,828,363 $552,850,866 $1,134,679,229 
    
2008-09 605,307,383 597,163,944 1,202,471,327 
 4.04% 8.02% 5.97% 
2009-10 602,293,882 590,866,028 1,193,159,910 
 (0.50%) (1.05%) (0.77%) 
2010-11 590,424,729 611,576,626 1,202,001,355 
 (1.97%) 3.51% 0.74% 
2011-12 574,589,593 613,421,956 1,188,011,549 
 (2.68%) 0.30% (1.16%) 
2012-13 583,340,558 622,298,042 1,205,638,600 
 1.52% 1.45% 1.48% 
2013-14 588,460,544 641,568,401 1,230,028,945 
 0.88% 3.10% 2.02% 
2014-15 601,839,572 667,754,364 1,269,593,936 
 2.27% 4.08% 3.22% 
2015-16 593,563,090 704,811,018 1,298,374,108 
 (1.38%) 5.55% 2.27% 
2016-17 620,331,034 726,994,539 1,347,325,573 
 4.51% 3.15% 3.77% 
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Largest Taxpayers 
 

The ten largest taxpayers for the Redevelopment Project according to the 2016-17 assessed valua-
tions are shown below. 

 
TABLE 3 

TEN LARGEST PROPERTY TAXPAYERS 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 

 
  % of % of Primary 
 Assessed Total Incremental Land 

Property Owner Value Value Value Use 
Vestar Kimco Santee LP $48,384,024  3.59% 4.50% Retail 
Walmart Stores LP (1) 29,006,793  2.15% 2.70% Retail 
Santee Retail LP 21,366,537  1.59% 1.99% Retail 
HCA Arbors Apartment 20,790,544  1.54% 1.93% Residential 
American Realty Capital Properties Inc. 18,846,730  1.40% 1.75% Commercial 
Costco Wholesale Corporation 17,388,989  1.29% 1.62% Retail 
Petsmart Inc. 16,752,478  1.24% 1.56% Retail 
Target (1) 16,702,932  1.24% 1.55% Retail 
Von’s Companies Inc. 16,372,008  1.22% 1.52% Retail 
Lowes HIW 16,042,909  1.19% 1.49% Retail 
Top Property Owner Total Value $    221,653,944 16.45% 20.59%  
Redevelopment Project Assessed Value $1,347,325,573    
Redevelopment Project Incremental Value $1,076,294,174    
    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 
(1) This taxpayer has a pending assessment appeal on parcels owned. 
 

[MORE INFO ON VESTAR KIMCO SANTEE LP TO COME] 
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Historical Pledged Tax Revenues 
 

Table 4 below reflects the Successor Agency’s historical assessed values, incremental values and 
allocated incremental revenues for the most recent five fiscal years. 

 
TABLE 4 

HISTORICAL ASSESSED VALUES, INCREMENTAL VALUES 
AND ALLOCATED INCREMENTAL REVENUES 

Fiscal Years 2011-12 to 2015-16 
 

 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 
Total Assessed Value 1,188,011,549  1,205,638,600  1,230,028,945  1,269,593,936  1,298,374,108  
Incremental Value 916,980,150  934,607,201  958,997,546  998,562,537  1,027,342,709  
Total Annual Increment (1) 9,169,802  9,346,072  9,589,975  9,985,625  10,273,427  
Gross RPTTF Collections (2) 8,999,483  9,558,114  9,805,335  10,212,542  10,472,670  
Less: SB 2557 Admin. Fees (138,936) (145,822) (153,345) (145,301) (165,122) 
Less: Pass-Through Payments (3) (1,241,898) (1,316,300) (1,409,906) (1,557,628) (1,655,573) 
Pledged Tax Revenues 7,618,649  8,095,992  8,242,084  8,509,613  8,651,976  
Percent change — 1.06% 1.02% 1.03% 1.02% 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 
(1) Includes regular secured and unsecured taxes computed based on the Incremental Value multiplied by the 1% general levy 

tax rate. 
(2) Includes regular secured, unsecured, Unitary, supplemental and other taxes collected for the given fiscal year. Collections 

shown for 2015-16 are through June, 2016. 
(3) The County’s practice is to deduct all pass-through obligations from the RPTTF, regardless of their lien priority, before 

remitting the balance to the Successor Agency to pay debt service. If subordinate pass-through amounts are required to pay 
debt service, upon request of the Successor Agency, those amounts will not be deducted by the County. 
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Assessment Appeals 
 

Assessment appeals data from the County and through July 20, 2016, has been reviewed to de-
termine the potential impact that pending appeals may have on the projected Pledged Tax Revenues. 
There are 27 pending appeals within the Redevelopment Project. In order to estimate the potential reduc-
tion in assessed value that may occur as a result of these pending appeals, the Fiscal Consultant has re-
viewed the historical averages for the number of appeals allowed and the amount of assessed value re-
moved. The Fiscal Consultant then applied those averages to the currently pending appeals and estimated 
the number of pending appeals that may be allowed and the amount of assessed value that may be re-
moved as a result of these pending appeals. 

 
Two of the Redevelopment Project top ten taxpayers, Walmart Stores LP and Target, have pend-

ing appeals of their assessed value. These taxpayers are among the Redevelopment Project top ten taxpay-
ers, Walmart Stores LP and Target have assessment appeals pending. 

 
The table below summarizes the projected loss of assessed value will result from the assessment 

appeals that are currently pending within the component project areas. The projected reductions in value 
from successful appeals have been factored into the projection of value for 2017-18. 

 
TABLE 5 

PROJECTED RESULT OF APPEALS 
 

       Estimated 
       Reduction on 
      Estimated Pending 
 Total No. of No. of  No. and Value No. of Appeals 

Redevelopment No. of Resolved Successful Average of Appeals Appeals (2016-17 Value 
Project Appeals Appeals Appeals Reduction Pending Allowed Reduction) 

Sunset Area 55 41 33 28.59% 14 ($32,077,219) 11 $ 7,382,226 
Amendment Area  71 58 55 16.34 13 ($41,992,363) 12 6,504,710 
Total 126 99 88 25.68% 27 ($74,069,582) 23 $13,886,936 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 

 
See APPENDIX G—FISCAL CONSULTANT’S REPORT for a more detailed analysis of the 

assessment appeals for each Redevelopment Project. The estimated reduction in assessed values from 
pending appeals shown in Table 5 have been factored into the Fiscal Consultant’s projections. 

 
Residential Real Estate Values 
 

Residential properties make up 36.07% of the value of all properties within the Redevelopment 
Project. Assessed values within the Redevelopment Project suffered a value reduction among the single 
family residential properties within their boundaries due to the requirements of Prop 8. Within the Sunset 
Area, there are 31 single family home parcels that for 2016-17 are still below their adjusted base values. A 
total of $712,985 in single family home values was recovered by the County Assessor on 34 parcels for 
2016-17. These parcels have a potential total of $2.7 million in value to be recovered as market values in-
crease. The Amendment Area has a larger number of residential parcels than the Sunset Area and suffered 
the larger declines in taxable value as the result of the loss of market values during the recession. For 2016-
17, the Amendment Area still has 231 parcels enrolled at values below their adjusted base values and these 
parcels possess a potential value recovery amount of $23.1 million. Values for 2016-17 in the Amendment 
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Area included $5.2 million in value that was recovered on 256 parcels that had been previously reduced in 
value under Prop 8. 

 
New Development and Transfers of Ownership  
 

Real property represents assessed valuations for land and improvements. The new development 
assumptions incorporated into the Fiscal Consultant Report include new construction or property transfer 
activities which are completed. The impacts of these new development are included in the projections of 
incremental taxable value and tax increment revenue. 

 
Located at 310-320 Town Center Parkway, the Parc One @ Santee apartment complex was 

developed by Intergulf J M R (Parc One) LLC. The 172-unit community features one, two and three 
bedroom units. Completed in April 2016, this development is anticipated to add $18,534,883 
improvement value to the 2017-18 rolls based on building permit valuations provided by the City. 

 
Changes in value due to transfers of ownership occurring after the lien date for the 2016-17 fiscal 

year will affect the taxable values for fiscal year 2017-18. New development continues to occur within the 
Redevelopment Project that is above and beyond changes of ownership but no additional value has been 
included in the projections for new construction. Table 6 below reflects the values changes incorporated 
into the projected values for 2017-18 as a result of the transfers of ownership occurring after January 1, 
2016 and through August 10, 2016.Changes in value due to transfers of ownership occurring after the lien 
date for the 2016-17 fiscal year will affect the taxable values for fiscal year 2017-18. New development 
continues to occur within the Redevelopment Project that is above and beyond changes of ownership but 
no additional value has been included in the projections for new construction. 

 
TABLE 6 

VALUE ADDED TO POROJECTTIONS FROM TRANSFERS OF OWNERSHIP 
After January 1, 2016 

 
Component Area of Number of Added Value to the 

Redevelopment Project Transfers 2016-17 Tax Roll 
Sunset Area 24 $13,610,255 
Amendment Area 86 25,140,367 
Total 110 $38,750,722 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 
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Historical RPTTF Deposits 
 

Table 7 below sets forth historical RPTTF deposits for the Redevelopment Project. 
 

TABLE 7 
REDEVELOPMENT PROPERTY TAX TRUST FUND DEPOSITS 

Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
 

 2011-12 (3) 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 
 January RPTTF Deposits (1) $5,176,922  $4,142,658  $4,101,616  $4,394,946  $4,379,418  
 June RPTTF Deposits (2) 3,822,561  5,415,456  5,703,719  5,817,596  6,093,253  
Gross RPTTF Deposit 8,999,483  9,558,114  9,805,335  10,212,542  10,472,670  
Less: SB 2557 Admin. Fees (111,413) (115,617) (112,367) (116,138) (139,627) 
Less: County RPTTF Admin. Fees (27,523) (30,205) (40,978) (29,163) (25,494) 
Less: Tax Sharing (1,241,898) (1,316,300) (1,409,906) (1,557,628) (1,655,573) 
Net RPTTF Available $7,618,649  $8,095,992  $8,242,084  $8,509,613  $8,651,976  

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. 
(1) Collections deposited in the RPTTF for allocation in January include June and July collections from the prior fiscal year and 

collections for August through December of the current fiscal year. 
(2) Collections deposited in the RPTTF for allocations in June include January through May collections for the current fiscal 

year. 
(3) Revenues for the January RPTTF Deposits are the total revenue amounts allocated to the Former Agency through January 

31, 2012. Amounts for the June RPTTF Deposits are the total revenues for FY 2011-12 less amounts  allocated to the Former 
Agency through January 31, 2012. 

 
Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and Estimated Debt Service Coverage 

 
Table 8 below shows available net tax increment from the Redevelopment Project, assumes 1.525% 

growth (from 2015-16) in fiscal year 2016-17, 2% growth in each year thereafter and includes projected 
debt service on the Bonds. Table 9 below shows available net tax increment from the Redevelopment Pro-
ject, assumes 1.525% growth (from 2015-16) in fiscal year 2016-17, 0% growth in each year thereafter and 
includes projected debt service on the Bonds. 
 

Pledged Tax Revenues presented in the projection in Table 9 represent the amount available for 
debt service computed as gross Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund Revenue less (1) the County 
administration fees; (2) statutory pass-through payments, and (2) contractual pass-through obligations. 
The County’s practice, however, is to deduct all pass-through obligations from the RPTTF, regardless of 
their lien priority, before remitting the balance to the Successor Agency to pay debt service. If subordinate 
pass-through amounts are required to pay debt service, upon request of the Successor Agency, those 
amounts will not be deducted by the County. The projection commences with the 2016-17 fiscal year and 
2016-17 assessed valuations and incorporates the valuation assumptions made in the Fiscal Consultant’s 
Report. Personal Property values are assumed to remain constant. The projections include an adjustment 
for pending appeals. 
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Table 10 shows debt service coverage on a semi-annual basis. 
 

TABLE 8 
PROJECTION OF TAX REVENUES FOR DEBT SERVICE AND DEBT SERVICE COVERAGE 

(2% Growth) 
(dollars in thousands) 

 
   Less:    

(1)   Statutory (2)   
Year Total Less: Pass- Net  Debt 

Ending RPTTF County Through Tax Debt Service 
6/30 Revenues Admin. Obligations Revenues Service* Coverage* 
2017 $10,890 $(120) $(1,448) $ 9,322 $3,269 2.85x 
2018 11,574 (127) (1,670) 9,777 3,268 2.99x 
2019 11,840 (130) (1,756) 9,954 3,269 3.04x 
2020 12,111 (133) (1,843) 10,135 3,271 3.10x 
2021 12,388 (136) (1,933) 10,319 3,266 3.16x 
2022 12,670 (139) (2,024) 10,507 3,268 3.22x 
2023 12,958 (142) (2,117) 10,699 3,267 3.27x 
2024 13,251 (146) (2,212) 10,894 3,267 3.33x 
2025 13,551 (149) (2,308) 11,093 3,272 3.39x 
2026 13,856 (152) (2,407) 11,297 3,268 3.46x 
2027 14,168 (156) (2,508) 11,504 3,264 3.52x 
2028 14,485 (159) (2,611) 11,715 3,266 3.59x 
2029 14,810 (163) (2,715) 11,932 3,267 3.65x 
2030 15,140 (166) (2,822) 12,152 3,263 3.72x 
2031 15,477 (170) (2,931) 12,376 3,263 3.79x 
2032 15,821 (174) (3,042) 12,605 3,267 3.86x 
2033 16,172 (178) (3,156) 12,838 3,267 3.93x 
2034 16,530 (182) (3,294) 13,054 1,342 9.73x 
2035 16,895 (186) (3,452) 13,257 1,344 9.86x 
2036 17,268 (190) (3,615) 13,463 1,335 10.08x 
2037 17,647 (194) (3,780) 13,673 1,340 10.20x 
2038 18,035 (198) (3,948) 13,889 1,338 10.38x 
2039 18,430 (202) (4,120) 14,108 1,343 10.50x 
2040 18,833 (207) (4,296) 14,330 1,340 10.69x 
2041 19,244 (211) (4,475) 14,558 1,339 10.87x 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. Debt service data from the Underwriter. 
*Preliminary, subject to change. 
(1) Pledged Tax Revenues are presented for the fiscal year ending in the year; Bond debt service is presented for the calendar 

year as payable from that fiscal year Pledged Tax Revenues. 
(2) Reflects subordination of pass-through amounts owed to the City. 
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TABLE 9 
PROJECTION OF TAX REVENUES FOR DEBT SERVICE AND DEBT SERVICE COVERAGE 

(0% Growth) 
(dollars in thousands) 

 
   Less:    

(1)   Statutory (2)   
Year Total Less: Pass- Net  Debt 

Ending RPTTF County Through Tax Debt Service 
6/30 Revenues Admin. Obligations Revenues Service* Coverage* 
2017 $10,890 $(120) $(1,448) $9,322 $3,269 2.85x 
2018 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,268 2.82x 
2019 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,269 2.82x 
2020 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,271 2.82x 
2021 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,266 2.83x 
2022 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,268 2.82x 
2023 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,267 2.83x 
2024 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,267 2.83x 
2025 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,272 2.82x 
2026 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,268 2.82x 
2027 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,264 2.83x 
2028 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,266 2.83x 
2029 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,267 2.83x 
2030 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,263 2.83x 
2031 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,263 2.83x 
2032 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,267 2.83x 
2033 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 3,267 2.83x 
2034 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,342 6.88x 
2035 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,344 6.87x 
2036 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,335 6.91x 
2037 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,340 6.89x 
2038 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,338 6.90x 
2039 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,343 6.87x 
2040 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,340 6.89x 
2041 10,752 (118) (1,404) 9,230 1,339 6.89x 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. Debt service data from the Underwriter. 
*Preliminary, subject to change. 
(1) Pledged Tax Revenues are presented for the fiscal year ending in the year; Bond debt service is presented for the calendar 

year as payable from that fiscal year Pledged Tax Revenues. 
(2) Reflects subordination of pass-through amounts owed to the City. 
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TABLE 10 
PROJECTION OF SEMI-ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE COVERAGE 

(2% Growth) 
 

Bond Year (1) FY 2014-15 (Actual) FY 2015-16 (Actual) FY 2016-17 (Projected) FY 2017-18 (Projected) 
Tax Installment: 1st 2nd  1st 2nd  1st 2nd  1st 2nd  
ROPS Cycle (2)  14-15B 15-16A  15-16B 16-17A  16-17B 17-18A  17-18B 18-19A  
RPTTF Distribution Dates January 2 June 1 Total January 2 June 1 Total January 2 June 1 Total January 2 June 1 Total 
RPTTF Deposits (3) $4,394,946 $5,817,596 $10,212,542 $4,379,418 $6,093,253 $10,472,671 $4,678,985 $6,202,376 $10,881,361 $4,838,759 $6,414,168 $11,252,927 
Less:             
County Administration Costs (4) (74,791) (70,510) (145,301) (72,845) (66,782) (139,627) (51,390) (68,121) (119,511) (53,145) (70,447) (123,592) 
Pass Through Obligations (4) (662,097) (895,531) (1,557,628) (687,159) (968,414) (1,655,573) (772,540) (1,024,064) (1,796,604) (831,336) (1,102,004) (1,933,340) 
Net RPTTF Deposits $3,658,058 $4,851,555 $8,509,613 $3,619,414 $5,058,057 $8,677,471 $3,855,055 $5,110,191 $8,965,246 $3,954,278 $5,241,717 $9,195,995 
Interest 1,431,586 1,445,036 2,890,071 1,419,986 1,419,986 2,839,972 514,923 908,688 1,423,611 896,493 896,493 1,792,985 
Principal — 1,240,000 1,240,000 — 1,285,000 1,285,000 922,500 922,500 1,845,000 737,500 737,500 1,475,000 
Total Debt Service $1,431,586 $2,685,037 $4,130,072 $1,419,986 $2,704,986 $4,124,972 $1,437,424 $1,831,189 $3,268,612 $1,633,994 $1,633,994 $3,267,986 
Remaining Revenue $2,226,472 $2,166,518 $4,379,541 $2,199,428 $2,353,071 $4,552,499 $2,417,632 $3,279,003 $5,696,634 $2,320,286 $3,607,725 $5,928,009 
Overall Coverage (5) 2.56x 1.81x 2.06x 2.55x 1.87x 2.10x 2.68x 2.79x 2.74x 2.42x 3.21x 2.81x 

    
Source: Fiscal Consultant. Debt service data from the Underwriter. 
(1) Bond year ending August 1 for purposes of annual debt service totals.  
(2) Terms used by the DOF to denote semiannual ROPS periods based on the fiscal year in which Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule expenditures occur, rather than the 

fiscal year in which revenues are received. 
(3) RPTTF deposits are actual through ROPS 16-17A.  Amounts shown for FY 2016-17 and 2017-18 are projected based on 2% growth model. The sum of the RPTTF deposits for 

2014-15 and 2015-16 will not equal reported tax increment revenue for such fiscal year due to the fact that the "B" cycle RPTTF deposits include June and July collections from 
the prior fiscal year and the "A" cycle RPTTF deposits do not include collections for June and July of the current fiscal year.  This is the result of the allocation cycles mandat-
ed in the Dissolution Act.  Projected RPTTF deposits for 2016-17 and 2017-18 are divided assuming 53% of annual revenue being allocated to the "B" ROPS in January and 47% 
being allocated to the "A" ROPS in June. 

(4) County Administration and pass through amounts are actual for fiscal years 2014-15 and 2015-16.  Amounts shown for fiscal years 2016-17 and 2017-18 are projected with an-
nual projected amounts proportionally divided between the two RPTTF cycles based on the County's allocation schedules. County Administration Costs are assumed to in-
clude $2,000 per RPTTF cycle for administration of the RPTTF process. 

(5) Net RPTTF Deposits divided by Total Debt Service. 
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RISK FACTORS 
 
The following information should be considered by prospective investors in evaluating the Bonds. 

However, the following does not purport to be an exhaustive listing of risks and other considerations 
which may be relevant to investing in the Bonds. In addition, the order in which the following information 
is presented is not intended to reflect the relative importance of any such risks. 

 
The various legal opinions to be delivered concurrently with the issuance of the Bonds will be 

qualified as to the enforceability of the various legal instruments by limitations imposed by State and fed-
eral laws, rulings and decisions affecting remedies, and by bankruptcy, reorganization or other laws of 
general application affecting the enforcement of creditors’ rights, including equitable principles. 

 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 

 
The Dissolution Act provides that only those payments listed in a Recognized Obligation Payment 

Schedule may be made by a successor agency from the funds specified in the Recognized Obligation Pay-
ment Schedule. Pursuant to Section 34177 of the Dissolution Act, on or before each February 1 commenc-
ing February 1, 2016, the Successor Agency shall submit to the Oversight Board and the DOF, a Recog-
nized Obligation Payment Schedule unless, at the option of the Successor Agency and subject to DOF 
approval and satisfaction of certain other conditions, a Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule is filed by the Successor Agency and is approved by the DOF in which event no such periodic 
filing requirements apply. In instances where a Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule is 
not filed, for each semiannual or annual period, as applicable, the Dissolution Act requires each successor 
agency to prepare and approve, and submit to the successor agency’s oversight board and the DOF for 
approval, a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule pursuant to which enforceable obligations (as de-
fined in the Dissolution Act) of the successor agency are listed, together with the source of funds to be 
used to pay for each enforceable obligation. Consequently, in instances where a Last and Final Recognized 
Obligation Payment Schedule is not filed, Pledged Tax Revenues will not be withdrawn from the Redevel-
opment Property Tax Trust Fund by the County Auditor-Controller and remitted to the Successor Agen-
cy without a duly approved and effective Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule to pay debt service on 
the Bonds and to pay other enforceable obligations for each applicable annual period. In the event the Suc-
cessor Agency were to fail to file a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule as required, the availability 
of Pledged Tax Revenues to the Successor Agency could be adversely affected for such period. See “THE 
DISSOLUTION ACT—Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules.” 

 
In instances where a Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule is not filed, if a suc-

cessor agency does not submit a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule within five business days of the 
date upon which the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule is to be used to determine the amount of 
property tax allocations, the DOF may determine if any amount should be withheld by the county auditor-
controller for payments for enforceable obligations from distribution to taxing entities, pending approval 
of a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule. The county auditor-controller is then required to distrib-
ute the portion of any of the sums withheld as described above to the affected taxing entities in accordance 
with applicable provisions of the Dissolution Act upon notice by the DOF that a portion of the withheld 
balances are in excess of the amount of enforceable obligations. The Dissolution Act in accordance with a 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule approved by the DOF. Although the Successor Agency current-
ly has no plans to file a Last and Final Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule nothing in the Indenture 
prevents it from doing so in the future. 
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For a description of the covenant made by the Successor Agency in the Indenture relating to the 
obligation to submit Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules on a timely basis, and the Successor 
Agency’s history of submissions of Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules, see “THE 
DISSOLUTION ACT—Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules.” 

 
AB 1484 also added provisions to the Dissolution Act implementing certain penalties in the event 

a successor agency does not timely submit a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule as required. Specif-
ically, an oversight board approved Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule must be submitted by the 
successor agency to the county auditor-controller and the DOF, no later than each February 1 for the sub-
sequent annual period. If a successor agency does not submit a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 
by such deadlines, the city or county that established the redevelopment agency will be subject to a civil 
penalty equal to $10,000 per day for every day the schedule is not submitted to the DOF. Additionally, a 
successor agency’s administrative cost allowance is reduced by 25% if the successor agency does not sub-
mit an oversight board-approved Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule within 10 days of the February 
1 deadline, with respect to the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for the subsequent annual peri-
od. 

 
Challenges to Dissolution Act 

 
Several successor agencies, cities and other entities have filed judicial actions challenging the le-

gality of various provisions of the Dissolution Act. One such challenge is an action filed on August 1, 2012, 
by Syncora Guarantee Inc. and Syncora Capital Assurance Inc. (collectively, “Syncora”) against the 
State, the State Controller, the State Director of Finance, and the Auditor-Controller of San Bernardino 
County on his own behalf and as the representative of all other County Auditors in the State (Superior 
Court of the State of California, County of Sacramento, Case No. 34-2012-80001215). Syncora are mono-
line financial guaranty insurers domiciled in the State of New York, and as such, provide credit enhance-
ment on bonds issued by state and local governments and do not sell other kinds of insurance such as life, 
health, or property insurance. Syncora provided bond insurance and other related insurance policies for 
bonds issued by former California redevelopment agencies.  

 
The complaint alleged that the Dissolution Act, and specifically the “Redistribution Provisions” 

thereof (i.e., California Health and Safety Code sections 34172(d), 34174, 34177(d), 34183(a)(4), and 
34188) violate the “contract clauses” of the United States and California Constitutions (U.S. Const. art. 
1, §10, cl.1; Cal. Const. art. 1, §9) because they unconstitutionally impair the contracts among the former 
redevelopment agencies, bondholders and Syncora. The complaint also alleged that the Redistribution 
Provisions violate the “Takings Clauses” of the United States and California Constitutions (U.S. Const. 
amend. V; Cal Const. art. 1 § 19) because they unconstitutionally take and appropriate bondholders’ and 
Syncora’s contractual right to critical security mechanisms without just compensation. 

 
After hearing by the Sacramento County Superior Court on May 3, 2013, the Superior Court 

ruled that Syncora’s constitutional claims based on contractual impairment were premature. The Superior 
Court also held that Syncora’s takings claims, to the extent based on the same arguments, were also prem-
ature. Pursuant to a Judgment stipulated to by the parties, the Superior Court on October 3, 2013, entered 
its order dismissing the action. The Judgment, however, provides that Syncora preserves its rights to reas-
sert its challenges to the Dissolution Act in the future. The Successor Agency does not guarantee that any 
reassertion of challenges by Syncora or that the final results of any of the judicial actions brought by others 
challenging the Dissolution Act will not result in an outcome that may have a material adverse effect on 
the Successor Agency’s ability to timely pay debt service on the Bonds. 
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Reduction in Taxable Value 

 
Pledged Tax Revenues allocated to the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund and thereby 

available to pay principal of and interest on the Bonds are determined by the amount of incremental taxa-
ble value in the Redevelopment Project and the current rate or rates at which property in the Redevelop-
ment Project is taxed. The reduction of taxable values of property in the Redevelopment Project caused by 
economic factors beyond the Successor Agency’s control, such as relocation out of the Redevelopment 
Project by one or more major property owners, sale of property to a non-profit corporation exempt from 
property taxation, or the complete or partial destruction of such property caused by, among other eventu-
alitiesSantee or other natural disaster, could cause a reduction in the tax increment available to pay debt 
service on the Bonds. Such reduction of tax increment available to pay debt service on the Bonds could 
have an adverse effect on the Successor Agency’s ability to make timely payments of principal of and in-
terest on the Bonds; this risk could be increased by the significant concentration of property ownership in 
the Redevelopment Project. see “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Largest Taxpayers.” 

 
As described in greater detail under the heading “PROPERTY TAXATION IN CALIFORNIA – 

Article XIIIA of the State Constitution,” Article XIIIA provides that the full cash value base of real prop-
erty used in determining taxable value may be adjusted from year to year to reflect the inflation rate, not to 
exceed a two percent increase for any given year, or may be reduced to reflect a reduction in the consumer 
price index, comparable local data or any reduction in the event of declining property value caused by 
damage, destruction or other factors (as described above). Such measure is computed on a calendar year 
basis. Any resulting reduction in the full cash value base over the term of the Bonds could reduce tax in-
crement available to pay debt service on the Bonds. 

 
In addition to the other limitations on, and required application under the Dissolution Act of 

Pledged Tax Revenues on deposit in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund, the State electorate or 
Legislature could adopt a constitutional or legislative property tax reduction with the effect of reducing 
Pledged Tax Revenues allocated to the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund and available to the 
Successor Agency. Although the federal and State Constitutions include clauses generally prohibiting the 
Legislature’s impairment of contracts, there are also recognized exceptions to these prohibitions. There is 
no assurance that the State electorate or Legislature will not at some future time approve additional limita-
tions that could reduce the tax increment available to pay debt service on the Bonds and adversely affect 
the source of repayment and security of the Bonds. 

 
Limitations on Remedies 
 

The enforceability of the rights and remedies of the owners of the Bonds and the obligations of the 
Successor Agency may become subject to the following: the federal bankruptcy code and applicable bank-
ruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, moratorium, or similar laws relating to or affecting the enforcement of 
creditors’ rights generally, now or hereafter in effect; equitable principles which may limit the specific 
enforcement under state law of certain remedies: the exercise by the United States of America of the pow-
ers delegated to it by the federal Constitution; and the reasonable and necessary exercise, in certain excep-
tional situations of the police power inherent in the sovereignty of the State and its governmental bodies in 
the interest of servicing a significant and legitimate public purpose. Bankruptcy proceedings, or the exer-
cise of powers by the federal or state government, if initiated, could subject the owners of the Bonds to 
judicial discretion and interpretation of their rights in bankruptcy or otherwise and consequently may en-
tail risks of delay, limitation, or modification of their rights. 
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Bond Counsel has limited its opinion as to the enforceability of the Bonds and of the Indenture to 

the extent that enforceability may be limited by bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, fraudulent con-
veyance or transfer, moratorium or other similar laws affecting generally the enforcement of creditors’ 
rights, by equitable principles and by the exercise of judicial discretion. The lack of availability of certain 
remedies or the limitation of remedies may entail risks of delay, limitation or modification of the rights of 
the Bond Owners. 

 
Risks to Real Estate Market 

 
The Successor Agency’s ability to make payments on the Bonds will be dependent upon the eco-

nomic strength of the Redevelopment Project. The general economy of the Redevelopment Project will be 
subject to all of the risks generally associated with urban real estate markets. Real estate prices and devel-
opment may be adversely affected by changes in general economic conditions, fluctuations in the real es-
tate market and interest rates, unexpected increases in development costs and by other similar factors. 
Further, real estate development within the Redevelopment Project could be adversely affected by limita-
tions of infrastructure or future governmental policies, including governmental policies to restrict or con-
trol development. In addition, if there is a significant decline in the general economy of the Redevelop-
ment Project, the owners of property within the Redevelopment Project may be less able or less willing to 
make timely payments of property taxes or may petition for reduced assessed valuation causing a delay or 
interruption in the receipt of Pledged Tax Revenues by the Successor Agency from the Redevelopment 
Project. See “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and 
Estimated Debt Service Coverage” for a description of the projected debt service coverage on the Bonds. 

 
Concentration of Property Ownership 

 
Based on fiscal year 2016-17 locally assessed taxable valuations, the top ten taxable property own-

ers in the Redevelopment Project represent approximately 16.45% of the total fiscal year 2016-17 taxable 
value and 20.59% of the incremental value. Some of these property owners have pending assessed value 
appeals with respect to their property in the Redevelopment Project. Although the bankruptcy, termina-
tion of operations or departure from one of the Redevelopment Project by one of the largest property 
owners from the Redevelopment Project could adversely impact the availability of Pledged Tax Revenues 
to pay debt service on the Bonds, the Successor Agency believes any such adverse impact is unlikely in 
light of the debt service coverage provided by fiscal year 2016-17 available tax increment. See “THE 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and Estimated Debt Ser-
vice Coverage” for a description of the projected debt service coverage on the Bonds. 

 
Reduction in Inflationary Rate 

 
As described in greater detail below, Article XIIIA of the State Constitution provides that the full 

cash value of real property used in determining taxable value may be adjusted from year to year to reflect 
the inflationary rate, not to exceed a 2% increase for any given year, or may be reduced to reflect a reduc-
tion in the consumer price index or comparable local data. Such measure is computed on a calendar year 
basis. Because Article XIIIA limits inflationary assessed value adjustments to the lesser of the actual infla-
tionary rate or 2%, there have been years in which the assessed values were adjusted by actual inflationary 
rates, which were less than 2%. The Successor Agency is unable to predict if any further adjustments to 
the full cash value base of real property within the Redevelopment Project, whether an increase or a re-
duction, will be realized in the future. 
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Development Risks 

 
The general economy of a redevelopment project will be subject to all the risks generally associat-

ed with real estate development. Projected development within a redevelopment project may be subject to 
unexpected delays, disruptions and changes. Real estate development operations may be adversely affect-
ed by changes in general economic conditions, fluctuations in the real estate market and interest rates, 
unexpected increases in development costs and by other similar factors. Further, real estate development 
operations within a redevelopment project could be adversely affected by future governmental policies, 
including governmental policies to restrict or control development. If projected development in a redevel-
opment project is delayed or halted, the economy of the redevelopment project could be affected. If such 
events lead to a decline in assessed values they could cause a reduction in incremental property tax reve-
nues.  

 
The Successor Agency believes that a decline in development activity in the Redevelopment Pro-

ject is unlikely to adversely impact its ability to pay debt service on the Bonds in light of the debt service 
coverage provided by fiscal year 2016-17 Pledged Tax Revenues. See “THE REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT—Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and Estimated Debt Service Coverage.” 

 
Future Land Use Regulations and Growth Control Initiatives 
 

In the past, citizens of a number of local communities in Southern California have placed 
measures on the ballot designed to limit the issuance of building permits or impose other restrictions to 
control the rate of future growth in those areas. It is possible that future initiatives could be enacted that 
could be applicable to the City and have a negative impact on the ability of developers in the Redevelop-
ment Project to complete any existing or proposed development. Bond Owners should assume that any 
event that significantly affects the ability to develop land in the City could cause the land values within the 
Redevelopment Project to decrease substantially and could affect the willingness and ability of the owners 
of land within the Redevelopment Project to pay property taxes when due. 

 
There can be no assurance that land development within the City will not be adversely affected by 

future governmental policies, including, but not limited to, government policies to restrict or control de-
velopment. Under current State law, it is generally accepted that proposed development is not exempt 
from future land use regulations until building permits have been issued and substantial work has been 
performed and substantial liabilities have been incurred in good faith reliance on the permits prior to the 
adoption of such regulations. 

 
Assessment Appeals 
 

Property taxable values may be reduced as a result of Proposition 8, which reduces the assessed 
value of property, or of a successful appeal of the taxable value determined by the County Assessor. An 
appeal may result in a reduction to the County Assessor’s original taxable value and a tax refund to the 
applicant property owner. A reduction in taxable values within the respective redevelopment project and 
the refund of taxes which may arise out of successful appeals by property owners will affect the amount of 
Pledged Pledged Tax Revenues and, potentially, Revenues under the Indenture. The Successor Agency 
has in the past experienced reductions in its Tax Increment Revenues as a result of assessment appeals. 
The actual impact to tax increment is dependent upon the actual revised value of assessments resulting 
from values determined by the County Assessment Appeals Board or through litigation and the ultimate 
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timing of successful appeals. For a discussion of historical assessment appeals in the Redevelopment Pro-
ject and summary information regarding pending and resolved assessment appeals for the Successor 
Agency, see APPENDIX G—FISCAL CONSULTANT’S REPORT. 

 
Certain of the top ten largest property taxpayers in the Redevelopment Project have pending 

property tax appeals. See “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Assessment Appeals” and “THE 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Largest Taxpayers” for a description of pending appeals and the po-
tential impact on Pledged Tax Revenues if the appeals are granted. 

 
Levy and Collection of Taxes 

 
The Successor Agency has no independent power to levy or collect property taxes. Any reduction 

in the tax rate or the implementation of any constitutional or legislative property tax decrease could re-
duce the tax increment available to pay debt service on the Bonds. 

 
Although delinquencies in the payment of property taxes by the owners of land in the Redevelop-

ment Project, and the impact of bankruptcy proceedings on the ability of taxing agencies to collect proper-
ty taxes, could have an adverse effect on the Successor Agency’s ability to make timely payments on the 
Bonds, the Successor Agency believes any such adverse impact is unlikely in light of the debt service cov-
erage provided by fiscal year 2016-17 net tax increment. See “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—
Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and Estimated Debt Service Coverage” for a description of the 
projected debt service coverage on the Bonds.  

 
Bankruptcy and Foreclosure 

 
The payment of the property taxes from which Pledged Tax Revenues are derived and the ability 

of the County to foreclose the lien of a delinquent unpaid tax may be limited by bankruptcy, insolvency, or 
other laws generally affecting creditors’ rights or by the laws of the State relating to judicial foreclosure. 
The various legal opinions to be delivered concurrently with the delivery of the Bonds (including Bond 
Counsel’s approving legal opinion) will be qualified as to the enforceability of the various legal instru-
ments by bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, moratorium, or other similar laws affecting creditors’ 
rights, by the application of equitable principles and by the exercise of judicial discretion in appropriate 
cases. 

 
Although bankruptcy proceedings would not cause the liens to become extinguished, bankruptcy 

of a property owner could result in a delay in prosecuting superior court foreclosure proceedings. Alt-
hough such delay would increase the possibility of delinquent tax installments not being paid in full and 
thereby increase the likelihood of a delay or default in payment of the principal of and interest on the 
Bonds, the Successor Agency believes any such adverse impact is unlikely in light of the debt service cov-
erage provided by fiscal year 2016-17 net tax increment. See “THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—
Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and Estimated Debt Service Coverage” for a description of the 
debt service coverage on the Bonds. 

 
Estimated Revenues 

 
In estimating that net tax increment will be sufficient to pay debt service on the Bonds, the Suc-

cessor Agency has made certain assumptions with regard to present and future assessed valuation in the 
Redevelopment Project, future tax rates and percentage of taxes collected. The Successor Agency believes 
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these assumptions to be reasonable, but there is no assurance these assumptions will be realized and to the 
extent that the assessed valuation and the tax rates are less than expected, the net tax increment available 
to pay debt service on the Bonds will be less than those projected and such reduced net tax increment may 
be insufficient to provide for the payment of principal of, premium (if any) and interest on the Bonds. See 
“THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT—Projected Available Pledged Tax Revenues and Estimated 
Debt Service Coverage.” 

 
Earthquake, Fire and Other Risks 

 
The City and the Redevelopment Project, like all other California communities, may be subject to 

unpredictable seismic activity. Potential geologic problem areas exist within the City. There are numerous 
ancient landslides within the City, alluvial soils that are subject to liquefaction during seismic events and 
the City is within 10 miles of a significant earthquake fault. While the certainty of occurrence, timing, and 
degree of significance of geologic and/or seismic hazards cannot be accurately predicted today, it is possi-
ble to take appropriate actions which may minimize the loss of life and destruction of property within the 
City caused by geologic or seismic hazards. The City evaluates geologic and seismic risks during the re-
view of development proposals, as part of the environmental review process. Mitigation measures of any 
significant geologic or seismic risks are identified and these measures are placed as conditions of approval 
for the project. Potential seismic hazards within the City associated with movement along regionally active 
faults can neither be prevented nor predicted with any certainty. However, the existing City of Santee 
Emergency Plan is reviewed and updated periodically to ensure that it continues to meet the changing 
needs of residents, transportation systems and public services in the event of a seismically induced emer-
gency. In the event of a severe earthquake, there may be significant damage to property and infrastructure 
in the City and the Redevelopment Project. As a result, a substantial portion of the property owners may 
be unable or unwilling to pay their property taxes when due. In addition, the value of land in the City and 
the Redevelopment Project could be diminished in the aftermath of such an earthquake. Such a reduction 
could diminish the ability or willingness of property owners to pay property taxes. 

 
Three major waterways in the City – San Diego River and Sycamore and Forester Creeks – have 

historically caused the majority of the flooding problems. Any project proposed within the 100 year flood-
plain area of any of these waterways is subject to site plan review. Development within the floodway is 
prohibited. The 100-year floodplain is the land adjacent to a river, lake or stream that will be inundated by 
water during a flood that has a 1% chance of occurring of being exceeded in any given year. The floodway is 
within the floodplain and includes the channel of a river or stream and area adjacent to the channel that 
will carry moving water during time of flood. There are no permanent structures within the floodway and 
all structures built since the City incorporated have been constructed to protect them from the 100-year 
flood. 

 
The City requires designs within the floodplain that ensure minimizing of flood hazards. All de-

velopment proposed within a floodplain area are required by the City to utilize design and site planning 
techniques to ensure that structures are elevated at least one foot above the 100-year flood level. All pro-
posed projects that modify the configuration of any of the three main waterways in Santee are required to 
submit a report prepared by a registered hydrologist that analyzes potential effects of the project down-
stream as well as in the local vicinity. 

 
The City actively pursues the improvement of drainage ways and flood control facilities so as to 

lessen recurrent flood problems and includes such public improvements in the Capital Improvements 
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Program for the City. A $38 million project to provide flood control improvements to Forester Creek was 
completed in 2008. This project will protect all of the adjacent properties from the 100-year flood. 

 
Hazardous Substances 

 
An environmental condition that may result in the reduction in the assessed value of parcels in the 

Redevelopment Project would be the discovery of a hazardous substance that would limit the beneficial 
use of the property. In general, the owners and operators of an assessed parcel may be required by law to 
remedy conditions of the parcel relating to releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances. The 
federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, sometimes 
referred to as CERCLA or the Superfund Act, is the most well known and widely applicable of these laws 
but California laws with regard to hazardous substances are also stringent and similar. Under many of the-
se laws, the owner (or operator) is obligated to remedy a hazardous substance condition on the property 
whether or not the owner (or operator) has anything to do with creating or handling the hazardous sub-
stance. The effect, therefore, should any of the assessed parcels be affected by a hazardous substance 
would be to reduce the marketability and value of the parcel by the costs of remedying the condition, since 
the purchaser, upon becoming owner, will become obligated, along with the seller, to remedy the condi-
tion. 

 
An additional environmental condition that may result in the reduction in the assessed value of 

property would be the discovery of a hazardous substance that would limit the beneficial use of taxable 
property within the Redevelopment Project. In general, the owners and operators of property may be re-
quired by law to remedy conditions of the property relating to releases or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances. The owner or operator may be required to remedy a hazardous substance condition of proper-
ty whether or not the owner or operator has anything to do with creating or handling the hazardous sub-
stance. The effect, therefore, should any of the property within the Redevelopment Project be affected by 
a hazardous substance, could be to reduce the marketability and value of the property by the costs of rem-
edying the condition. 

 
Changes in the Law 

 
There can be no assurance that the California electorate will not at some future time adopt initia-

tives or that the Legislature will not enact legislation that will amend the Dissolution Act, the Redevelop-
ment Law or other laws or the Constitution of the State resulting in a reduction of tax increment available 
to pay debt service on the Bonds. 

 
Loss of Tax-Exemption 

 
As discussed under the caption “TAX MATTERS,” interest on the Bonds could become includ-

able in gross income for purposes of federal income taxation retroactive to the date the Bonds were issued, 
as a result of future acts or omissions of the Successor Agency in violation of its covenants in the Inden-
ture.  

 
In addition, current and future legislative proposals, if enacted into law, may cause interest on the 

Bonds to be subject, directly or indirectly, to federal income taxation by, for example, changing the current 
exclusion or deduction rules to limit the aggregate amount of interest on state and local government bonds 
that may be treated as tax exempt by individuals.  
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Should such an event of taxability occur, the Bonds are not subject to special redemption and will 
remain outstanding until maturity or until redeemed under other provisions set forth in the Indenture. 

 
Secondary Market 

 
There can be no guarantee that there will be a secondary market for the Bonds, or, if a secondary 

market exists, that the Bonds can be sold for any particular price. Occasionally, because of general market 
conditions or because of adverse history or economic prospects connected with a particular issue, second-
ary marketing practices in connection with a particular issue are suspended or terminated. Additionally, 
prices of issues for which a market is being made will depend upon then prevailing circumstances.  
 

 
TAX MATTERS 

 
In the opinion of Best Best & Krieger LLP, Bond Counsel, based upon an analysis of existing laws, 

regulations, rulings and court decisions, and assuming, among other matters, compliance with certain 
covenants, interest on the Series A Bonds is excluded from gross income for federal income tax purposes 
under Section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (the “Code”). Bond Counsel is of the further 
opinion that interest on the Series A Bonds is not a specific preference item for purposes of the federal 
individual or corporate alternative minimum taxes, provided however, that for the purpose of calculating 
federal corporate alternative minimum tax imposed on corporations (as defined for federal income tax 
purposes), such interest is taken into account in determining certain income and earnings. 

 
The Code imposes various restrictions, conditions and requirements relating to the exclusion 

from gross income for federal income tax purposes of interest on obligations such as the Series A Bonds. 
The Successor Agency has covenanted to comply with certain restrictions designed to ensure that interest 
on the Series A Bonds will not be included in federal gross income. Failure to comply with these cove-
nants may result in interest on the Series A Bonds being included in federal gross income, possibly from 
the date of original issuance of the Series A Bonds. The opinion of Bond Counsel assumes compliance 
with these covenants. Bond Counsel has not undertaken to determine (or to inform any person) whether 
any actions taken (or not taken) or events occurring (or not occurring) after the date of issuance of the Se-
ries A Bonds may adversely affect the value of, or the tax status of interest on, the Series A Bonds. 

 
Current and future legislative proposals, if enacted into law, clarification of the Code or court de-

cisions may cause interest on the Series A Bonds to be subject, directly or indirectly, to federal income 
taxation or to be subject to or exempted from state income taxation, or otherwise prevent Bond Owners 
from realizing the full current benefit of the tax status of such interest. As one example, the Obama Ad-
ministration announced a legislative proposal which, for tax years beginning on or after January 1, 2013, 
generally would limit the exclusion from gross income of interest on obligations like the Series A Bonds to 
some extent for taxpayers who are individuals and whose income is subject to higher marginal income tax 
rates. Other proposals have been made that could significantly reduce the benefit of, or otherwise affect, 
the exclusion from gross income of interest on obligations like the Series A Bonds. The introduction or 
enactment of any such legislative proposals, clarification of the Code or court decisions may also affect, 
perhaps significantly, the market price for, or marketability of, the Series A Bonds. Prospective purchasers 
of the Series A Bonds should consult their own tax advisors regarding any pending or proposed federal or 
state tax legislation, regulations or litigation, and regarding the impact of future legislation, regulations or 
litigation, as to which Bond Counsel expresses no opinion. 
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Certain requirements and procedures contained or referred to in the Indenture, the Tax Certifi-
cate, and other relevant documents may be changed and certain actions (including, without limitation, 
defeasance of the Series A Bonds) may be taken or omitted under the circumstances and subject to the 
terms and conditions set forth in such documents. Bond Counsel expresses no opinion as to the exclusion 
from gross income of interest on any Series A Bond if any such change occurs or action is taken or omitted 
upon the advice or approval of counsel other than Best Best & Krieger LLP. 

 
Interest payable on the Series B Bonds is not excluded from gross income for federal income tax 

purposes. 
 
In the further opinion of Bond Counsel, interest on the Bonds is exempt from California personal 

income taxes. 
 
The Internal Revenue Service (the “IRS”) has initiated an expanded program for the auditing of 

tax-exempt bond issues, including both random and targeted audits. It is possible that the Series A Bonds 
will be selected for audit by the IRS. It is also possible that the market value of the Series A Bonds might 
be affected as a result of such an audit of the Series A Bonds (or by an audit of other similar bonds). 

 
Although Bond Counsel is of the opinion that interest on the Series A Bonds is excluded from 

gross income for federal income tax purposes and that interest on the Bonds is exempt from State of Cali-
fornia personal income taxes, the ownership or disposition of, or the accrual or receipt of interest on, the 
Bonds may otherwise affect a Bond Owner’s federal or state tax liability. The nature and extent of these 
other tax consequences will depend upon the particular tax status of the Bond Owner or the Bond Own-
er’s other items of income or deduction, and Bond Counsel expresses no opinion regarding any such other 
tax consequences. 

 
Circular 230 Disclosure. To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, Bond 

Counsel informs owners of the Series B Bonds that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this Official 
Statement (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the 
purposes of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing, or rec-
ommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed in this Official Statement. 

 
The complete text of the final opinions that Bond Counsel expects to deliver upon the issuance of 

the Bonds is set forth in APPENDIX B—FORMS OF OPINIONS OF BOND COUNSEL. 
 
 

VERIFICATION OF MATHEMATICAL COMPUTATIONS 
 
The Verification Agent will examine the arithmetical accuracy of certain computations included 

in the schedules relating to the refunding of the Prior Bonds. See “REFUNDING PLAN.” The Verifica-
tion Agent has restricted its procedures to examining the arithmetical accuracy of certain computations 
and has not made any study or evaluation of the assumptions and information upon which the computa-
tions are based and, accordingly, has not expressed an opinion on the data used, the reasonableness of the 
assumptions, or the achievability of the forecasted outcome. 
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UNDERWRITING 
 
Series A Bonds. The Series A Bonds are being purchased by Piper Jaffray & Co. (the “Underwrit-

er”). The Underwriter has agreed to purchase the Series A Bonds at a price of $_________ (being the 
principal amount of the Series A Bonds of $___________, less an Underwriter’s discount of 
$_______, and plus a net original issue premium of $________). The Underwriter will purchase all of 
the Series A Bonds if any are purchased. 

 
The Underwriter may offer and sell Series A Bonds to certain dealers and others at a price lower 

than the offering price stated on the inside cover page of this Official Statement. The offering prices may 
be changed from time to time by the Underwriter. 

 
Series B Bonds. The Series B Bonds are being purchased by the Underwriter. The Underwriter has 

agreed to purchase the Series B Bonds at a price of $_________ (being the principal amount of the Se-
ries B Bonds of $___________, less an Underwriter’s discount of $_______. The Underwriter will 
purchase all of the Series B Bonds if any are purchased. 

 
The Underwriter may offer and sell Series B Bonds to certain dealers and others at a price lower 

than the offering price stated on the inside cover page of this Official Statement. The offering prices may 
be changed from time to time by the Underwriter. 

 
The Underwriter has entered into a distribution agreement (the “Distribution Agreement”) with 

Charles Schwab & Co., Inc. (“CS&Co.”) for the retail distribution of certain securities offerings at the 
original issue prices. Pursuant to the Distribution Agreement, CS&Co. will purchase the Bonds from the 
Underwriter at the original issue price less a negotiated portion of the selling concession applicable to any 
Bonds that CS&Co. sells. 

 
 

MUNICIPAL ADVISOR 
 
KNN Public Finance, LLC, Oakland, California, has served as municipal advisor (the “Municipal 

Advisor”) to the Successor Agency in connection with the issuance of the Bonds. The Municipal Advisor 
is not obligated to undertake, and has not undertaken to make, an independent verification or to assume 
responsibility for the accuracy, completeness or fairness of the information contained in the Official 
Statement. The fees of the Municipal Advisor are contingent upon the sale and delivery of the Bonds. The 
Municipal Advisor is an independent advisory firm and is not engaged in the business of underwriting, 
trading or distributing municipal or other public securities. 

 
 

LEGAL OPINIONS 
 
The final approving opinions of Best Best & Krieger LLP, San Diego, California, Bond Counsel, 

will be furnished to the purchaser at the time of delivery of the Bonds. The proposed forms of Bond Coun-
sel’s final approving opinions with respect to the Bonds are attached hereto in APPENDIX B—FORMS 
OF OPINIONS OF BOND COUNSEL. Certain legal matters will be passed on for the Successor Agency 
by Quint & Thimmig LLP as Disclosure Counsel. Best Best & Krieger LLP, San Diego, will render certain 
opinions on behalf of the Successor Agency as general counsel to the Successor Agency. Certain legal mat-
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ters will be passed on for the Underwriter by Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth, a Professional Corpora-
tion, Newport Beach, California. 

 
Compensation paid to Bond Counsel, Disclosure Counsel and Underwriter’s Counsel is contingent upon 

the sale and delivery of the Bonds. 
 
 

LITIGATION 
 
There is no action, suit or proceeding known to the Successor Agency to be pending and notice of 

which has been served upon and received by the Successor Agency, or threatened, restraining or enjoining 
the execution or delivery of the Bonds or the Indenture or in any way contesting or affecting the validity of 
the foregoing or any proceedings of the Successor Agency taken with respect to any of the foregoing. See, 
however, “RISK FACTORS—Challenges to Dissolution Act.” 

 
 

RATING 
 
S&P is expected to assign the rating of “__” (stable outlook) to the Bonds based on the issuance 

of the Municipal Bond Insurance Policy by the Municipal Bond Insurer at the time of delivery of the 
Bonds. See “MUNICIPAL BOND INSURANCE.” In addition, S&P has assigned the underlying rating 
of “___” (stable outlook) to the Bonds without regard to the issuance of the Municipal Bond Insurance 
Policy. These ratings reflect only the views of S&P and an explanation of the significance of such ratings 
may be obtained from S&P. There is no assurance that such ratings will continue for any given period of 
time or that such ratings will not be revised downward or withdrawn entirely by S&P, if in the judgment of 
the S&P, circumstances so warrant. Any such downward revision or withdrawal of such ratings may have 
an adverse effect on the market price of the Bonds. 

 
 

CONTINUING DISCLOSURE 
 
The Successor Agency has covenanted for the benefit of holders and Beneficial Owners of the 

Bonds to provide certain financial information and operating data relating to the Successor Agency (the 
“Annual Report”) by not later than March 31 after the end of the Successor Agency’s fiscal year (the cur-
rent end of the Successor Agency’s fiscal year is on June 30), commencing with the report for the 2015-16 
fiscal year, and to provide notices of the occurrence of certain enumerated events. The Annual Report will 
be filed by the Successor Agency with the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board (the “MSRB”). The 
notices of enumerated events will be filed by the Successor Agency with the MSRB. The specific nature of 
the information to be made available and to be contained in the notices of material events is summarized 
below under the caption APPENDIX D—FORM OF CONTINUING DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE. 
These covenants have been made in order to assist the Underwriter in complying with S.E.C. Rule 15c2-
12(b)(5) (the “Rule”). 

 
The Former Agency previously entered into disclosure undertakings under the Rule in connection 

with the issuance of the Prior Bonds and, for the last five years, has been compliant with all annual report 
filing requirements. The City previously entered into disclosure undertakings under the Rule in connec-
tion with the issuance of the Santee Public Financing Authority Lease Revenue Bonds, Series 2005 (the 
“2005 Bonds”). With respect to the 2005 Bonds, the City was required to file its current year budget 
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summary but instead filed its prior year budget summary. As a result, the required information was  filed 
in connection with the following year’s filing. The City has now filed its current year budget summary and 
will do so going forward. In addition, the City failed to file event notices in connection with rating up-
grades of National Public Financing Guarantee Corporation (successor to Financial Guaranty Insurance 
Company), as insurer of the 2005 Bonds. The City has now filed such notice. The City has otherwise been 
compliant for the last five years with all annual report filing requirements. 

 
 

AUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
 
The City’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2015 (the 

“City CAFR”) is attached as APPENDIX E—THE COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL 
REPORT OF THE CITY OF SANTEE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2015. The City 
CAFR includes the Successor Agency’s audited financial statements for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2015. The Successor Agency’s audited financial statements were audited by Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, 
Inc. (the “Auditor”). The Auditor has not been asked to consent to the inclusion of the City CAFR in this 
Official Statement and has not reviewed this Official Statement. 

 
As described in “SECURITY FOR THE BONDS—Limited Obligation,” the Bonds are payable 

from and secured by a pledge of Pledged Tax Revenues and the Bonds are not a debt of the City. 
APPENDIX E—THE COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT OF THE CITY OF 
SANTEE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2015, is included in this Official Statement only 
because it includes the Successor Agency’s audited financial statements. 

 
 

MISCELLANEOUS 
 
All of the preceding summaries of the Indenture, the Redevelopment Law, the Dissolution Act, 

other applicable legislation, the Redevelopment Plans, agreements and other documents are made subject 
to the provisions of such documents respectively and do not purport to be complete statements of any or 
all of such provisions. Reference is hereby made to such documents on file with the Successor Agency for 
further information in connection therewith. 

 
This Official Statement does not constitute a contract with the purchasers of the Bonds. Any 

statements made in this Official Statement involving matters of opinion or estimates, whether or not so 
expressly stated, are set forth as such and not as representations of fact, and no representation is made 
that any of the estimates will be realized. 

 
The execution and delivery of this Official Statement by its Executive Director has been duly au-

thorized by the Successor Agency. 
 

CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY 
OF SANTEE 
 
 
 
By    

Executive Director 
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APPENDIX A 
 

SUMMARY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE INDENTURE 
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APPENDIX B 
 

FORMS OF OPINIONS OF BOND COUNSEL 
 
 

SERIES A BONDS 
 
  

[Letterhead of Best Best & Krieger LLP] 
 
 

[Closing Date] 
 
CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee 
10601 Magnolia Avenue 
Santee, California 92071-1266 
 

Re: $________* CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) 
Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series A 

 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 

We have reviewed the Constitution and laws of the State of California and certain proceedings taken by the 
CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (the “Agency”) in connection with the issuance by the Agency of the 
$________* CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) Tax Allocation Refund-
ing Bonds, 2016 Series A (the “Bonds”), pursuant to the provisions of Article II (commencing with Section 53580) 
of Chapter 3 of Part I of Division 2 of Title 5 of the California Government Code (the “Refunding Law”) and pursu-
ant to an Indenture of Trust, dated as of October 1, 2016 (the “Indenture”) by and between the Agency and U.S. 
Bank National Association, as trustee thereto (the “Trustee”). The proceeds of the Bonds have been applied by the 
Agency to refinance certain redevelopment activities. We have also examined such certified proceedings and other 
papers and materials as we deem necessary to render this opinion. 

 
In such connection, we have reviewed the Indenture, the tax certificate of the Agency for the Bonds dated 

the date hereof (the “Tax Certificate”), certificates of the Agency and others, and such other documents, opinions 
and matters to the extent we deemed necessary to render the opinions set forth herein. 

 
The opinions expressed herein are based on an analysis of existing laws, regulations, rulings and court deci-

sions and cover certain matters not directly addressed by such authorities. Such opinions may be affected by actions 
taken or omitted or events occurring after the date hereof. We have not undertaken to determine, or to inform any 
person, whether any such actions are taken or omitted or events do occur or any other events come to our attention 
after the date hereof. Accordingly, this opinion speaks only as of its date and is not intended to, and may not, be re-
lied upon in connection with any such actions, events or matters. Our engagement with respect to the Bonds has 
concluded with their issuance, and we disclaim any obligation to update this letter. We have assumed the genuine-
ness of all documents and signatures presented to us (whether as originals or as copies) and the due and legal execu-
tion and delivery thereof by, and validity against, any parties other than the Agency. We have assumed, without un-
dertaking to verify, the accuracy of the factual matters represented, warranted or certified in the documents, and of 
the legal conclusions contained in the opinions, referred to in the second paragraph hereof. Furthermore, we have 
assumed compliance with all covenants and agreements contained in the Indenture and the Tax Certificate, includ-
ing (without limitation) covenants and agreements compliance with which is necessary to ensure that future actions, 
omissions or events will not cause interest on the Bonds to be included in gross income for federal income tax pur-
                                                                            
* Preliminary, subject to change. 



 

Appendix B 
Page 2 

poses. We call attention to the fact that the rights and obligations under the Bonds, the Indenture and the Tax Certif-
icate and their enforceability may be subject to bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, arrangement, fraudulent con-
veyance, moratorium and other laws relating to or affecting creditors’ rights, to the application of equitable princi-
ples, to the exercise of judicial discretion in appropriate cases, and to the limitations on legal remedies against cities 
and their subordinate entities in the State of California. We express no opinion with respect to any indemnification, 
contribution, penalty, choice of law, choice of forum, choice of venue, waiver or severability provisions contained in 
the documents mentioned in the preceding sentence. Finally, we undertake no responsibility for the accuracy, com-
pleteness or fairness of the Official Statement or other offering materials relating to the Bonds and express no opin-
ion with respect thereto. 

 
Based upon the foregoing, we are of the opinion, under existing law, that: 
 
1. The Agency is a successor agency duly organized and validly existing under the laws of the State of Cali-

fornia, with power to enter into the Indenture, to perform the agreements on its part contained therein and to issue 
the Bonds; 

 
2. The Bonds constitute the valid and legally binding special obligations of the Agency enforceable in ac-

cordance with their terms and payable solely from the sources provided therefor in the Indenture; 
 
3. The Indenture has been duly approved by the Agency and constitutes the valid and legally binding obliga-

tion of the Agency enforceable against the Agency in accordance with its terms except as such enforcement may be 
limited by bankruptcy, insolvency, moratorium, transfer or conveyance, or other laws affecting creditor’s rights gen-
erally, or the exercise of judicial discretion in accordance with general principals of equity or otherwise in appropriate 
cases; provided, however, we express no opinion with respect to any indemnification, contribution, choice of law or 
waiver provisions contained therein; 

 
4. The Indenture establishes a lien on and pledge of the Pledged Pledged Tax Revenues (as such term is de-

fined in the Indenture) and other funds pledged thereby for the security of the Bonds, in accordance with the terms 
of the Indenture; 

 
5. Interest on the Bonds is exempt from California personal income taxation; and 
 
6. Under existing statutes, regulations, rulings and court decisions, the interest on the Bonds is excluded 

from gross income for purposes of federal income taxation. Interest on the Bonds is not a specific preference item for 
purposes of the federal individual or corporate alternative minimum tax provisions of the Code; it should be further 
noted, however, that, with respect to corporations, such interest will be included in adjusted current earnings when 
calculating corporate alternative minimum taxable income. Although the interest on the Bonds is excluded from 
gross income for purposes of federal income taxation, the accrual or receipt of interest on the Bonds, or any portion 
thereof, may otherwise affect the federal income tax liability of the recipient. The extent of these other tax conse-
quences will depend on the recipient’s particular tax status or other items of income or deduction. We express no 
opinion regarding any such consequences. 

 
Our opinions, expressed herein, may be affected by action taken (or not taken) on events occurring (or not 

occurring) after the date hereof. We have not undertaken to determine, or to inform any person, whether any such 
actions or events are taken or occur. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
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SERIES B BONDS 
 
 

[Letterhead of Best Best & Krieger LLP] 
 
 

[Closing Date] 
 
CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee 
10601 Magnolia Avenue 
Santee, California 92071-1266 
 

Re: $________* CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) 
Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series B (Taxable) 

 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 

We have reviewed the Constitution and laws of the State of California and certain proceedings taken by the 
CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (the “Agency”) in connection with the issuance by the Agency of the 
$________* CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) Tax Allocation Refund-
ing Bonds, 2016 Series B (Taxable) (the “Bonds”), pursuant to the provisions of Article II (commencing with Sec-
tion 53580) of Chapter 3 of Part I of Division 2 of Title 5 of the California Government Code (the “Refunding Law”) 
and pursuant to an Indenture of Trust, dated as of October 1, 2016 (the “Indenture”) by and between the Agency 
and U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee thereto (the “Trustee”). The proceeds of the Bonds have been ap-
plied by the Agency to refinance certain redevelopment activities. We have also examined such certified proceedings 
and other papers and materials as we deem necessary to render this opinion. 

 
In such connection, we have reviewed the Indenture, certificates of the Agency and others, and such other 

documents, opinions and matters to the extent we deemed necessary to render the opinions set forth herein. 
 
The opinions expressed herein are based on an analysis of existing laws, regulations, rulings and court deci-

sions and cover certain matters not directly addressed by such authorities. Such opinions may be affected by actions 
taken or omitted or events occurring after the date hereof. We have not undertaken to determine, or to inform any 
person, whether any such actions are taken or omitted or events do occur or any other events come to our attention 
after the date hereof. Accordingly, this opinion speaks only as of its date and is not intended to, and may not, be re-
lied upon in connection with any such actions, events or matters. Our engagement with respect to the Bonds has 
concluded with their issuance, and we disclaim any obligation to update this letter. We have assumed the genuine-
ness of all documents and signatures presented to us (whether as originals or as copies) and the due and legal execu-
tion and delivery thereof by, and validity against, any parties other than the Agency. We have assumed, without un-
dertaking to verify, the accuracy of the factual matters represented, warranted or certified in the documents, and of 
the legal conclusions contained in the opinions, referred to in the second paragraph hereof. Furthermore, we have 
assumed compliance with all covenants and agreements contained in the Indenture. We call attention to the fact that 
the rights and obligations under the Bonds and the Indenture and their enforceability may be subject to bankruptcy, 
insolvency, reorganization, arrangement, fraudulent conveyance, moratorium and other laws relating to or affecting 
creditors’ rights, to the application of equitable principles, to the exercise of judicial discretion in appropriate cases, 
and to the limitations on legal remedies against cities and their subordinate entities in the State of California. We 
express no opinion with respect to any indemnification, contribution, penalty, choice of law, choice of forum, choice 
of venue, waiver or severability provisions contained in the documents mentioned in the preceding sentence. Finally, 
we undertake no responsibility for the accuracy, completeness or fairness of the Official Statement or other offering 
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materials relating to the Bonds and express no opinion with respect thereto. Based upon the foregoing, we are of the 
opinion, under existing law, that: 

 
1. The Agency is a successor agency duly organized and validly existing under the laws of the State of Cali-

fornia, with power to enter into the Indenture, to perform the agreements on its part contained therein and to issue 
the Bonds; 

 
2. The Bonds constitute the valid and legally binding special obligations of the Agency enforceable in ac-

cordance with their terms and payable solely from the sources provided therefor in the Indenture; 
 
3. The Indenture has been duly approved by the Agency and constitutes the valid and legally binding obliga-

tion of the Agency enforceable against the Agency in accordance with its terms except as such enforcement may be 
limited by bankruptcy, insolvency, moratorium, transfer or conveyance, or other laws affecting creditor’s rights gen-
erally, or the exercise of judicial discretion in accordance with general principals of equity or otherwise in appropriate 
cases; provided, however, we express no opinion with respect to any indemnification, contribution, choice of law or 
waiver provisions contained therein; 

 
4. The Indenture establishes a lien on and pledge of the Pledged Pledged Tax Revenues (as such term is de-

fined in the Indenture) and other funds pledged thereby for the security of the Bonds, in accordance with the terms 
of the Indenture; 

 
5. Interest on the Bonds is exempt from California personal income taxation; and 
 
To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the Internal Revenue Service, we inform you that any 

U.S. federal tax advice contained herein is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing, or recommending to another 
party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

 
Our opinions, expressed herein, may be affected by action taken (or not taken) on events occurring (or not 

occurring) after the date hereof. We have not undertaken to determine, or to inform any person, whether any such 
actions or events are taken or occur. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
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APPENDIX C 
 

BOOK-ENTRY ONLY SYSTEM 
 
 

The information in this Appendix C concerning The Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), New York, 
New York, and DTC’s book-entry system has been obtained from DTC and the Successor Agency takes no respon-
sibility for the completeness or accuracy thereof. The Successor Agency cannot and does not give any assurances 
that DTC, DTC Participants or Indirect Participants will distribute to the Beneficial Owners (a) payments of inter-
est, principal or premium, if any, with respect to the Bonds, (b) certificates representing ownership interest in or 
other confirmation or ownership interest in the Bonds, or (c) redemption or other notices sent to DTC or Cede & 
Co., its nominee, as the registered owner of the Bonds, or that they will so do on a timely basis, or that DTC, DTC 
Participants or DTC Indirect Participants will act in the manner described in this Appendix. The current “Rules” 
applicable to DTC are on file with the Securities and Exchange Commission and the current “Procedures” of DTC 
to be followed in dealing with DTC Participants are on file with DTC. 

 
The Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), New York, NY, will act as securities depository for the Bonds. 

The Bonds will be issued as fully-registered securities registered in the name of Cede & Co. (DTC’s partnership 
nominee) or such other name as may be requested by an authorized representative of DTC. One fully-registered cer-
tificate will be issued for each maturity of the Bonds, each in the aggregate principal amount of such maturity, and 
will be deposited with DTC.  

 
DTC, the world’s largest securities depository, is a limited-purpose trust company organized under the 

New York Banking Law, a “banking organization” within the meaning of the New York Banking Law, a member of 
the Federal Reserve System, a “clearing corporation” within the meaning of the New York Uniform Commercial 
Code, and a “clearing agency” registered pursuant to the provisions of section 17A of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. DTC holds and provides asset servicing for over 3.5 million issues of U.S. and non-U.S. equity issues, corpo-
rate and municipal debt issues, and money market instruments (from over 100 countries) that DTC’s participants 
(“Direct Participants”) deposit with DTC. DTC also facilitates the post-trade settlement among Direct Participants 
of sales and other securities transactions in deposited securities, through electronic computerized book-entry trans-
fers and pledges between Direct Participants’ accounts. This eliminates the need for physical movement of securities 
certificates. Direct Participants include both U.S. and non-U.S. securities brokers and dealers, banks, trust compa-
nies, clearing corporations, and certain other organizations. DTC is a wholly-owned subsidiary of The Depository 
Trust & Clearing Corporation (“DTCC”). DTCC is the holding company for DTC, National Securities Clearing 
Corporation and Fixed Income Clearing Corporation, all of which are registered clearing agencies. DTCC is owned 
by the users of its regulated subsidiaries. Access to the DTC system is also available to others such as both U.S. and 
non-U.S. securities brokers and dealers, banks, trust companies, and clearing corporations that clear through or 
maintain a custodial relationship with a Direct Participant, either directly or indirectly (“Indirect Participants”). 
DTC has a Standard & Poor’s rating of AA+. The DTC Rules applicable to its Participants are on file with the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission. More information about DTC can be found at www.dtcc.com. The information set 
forth on such website is not incorporated herein by reference. 

 
Purchases of Bonds under the DTC system must be made by or through Direct Participants, which will re-

ceive a credit for the Bonds on DTC’s records. The ownership interest of each actual purchaser of each Bond 
(“Beneficial Owner”) is in turn to be recorded on the Direct and Indirect Participants’ records. Beneficial Owners 
will not receive written confirmation from DTC of their purchase. Beneficial Owners are, however, expected to re-
ceive written confirmations providing details of the transaction, as well as periodic statements of their holdings, from 
the Direct or Indirect Participant through which the Beneficial Owner entered into the transaction. Transfers of 
ownership interests in the Bonds are to be accomplished by entries made on the books of Direct and Indirect Partici-
pants acting on behalf of Beneficial Owners. Beneficial Owners will not receive certificates representing their owner-
ship interests in Bonds, except in the event that use of the book-entry system for the Bonds is discontinued. 
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To facilitate subsequent transfers, all Bonds deposited by Direct Participants with DTC are registered in 
the name of DTC’s partnership nominee, Cede & Co., or such other name as may be requested by an authorized 
representative of DTC. The deposit of Bonds with DTC and their registration in the name of Cede & Co. or such 
other DTC nominee do not affect any change in beneficial ownership. DTC has no knowledge of the actual Benefi-
cial Owners of the Bonds; DTC’s records reflect only the identity of the Direct Participants to whose accounts such 
Bonds are credited, which may or may not be the Beneficial Owners. The Direct and Indirect Participants will re-
main responsible for keeping account of their holdings on behalf of their customers. 

 
Conveyance of notices and other communications by DTC to Direct Participants, by Direct Participants to 

Indirect Participants, and by Direct Participants and Indirect Participants to Beneficial Owners will be governed by 
arrangements among them, subject to any statutory or regulatory requirements as may be in effect from time to time. 
Beneficial Owners of Bonds may wish to take certain steps to augment the transmission to them of notices of signifi-
cant events with respect to the Bonds, such as redemptions, tenders, defaults, and proposed amendments to the 
Bond documents. For example, Beneficial Owners of Bonds may wish to ascertain that the nominee holding the 
Bonds for their benefit has agreed to obtain and transmit notices to Beneficial Owners. In the alternative, Beneficial 
Owners may wish to provide their names and addresses to the registrar and request that copies of notices be provid-
ed directly to them. 

 
Redemption notices shall be sent to DTC. If less than all of the Bonds within a maturity are being re-

deemed, DTC’s practice is to determine by lot the amount of the interest of each Direct Participant in such maturity 
to be redeemed. 

 
Neither DTC nor Cede & Co. (nor any other DTC nominee) will consent or vote with respect to Bonds un-

less authorized by a Direct Participant in accordance with DTC’s MMI Procedures. Under its usual procedures, 
DTC mails an Omnibus Proxy to the Successor Agency as soon as possible after the record date. The Omnibus Proxy 
assigns Cede & Co.’s consenting or voting rights to those Direct Participants to whose accounts Bonds are credited 
on the record date (identified in a listing attached to the Omnibus Proxy). 

 
Principal, premium (if any), and interest payments on the Bonds will be made to Cede & Co., or such other 

nominee as may be requested by an authorized representative of DTC. DTC’s practice is to credit Direct Partici-
pants’ accounts upon DTC’s receipt of funds and corresponding detail information from the Successor Agency or 
the Trustee, on payable date in accordance with their respective holdings shown on DTC’s records. Payments by 
Participants to Beneficial Owners will be governed by standing instructions and customary practices, as is the case 
with securities held for the accounts of customers in bearer form or registered in “street name,” and will be the re-
sponsibility of such Participant and not of DTC, the Trustee, or the Successor Agency, subject to any statutory or 
regulatory requirements as may be in effect from time to time. Principal, premium (if any), and interest payments 
with respect to the Bonds to Cede & Co. (or such other nominee as may be requested by an authorized representa-
tive of DTC) is the responsibility of the Successor Agency or the Trustee, disbursement of such payments to Direct 
Participants will be the responsibility of DTC, and disbursement of such payments to the Beneficial Owners will be 
the responsibility of Direct and Indirect Participants. 

 
DTC may discontinue providing its services as depository with respect to the Bonds at any time by giving 

reasonable notice to the Successor Agency or the Trustee. Under such circumstances, in the event that a successor 
depository is not obtained, certificates representing the Bonds are required to be printed and delivered. 

 
The Successor Agency may decide to discontinue use of the system of book-entry-only transfers through 

DTC (or a successor securities depository). In that event, representing the Bonds will be printed and delivered to 
DTC in accordance with the provisions of the Indenture. 

 
The information in this section concerning DTC and DTC’s book-entry system has been obtained from 

sources that the Successor Agency believes to be reliable, but the Successor Agency takes no responsibility for the 
accuracy thereof. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

FORM OF CONTINUING DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE 
 
 

This CONTINUING DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE (the “Disclosure Certificate”) is executed and de-
livered by the CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTEE (the “Successor Agency”) in connec-
tion with the issuance of $36,920,000* CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) 
Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series A (the “Series A Bonds”), and $5,505,000* CDC Successor Agency 
of the City of Santee (San Diego County, California) Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series B (Taxable) (the 
“Series B Bonds” and, with the Series A Bonds, the “Bonds”).. The Bonds are being issued pursuant to an Inden-
ture of Trust, dated as of September 1, 2016 (the “Indenture”), by and between the Successor Agency and U.S. 
Bank National Association, as trustee (the “Trustee”). The Bonds shall be secured by a pledge, charge and lien upon 
Pledged Tax Revenues (as such term is defined in the Indenture). The Successor Agency covenants and agrees as 
follows: 

 
Section 1. Definitions. In addition to the definitions set forth in the Indenture, which apply to any capital-

ized term used in this Disclosure Certificate, unless otherwise defined in this Section 1, the following capitalized 
terms shall have the following meanings when used in this Disclosure Certificate: 

 
“Annual Report” shall mean any Annual Report provided by the Successor Agency pursuant to, and as de-

scribed in, Sections 3 and 4 of this Disclosure Certificate. 
 
“Beneficial Owner” shall mean any person who (a) has the power, directly or indirectly, to vote or consent 

with respect to, or to dispose of ownership of, any Bonds (including persons holding Bonds through nominees, de-
positories or other intermediaries), or (b) is treated as the owner of any Bonds for federal income tax purposes.  

 
“Dissemination Agent” shall mean the KNN Public Finance, LLC or any successor Dissemination Agent 

designated in writing by the Successor Agency and which has filed with the Successor Agency a written acceptance 
of such designation. In the absence of such a designation, the Successor Agency shall act as the Dissemination Agent.  

 
“EMMA” or “Electronic Municipal Market Access” means the centralized on-line repository for documents 

to be filed with the MSRB, such as official statements and disclosure information relating to municipal bonds, notes 
and other securities as issued by state and local governments. 

 
“Listed Events” shall mean any of the events listed in Section 5(a) or 5(b) of this Disclosure Certificate. 
 
“MSRB” means the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board, which has been designated by the Securities 

and Exchange Commission as the sole repository of disclosure information for purposes of the Rule, or any other 
repository of disclosure information which may be designated by the Securities and Exchange Commission as such 
for purposes of the Rule in the future. 

 
“Participating Underwriter” shall mean the original underwriter of the Bonds required to comply with the 

Rule in connection with the offering of the Bonds.  
 
“Rule” shall mean Rule 15c2-12 adopted by the Securities and Exchange Commission under the Securities 

Exchange Act of 1934, as the same may be amended from time to time. 
 
Section 2. Purpose of the Disclosure Certificate. This Disclosure Certificate is being executed and delivered 

by the Successor Agency for the benefit of the owners and Beneficial Owners of the Bonds and in order to assist the 
Participating Underwriter in complying with Securities and Exchange Commission Rule 15c2-12(b)(5). 

                                                                            
* Preliminary, subject to change. 
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Section 3. Provision of Annual Reports. 
 
(a) Delivery of Annual Report. The Successor Agency shall, or shall cause the Dissemination Agent to, not 

later than nine months after the end of the Successor Agency’s fiscal year (which currently ends on June 30), com-
mencing with the report for the 2015-16 Fiscal Year, which is due not later than March 31, 2017, file with EMMA, in 
a readable PDF or other electronic format as prescribed by the MSRB, an Annual Report that is consistent with the 
requirements of Section 4 of this Disclosure Certificate. The Annual Report may be submitted as a single document 
or as separate documents comprising a package and may cross-reference other information as provided in Section 4 
of this Disclosure Certificate; provided that the audited financial statements of the Successor Agency may be submit-
ted separately from the balance of the Annual Report and later than the date required above for the filing of the An-
nual Report if they are not available by that date. 

 
(b) Change of Fiscal Year. If the Successor Agency’s fiscal year changes, it shall give notice of such change in 

the same manner as for a Listed Event under Section 5(c), and subsequent Annual Report filings shall be made no 
later than nine months after the end of such new fiscal year end. 

 
(c) Delivery of Annual Report to Dissemination Agent. Not later than fifteen (15) Business Days prior to the 

date specified in subsection (a) (or, if applicable, subsection (b)) of this Section 3 for providing the Annual Report to 
EMMA, the Successor Agency shall provide the Annual Report to the Dissemination Agent (if other than the Suc-
cessor Agency). If by such date, the Dissemination Agent has not received a copy of the Annual Report, the Dissem-
ination Agent shall notify the Successor Agency. If the Dissemination Agent has not received an Annual Report and 
Certification by 6:00 p.m. Eastern time on annual filing date (or, if such annual filing date falls on a Saturday, Sunday 
or holiday, then the first business day thereafter) for the Annual Report, a failure to file event shall have occurred 
and the Successor Agency irrevocably directs the Dissemination Agent to immediately send a notice to the MSRB in 
substantially the form attached as Exhibit A without reference to the anticipated filing date for the Annual Report. 

 
(d) Report of Non-Compliance. If the Successor Agency is the Dissemination Agent and is unable to file an 

Annual Report by the date required in subsection (a) (or, if applicable, subsection (b)) of this Section 3, the Succes-
sor Agency shall send, in a timely manner, a notice to EMMA substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
If the Successor Agency is not the Dissemination Agent and is unable to provide an Annual Report to the Dissemina-
tion Agent by the date required in subsection (c) of this Section 3, the Dissemination Agent shall send, in a timely 
manner, a notice to EMMA in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

 
(e) Annual Compliance Certification. The Dissemination Agent shall, if the Dissemination Agent is other 

than the Successor Agency, file a report with the Successor Agency certifying that the Annual Report has been filed 
with EMMA pursuant to Section 3 of this Disclosure Certificate, stating the date it was so provided and filed. 

 
Section 4. Content of Annual Reports. The Annual Report shall contain or incorporate by reference the fol-

lowing: 
 
(a) Financial Statements. Audited financial statements of the Successor Agency for the preceding fiscal year, 

prepared in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles. If the Successor Agency’s audited financial 
statements are not available by the time the Annual Report is required to be filed pursuant to Section 3(a), the Annu-
al Report shall contain unaudited financial statements in a format similar to the financial statements contained in the 
final official statement for the Bonds (the “Official Statement”), and the audited financial statements shall be filed in 
the same manner as the Annual Report when they become available.  
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(b) Other Annual Information. To the extent not included in the audited financial statements of the Succes-
sor Agency, the Annual Report shall also include the following financial and operating data with respect to the Suc-
cessor Agency set forth in the Official Statement for the current fiscal year, as follows: 

 
(1) Historical Tax Levies and Collections. 
 
(2) Ten Largest Property Taxpayers (substantially in the form of Table 3 of the Official 

Statement). 
 
(3) Historical Assessed Values, Incremental Values and Allocated Incremental Revenues 

(substantially in the form of Table 4 of the Official Statement). 
 
(4) Projected Results of Appeals (substantially in the form of Table 5 of the Official State-

ment). 
 
(5) Tax Revenues, Debt Service and Debt Service Coverage. 
 

 (c) Cross References. Any or all of the items listed above may be included by specific reference to other doc-
uments, including official statements of debt issues of the Successor Agency or related public entities, which are 
available to the public on EMMA. The Successor Agency shall clearly identify each such other document so included 
by reference. 

 
If the document included by reference is a final official statement, it must be available from EMMA. 
 
(d) Further Information. In addition to any of the information expressly required to be provided under para-

graph (b) of this Section 4, the Successor Agency shall provide such further information, if any, as may be necessary 
to make the specifically required statements, in the light of the circumstances under which they are made, not mis-
leading. 

 
Section 5. Reporting of Listed Events.  
 
(a) Reportable Events. The Successor Agency shall, or shall cause the Dissemination Agent (if not the Suc-

cessor Agency) to, give notice of the occurrence of any of the following events with respect to the Bonds: 
 

(1) Principal and interest payment delinquencies. 
 
(2) Unscheduled draws on debt service reserves reflecting financial difficulties. 
 
(3) Unscheduled draws on credit enhancements reflecting financial difficulties. 
 
(4) Substitution of credit or liquidity providers, or their failure to perform. 
 
(5) Defeasances. 
 
(6) Rating changes. 
 
(7) Tender offers. 
 
(8) Bankruptcy, insolvency, receivership or similar event of the obligated person. 
 
(9) Adverse tax opinions, the issuance by the Internal Revenue Service of proposed or final 

determinations of taxability, Notices of Proposed Issue (IRS Form 5701-TEB) or other 
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material notices or determinations with respect to the tax status of the security, or other 
material events affecting the tax status of the security. 

 
Note: For the purposes of the event identified in subparagraph (8), the event is considered to occur when any 

of the following occur: the appointment of a receiver, trustee or similar officer for an obligated person in a proceeding 
under the U.S. Bankruptcy Code or in any other proceeding under state or federal law in which a court or governmental 
authority has assumed jurisdiction over substantially all of the assets or business of the obligated person, or if such juris-
diction has been assumed by leaving the existing governmental body and officials or officers in possession but subject to 
the supervision and orders of a court or governmental authority, or the entry of an order confirming a plan of reorgani-
zation, arrangement or liquidation by a court or governmental authority having supervision or jurisdiction over substan-
tially all of the assets or business of the obligated person.  

 
(b) Material Reportable Events. The Successor Agency shall give, or cause to be given, notice of the occur-

rence of any of the following events with respect to the Bonds, if material: 
 
(1) Non-payment related defaults. 
 
(2) Modifications to rights of security holders. 
 
(3) Bond calls. 
 
(4) The release, substitution, or sale of property securing repayment of the securities. 
 
(5) The consummation of a merger, consolidation, or acquisition involving an obligated per-

son or the sale of all or substantially all of the assets of the obligated person, other than in 
the ordinary course of business, the entry into a definitive agreement to undertake such an 
action or the termination of a definitive agreement relating to any such actions, other than 
pursuant to its terms. 

 
(6) Appointment of a successor or additional trustee, or the change of name of a trustee.  

 
(c) Time to Disclose. The Successor Agency shall, or shall cause the Dissemination Agent (if not the Succes-

sor Agency) to, file a notice of such occurrence with EMMA, in an electronic format as prescribed by the MSRB, in a 
timely manner not in excess of 10 business days after the occurrence of any Listed Event. Notwithstanding the fore-
going, notice of Listed Events described in subsections (a)(5) and (b)(3) above need not be given under this subsec-
tion any earlier than the notice (if any) of the underlying event is given to owners of affected Bonds under the Inden-
ture. 

 
Section 6. Identifying Information for Filings with EMMA. All documents provided to EMMA under this 

Disclosure Certificate shall be accompanied by identifying information as prescribed by the MSRB. 
 
Section 7. Termination of Reporting Obligation. The Successor Agency’s obligations under this Disclosure 

Certificate shall terminate upon the defeasance, prior redemption or payment in full of all of the Bonds. If such ter-
mination occurs prior to the final maturity of the Bonds, the Successor Agency shall give notice of such termination 
in the same manner as for a Listed Event under Section 5(c).  

 
Section 8. Dissemination Agent. 
 
(a) Appointment of Dissemination Agent. The Successor Agency may, from time to time, appoint or engage a 

Dissemination Agent to assist it in carrying out its obligations under this Disclosure Certificate and may discharge 
any such agent, with or without appointing a successor Dissemination Agent. If the Dissemination Agent is not the 
Successor Agency, the Dissemination Agent shall not be responsible in any manner for the content of any notice or 
report prepared by the Successor Agency pursuant to this Disclosure Certificate. It is understood and agreed that 
any information that the Dissemination Agent may be instructed to file with EMMA shall be prepared and provided 
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to it by the Successor Agency. The Dissemination Agent has undertaken no responsibility with respect to the content 
of any reports, notices or disclosures provided to it under this Disclosure Certificate and has no liability to any per-
son, including any Bond owner, with respect to any such reports, notices or disclosures. The fact that the Dissemina-
tion Agent or any affiliate thereof may have any fiduciary or banking relationship with the Successor Agency shall not 
be construed to mean that the Dissemination Agent has actual knowledge of any event or condition, except as may be 
provided by written notice from the Successor Agency. 

 
(b) Compensation of Dissemination Agent. The Dissemination Agent shall be paid compensation by the Suc-

cessor Agency for its services provided hereunder in accordance with its schedule of fees as agreed to between the 
Dissemination Agent and the Successor Agency from time to time and all expenses, legal fees and expenses and ad-
vances made or incurred by the Dissemination Agent in the performance of its duties hereunder. The Dissemination 
Agent shall not be deemed to be acting in any fiduciary capacity for the Successor Agency, owners or Beneficial 
Owners, or any other party. The Dissemination Agent may rely, and shall be protected in acting or refraining from 
acting, upon any direction from the Successor Agency or an opinion of nationally recognized bond counsel. The Dis-
semination Agent may at any time resign by giving written notice of such resignation to the Successor Agency. The 
Dissemination Agent shall not be liable hereunder except for its negligence or willful misconduct. 

 
Section 9. Amendment; Waiver. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Disclosure Certificate, the 

Successor Agency may amend this Disclosure Certificate (and the Dissemination Agent shall agree to any amend-
ment so requested by the Successor Agency that does not impose any greater duties or risk of liability on the Dissem-
ination Agent), and any provision of this Disclosure Certificate may be waived, provided that all of the following 
conditions are satisfied: 

 
(a) Change in Circumstances. If the amendment or waiver relates to the provisions of Sections 3(a), 4 or 5(a) 

or (b), it may only be made in connection with a change in circumstances that arises from a change in legal require-
ments, change in law, or change in the identity, nature, or status of an obligated person with respect to the Bonds, or 
the type of business conducted. 

 
(b) Compliance as of Issue Date. The undertaking, as amended or taking into account such waiver, would, in 

the opinion of a nationally recognized bond counsel, have complied with the requirements of the Rule at the time of 
the original issuance of the Bonds, after taking into account any amendments or interpretations of the Rule, as well as 
any change in circumstances. 

 
(c) Consent of Holders; Non-impairment Opinion. The amendment or waiver either (i) is approved by the 

Bond owners in the same manner as provided in the Indenture for amendments to the Indenture with the consent of 
Bond owners, or (ii) does not, in the opinion of nationally recognized bond counsel, materially impair the interests of 
the Bond owners or Beneficial Owners. 

 
If this Disclosure Certificate is amended or any provision of this Disclosure Certificate is waived, the Suc-

cessor Agency shall describe such amendment or waiver in the next following Annual Report and shall include, as 
applicable, a narrative explanation of the reason for the amendment or waiver and its impact on the type (or in the 
case of a change of accounting principles, on the presentation) of financial information or operating data being pre-
sented by the Successor Agency. In addition, if the amendment relates to the accounting principles to be followed in 
preparing financial statements, (i) notice of such change shall be given in the same manner as for a Listed Event un-
der Section 5(c), and (ii) the Annual Report for the year in which the change is made should present a comparison (in 
narrative form and also, if feasible, in quantitative form) between the financial statements as prepared on the basis of 
the new accounting principles and those prepared on the basis of the former accounting principles. 

 
Section 10. Additional Information. Nothing in this Disclosure Certificate shall be deemed to prevent the 

Successor Agency from disseminating any other information, using the means of dissemination set forth in this Dis-
closure Certificate or any other means of communication, or including any other information in any Annual Report 
or notice of occurrence of a Listed Event, in addition to that which is required by this Disclosure Certificate. If the 
Successor Agency chooses to include any information in any Annual Report or notice of occurrence of a Listed Event 
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in addition to that which is specifically required by this Disclosure Certificate, the Successor Agency shall have no 
obligation under this Disclosure Certificate to update such information or include it in any future Annual Report or 
notice of occurrence of a Listed Event.  

 
Section 11. Default. In the event of a failure of the Successor Agency to comply with any provision of this 

Disclosure Certificate, any Certificate owner or Beneficial Owner may take such actions as may be necessary and 
appropriate, including seeking mandate or specific performance by court order, to cause the Successor Agency to 
comply with their obligations under this Disclosure Certificate. The sole remedy under this Disclosure Certificate in 
the event of any failure of the Successor Agency to comply with this Disclosure Certificate shall be an action to com-
pel performance.  

 
Section 12. Duties, Immunities and Liabilities of Dissemination Agent. Article VIII of the Indenture is here-

by made applicable to this Disclosure Certificate as if this Disclosure Certificate was (solely for this purpose) con-
tained in the Indenture. The Dissemination Agent shall be entitled to the protections and limitations from liability 
afforded to the Trustee thereunder. The Dissemination Agent shall have only such duties as are specifically set forth 
in this Disclosure Certificate, and no implied covenants or obligations shall be read into this Disclosure Certificate 
against the Dissemination Agent, and the Successor Agency agrees to indemnify and save the Dissemination Agent, 
its officers, directors, employees and agents, harmless against any loss, expense and liabilities which it may incur 
arising out of or in the exercise or performance of its powers and duties hereunder, including the costs and expenses 
(including attorneys’ fees and expenses) of defending against any claim of liability, but excluding liabilities due to the 
Dissemination Agent’s negligence or willful misconduct. The Dissemination Agent shall have the same rights, privi-
leges and immunities hereunder as are afforded to the Trustee under the Indenture. The obligations of the Successor 
Agency under this Section 12 shall survive resignation or removal of the Dissemination Agent and payment of the 
Bonds.  

 
Section 13. Beneficiaries. This Disclosure Certificate shall inure solely to the benefit of the Successor Agen-

cy, the Dissemination Agent, the Participating Underwriter and the owners and Beneficial Owners from time to time 
of the Bonds, and shall create no rights in any other person or entity.  

 
Date: [Closing Date] 

CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 
SANTEE 
 
 
 
By    

Executive Director 
ACKNOWLEDGED: 
 
KNN PUBLIC FINANCE, LLC, as Dissemination 
Agent 
 
 
 
By    

Authorized Officer 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

NOTICE TO MSRB OF FAILURE TO FILE ANNUAL REPORT 
 
 
Name of Obligor:  CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee  
 
Names of Issue:  CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 

Series A, and CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee Tax Allocation Refunding 
Bonds, 2016 Series B (Taxable) 

 
Date of Issuance:  [Closing Date] 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Obligor has not provided an Annual Report with respect to the above-named 
Issues as required by the Continuing Disclosure Certificate, dated [Closing Date], furnished by the Obligor in con-
nection with the Issue. The Obligor anticipates that the Annual Report will be filed by _________________. 
 
Date:  ________________ 
 

KNN PUBLIC FINANCE, LLC, as Dissemination 
Agent 
 
 
 
By    

Authorized Officer 
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APPENDIX E 
 

COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT 
OF THE CITY OF SANTEE 

FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2015 
 
 

The Auditor was not requested to consent to the inclusion of its report in this Appendix E and it has not 
undertaken to update financial statements included in this Appendix E. No opinion is expressed by the 
Auditor with respect to any event subsequent to its report. 
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APPENDIX F 
 

CITY OF SANTEE AND SAN DIEGO COUNTY 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

 
 
The following information concerning the City of Santee and San Diego County is included only for the purpose of 

supplying general information regarding the community. The Bonds are not a debt of the City, County, the State or any of its 
political subdivisions, and neither the City, the County, the State nor any of its political subdivisions is liable therefor. 

 
Although reasonable efforts have been made to include up-to-date information in this Appendix A, some of 

the information is not current due to delays in reporting of information by various sources.  It should not be assumed 
that the trends indicated by the following data would continue beyond the specific periods reflected herein. 

 
Introduction 

 
The City of Santee (the “City”) is a suburban city of San Diego in San Diego County (the 

“County”), California. Although it is a part of the East County region, Santee is located just 18 miles (29 
km) from the Pacific Ocean. The City is connected to the coastline by State Route 52, a six-lane freeway 
that runs from Interstate 5 in La Jolla to State Route 67 in El Cajon. The city is bisected by the San Diego 
River, a linear greenbelt that includes parks, trails and more than 1,100 acres (450 ha) of natural riparian 
habitat.  

 
Unlike most of the County's coastal cities, Santee still has sizable portions of vacant land suitable 

for development. It is a growing suburban community that in recent years has added upscale housing, a 
major corporate business park and expansive shopping centers, along with a destination recreational com-
plex called Sportsplex USA Santee. Prominently overlooking the western side of Santee is Cowles Moun-
tain. This natural landmark, which is the highest point in the city of San Diego, offers sweeping views of 
the county and is a popular hiking destination. 

 
San Diego County is located in the southwestern corner of the state of California, in the United 

States. The County is the second-most populous county in California and the fifth-most populous in the 
United States. Its county seat is the City of San Diego, the eighth-most populous city in the United States. 
It is the south-westernmost county in the 48 contiguous United States. The County is part of the San Die-
go–Tijuana metropolitan area, the largest metropolitan area shared between the United States and Mexi-
co.  

 
The County has 70 miles (110 km) of coastline. From north to south, the County extends from the 

southern borders of Orange County and Riverside County to the Mexico–United States border and Baja 
California. From west to east, the County stretches from the Pacific Ocean to its boundary with Imperial 
County. Most of the County has a mild Mediterranean climate to semiarid climate, though there are 
mountains that receive frost and snow in the wintertime. 

 
There are also 16 naval and military installations of the U.S. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, and the 

U.S. Coast Guard in the County. These include the Naval Base San Diego, Marine Corps Base Camp 
Pendleton, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, and Naval Air Station North Island. 
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Population 
 
The table below summarizes population of the City, the County and the State of California for the 

last five years. 
 

Santee, San Diego County and California 
POPULATION 

 
Year Santee San Diego County State of California 
2012 54,849 3,153,951 37,881,357 
2013 55,870 3,194,778 38,239,207 
2014 56,496 3,230,278 38,567,459 
2015 56,653 3,263,848 38,907,642 
2016 56,757 3,288,612 39,255,883 

    
Source: California Department of Finance, E-4 Population Estimate for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2016, with 2010 

Census Benchmark. 
 
Employment 
 

The following table summarizes the historical numbers of workers by industry in the San Diego-
Carlsbad MSA (San Diego County) for the last five years: 
 

San Diego-Carlsbad MSA 
(San Diego County) 

LABOR FORCE AND INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT 
Annual Averages by Industry 

 
 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015(1) 
Total, All Industries 1,261,800 1,294,300 1,327,500 1,355,900 1,395,500 
      
Total Farm 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,400 9,100 
Mining and Logging 400 400 400 400 400 
Construction 55,200 57,000 60,900 63,800 69,500 
Manufacturing 96,000 97,800 99,000 101,600 105,300 
Wholesale Trade 41,500 43,500 43,900 43,700 44,000 
Retail Trade 133,400 137,200 141,300 144,300 146,800 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 26,100 27,300 27,200 27,000 28,200 
Information 24,200 24,500 24,300 24,400 23,900 
Financial Activities 67,400 69,700 70,800 69,400 71,400 
Professional & Business Services 207,700 213,900 221,600 224,900 230,900 
Educational & Health Services 167,900 174,500 181,000 186,000 193,200 
Leisure & Hospitality 155,600 161,700 168,600 177,000 184,000 
Other Services 47,700 49,200 49,300 52,000 53,000 
Government 229,000 227,800 229,500 231,900 235,900 

    
Source: California Employment Development Department, based on March 2015 benchmark. 
Note: Does not include proprietors, self-employed, unpaid volunteers or family workers, domestic workers in households, and 
persons involved in labor/management trade disputes. Employment reported by place of work. Items may not add to totals due to 
independent rounding.  
(1) Last available full year data. 
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The following tables summarize historical employment and unemployment for the County, the 

State of California and the United States for the last five years: 
 

San Diego County, California and United States 
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE, EMPLOYMENT, AND UNEMPLOYMENT 

(Annual Averages) 
 

Year Area Labor Force Employment Unemployment 
Unemployment 

Rate (1) 
2011 San Diego County 1,524,600 1,367,200 157,300 10.3% 

 California 18,419,500 16,260,100 2,159,400 11.7 
 United States 153,617,000 139,869,000 13,747,000 8.9 
      

2012 San Diego County 1,542,800 1,402,000 140,800 9.1 
 California 18,554,800 16,630,100 1,924,700 10.4 
 United States 154,975,000 142,469,000 12,506,000 8.1 
      

2013 San Diego County 1,547,000 1,425,900 121,100 7.8 
 California 18,671,600 17,002,900 1,668,700 8.9 
 United States 155,389,000 143,929,000 11,460,000 7.4 
      

2014 San Diego County 1,549,800 1,450,300 99,500 6.4 
 California 18,811,400 17,397,100 1,414,300 7.5 
 United States 155,922,000 146,305,000 9,617,000 6.2 
      

2015(2) San Diego County 1,563,800 1,482,500 81,300 5.2 
 California 18,981,800 17,798,600 1,183,200 6.2 
 United States 157,130,000 148,834,000 146,411,000 5.3 

    
Source: California Employment Development Department, Monthly Labor Force Data for Counties, Annual Average 2010-
2015, and US Department of Labor. 

(1) The unemployment rate is computed from unrounded data, therefore, it may differ from rates computed from rounded fig-
ures available in this table. 

(2) Latest available full-year data. 
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Major Employers 
 

The table below sets forth the ten  principal employers of the County in 2015. 
 

San Diego County 
MAJOR EMPLOYERS 

 

Employer Name 
Number 

of Employees 

% of Total 
County 

Employment 
UC San Diego 29,287 1.97% 
County of San Diego 17,044 1.15 
Sharp HealthCare 16,896 1.14 
Scripps Health 14,644 .98 
Qualcomm Inc. 13,500 .91 
Kaiser Permanente 7,535 .51 
UC San Diego Health 7,229 .49 
YMCA of San Diego County 5,487 .37 
Rady Children’s Hospital 5,122 .34 
General Atomics 5,088 .34 
   Total Top 10 121,832 8.20% 

    
Source: San Diego County CAFR for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2015. 
 
Construction Activity 

 
The following table reflects the five-year history of building permit valuation for the City and the 

County:  
 

Santee 
BUILDING PERMITS AND VALUATION 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
Permit Valuation:       

New Single-family  23,833 19,501 11,423 1,428 3,975 
New Multi-family  7,178 4,104 10,157 18,534 - 
Res. Alterations/Additions  4,946 1,732 1,970 3,490 2,971 

Total Residential  35,976 24,338 23,550 23,453 6,946 
Total Nonresidential 3,093 6,201 31,326 3,097 5,998 

Total All Building  39,069 31,540 54,877 26,511 12,944 
      
New Dwelling Units:       

Single Family  81 69 31 4 16 
Multiple Family  70 44 102 172 - 

Total  151 113 133 176 16 
    
Source: Construction Industry Research Board: “Building Permit Summary.”  
Note:  Totals may not add due to independent rounding. 
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San Diego County 
BUILDING PERMITS AND VALUATION 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
Permit Valuation:       

New Single-family  711,514 773,429 936,634 860,232 1,069,272 
New Multi-family  375,732 613,538 878,179 611,730 1,028,733 
Res. Alterations/Additions  335,344 222,813 245,435 346,889 349,035 

Total Residential  1,422,592 1,609,781 2,060,249 1,818,853 2,447,041 
Total Nonresidential 961,603 1,235,121 3,485,675 1,920,627 1,862,502 

Total All Building  2,384,195 2,844,903 5,545,924 3,739,480 4,309,543 
      
New Dwelling Units:       

Single Family  2,242 2,100 2,539 2,276 3,136 
Multiple Family  3,038 4,319 5,803 4,327 6,869 

Total  5,280 6,419 8,342 6,603 10,005 
    
Source: Construction Industry Research Board: “Building Permit Summary.”  
Note:  Totals may not add due to independent rounding. 
 
Commercial Activity 

 
Taxable sales in the City and County for the last five available years are shown below. Beginning 

in 2009, reports summarize taxable sales and permits using the NAICS codes. As a result of the coding 
change, however, industry-level data for 2009 are not comparable to that of prior years.  
 

Santee 
TAXABLE SALES 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013(1) 
Retail and Food Services      

Motor Vehicles and Parts Dealers 22,423 30,614 30,356 29,404 36,211 
Home Furnishing and Appliance Stores 27,936 28,733 29,172 28,583 29,896 
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies 66,794 69,786 73,485 76,316 80,128 
Food and Beverage Stores 31,308 30,953 32,191 34,873 39,239 
Gasoline Stations 42,569 47,731 56,371 52,699 58,368 
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores 25,768 27,558 28,964 30,460 32,785 
General Merchandise Stores 189,792 203,074 213,755 225,987 224,964 
Food Services and Drinking Places 68,221 69,317 72,142 77,285 93,877 
Other Retail Group 55,550 57,587 61,722 62,937 66,610 

Total Retail and Food Services 530,360 565,354 598,157 618,544 662,088 
All Other Outlets 113,069 110,437 108,004 108,493 187,417 

Totals All Outlets(2) 643,429 675,791 706,160 727,037 849,505 
    
Source: California Board of Equalization, Taxable Sales in California (Sales & Use Tax).  
(1) Last available full year data. 
(2) Totals may not add up due to independent rounding. 
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San Diego County 
TAXABLE SALES 

 (Dollars in Thousands) 
 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013(1) 

Retail and Food Services      
Motor Vehicles and Parts Dealers 4,196,256 4,486,375 5,059,516 5,851,723 6,355,973 
Furniture and Home Furnishings Stores 823,551 835,433 894,741 962,420 1,015,878 
Electronics and Appliance Stores 1,200,897 1,266,563 1,315,328 1,261,183 1,297,063 
Bldg Mtrl. and Garden Equip. and Supplies 1,841,700 1,945,310 2,072,358 2,204,608 2,376,043 
Food and Beverage Stores 1,934,812 1,943,969 2,010,404 2,087,821 2,179,811 
Health and Personal Care Stores 732,221 789,760 869,965 876,663 815,651 
Gasoline Stations 3,153,090 3,663,149 4,437,173 4,595,421 4,515,941 
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores 2,560,683 2,769,897 2,988,756 3,208,810 3,425,325 
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book and Music Stores 989,236 995,179 1,009,226 1,003,947 1,031,505 
General Merchandise Stores 4,254,037 4,381,526 4,528,053 4,695,436 4,784,812 
Miscellaneous Store Retailers 1,405,774 1,384,312 1,433,298 1,473,767 1,539,376 
Nonstore Retailers 148,931 140,437 152,055 265,508 556,994 
Food Services and Drinking Places 4,717,292 4,873,578 5,214,419 5,665,929 5,954,220 

Total Retail and Food Services 27,958,518 29,475,489 31,985,292 34,153,236 35,948,594 
            All Other Outlets 11,770,139 12,148,147 13,105,090 13,793,799 14,348,737 

   Totals All Outlets(2) 39,728,657 41,623,636 45,090,382 47,947,035 50,297,331 
    
Source: California Board of Equalization, Taxable Sales in California (Sales & Use Tax).  
(1) Last available full year data. 
(2) Totals may not add up due to independent rounding. 
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Median Household Income 
 

The following table summarizes the median household effective buying income for the City, the 
County, the State of California and the nation for the last five years. 

 
Santee, San Diego County, California and United States 

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD EFFECTIVE BUYING INCOME 
 

  Total Effective Buying Median 
Year Area Income (000’s Omitted) Effective Buying Income 
2011 Santee 1,164,015 53,978 

 San Diego County 70,602,550 48,111 
 California 814,578,457 47,062 
 United States 6,438,704,663 41,253 

2012 Santee 1,221,203 53,467 
 San Diego County 74,593,405 48,634 
 California 864,088,827 47,307 
 United States 6,737,867,730 41,358 

2013 Santee 1,289,303 55,673 
 San Diego County 73,266,155 49,302 
 California 858,676,636 48,340 
 United States 6,982,757,379 43,715 

2014 Santee 1,388,895 58,831 
 San Diego County 76,880,343 51,447 
 California 901,189,699 50,072 
 United States 7,357,153,421 45,448 

2015 Santee 1,558,015 63,821 
 San Diego County 84,949,559 55,146 
 California 981,231,666 53,589 
 United States 7,757,960,399 46,738 

    
Source: Nielsen, Inc. 
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DRAFT 
CDC SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTEE 

 
Santee Community Redevelopment Project 

 

PROJECTED TAXABLE VALUES AND 
ANTICIPATED TAX INCREMENT REVENUES 

 

August 24, 2016 
 
 
I. Introduction 

 

The CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, 2016 Series A (the “Series 

2016A Bonds”), and its CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee Taxable Tax Allocation Refunding 

Bonds, 2016 Series B (the “Series 2016B Bonds” and, together with the Series 2016A Bonds, the “Refunding 

Bonds”) are being issued by the CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee (the “Successor Agency”) to 

refinance certain outstanding obligations of the former Community Development Commission of the City of 

Santee (the “Commission”).  

 

The Bonds are special obligations of the Successor Agency and are payable solely from and secured by a 

pledge of certain tax increment revenues of the Commission’s Santee Community Redevelopment Project (the 

“Redevelopment Project”) on parity to certain indebtedness as defined in the Official Statement.  The debt 

service on the Bonds is payable from the pledged Tax Revenues and amounts held in the Redevelopment 

Obligation Retirement Fund (the “RORF”), and the Successor Agency is not obligated to pay them except 

from the Tax Revenues and amounts held in the RORF.  The Bonds are not a debt of the City of Santee (the 

“City”), the State of California or any of its political subdivisions (other than the Successor Agency), and 

neither said City, said State nor any of its political subdivisions (other than the Successor Agency) is liable 

therefor, nor in any event shall the Bonds be payable out of any funds or properties other than those of the 

Successor Agency.  

 

On June 29, 2011, the California Legislature and Governor enacted Assembly Bill x1 26 (“ABx1 26”), which 

generally dissolved redevelopment agencies statewide as of February 1, 2012.  The bill was challenged by a 

suit filed before the California Supreme Court, but was upheld by the Court on December 29, 2012.  On June 

27, 2012 Assembly Bill 1484 (AB 1484) was signed into law, modifying and supplementing ABx1 26.  In 

accordance with Section 34177.5(g) of the California Health and Safety Code, the Successor Agency bonds 

shall be considered indebtedness incurred by the dissolved redevelopment agency, with the same legal effect 

as if the bonds, indebtedness, financing agreement, or amended enforceable obligation had been issued, 

incurred, or entered into prior to June 29, 2011, in full conformity with the applicable provisions of the 

California Community Redevelopment Law (being Part 1 of Division 24 of the Health and Safety Code and is 

being referred to herein as the “Law”) that existed prior to that date, shall be included in the successor agency’s 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (the “ROPS”), and shall be secured by a pledge of, and lien on, and 

shall be repaid from moneys deposited from time to time in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (the 

“RPTTF”). 

 

The Redevelopment Project was originally adopted in 1982.  In 2002 the Redevelopment Project was amended 

to both delete and add area.  The area that was deleted by Amendment No. 4 was also added back under 

Amendment No. 5.  For this Report we refer to the portion of the Redevelopment Project as originally adopted 

less the area that was deleted in 2002 as the “Sunset Area.” The area that was added by the 2002 Plan 

amendment is herein referred to as the “Amendment Area.”  The Law provided for the creation of 

redevelopment agencies by cities and counties for the purpose of the elimination of blight.  The Law, together 

with Article 16, Section 16 of the California Constitution, authorized redevelopment agencies to receive that 

portion of property tax revenue generated by project area taxable values that are in excess of the Base Year 
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value.  The Base Year value is defined as the amount of the taxable values within the project area boundaries 

on the last equalized tax roll prior to adoption of the project area.  The amount of current year taxable value 

that is in excess of the Base Year value is referred to as incremental taxable value.  Tax revenues generated 

from the incremental taxable value are generally referred to as Tax Increment Revenues.  The Law provides 

that the Tax Increment Revenues may be pledged by the redevelopment agency to the repayment of agency 

indebtedness. 

 

In this report, Tax Increment Revenues with the addition of Unitary Tax Revenue (see Section IV, Allocation 

of State Assessed Unitary Taxes) are referred to as Gross Tax Revenues.  For purposes of this report, Pledged 

Tax Revenues are defined as Gross Tax Revenues less; (i) the SB 2557 County Administrative fees (see Section 

IV, County Collection Charges); and, (ii) tax sharing payments that have a lien on Gross Tax Revenues that is 

superior to the lien on Gross Tax Revenues of debt service on the Bonds (see Section VII, Tax Sharing 

Agreements and Other Obligations).  Net Tax Revenues are defined as Pledged Tax Revenues less tax sharing 

payments for that portion attributable to the City that have a lien on Pledged Tax Revenues that is subordinate 

to the lien of debt service on the Bonds. 

 

The purpose of this fiscal consultant report (the “Report”) is to examine the assessed values of the current 

fiscal year and project for nine fiscal years the amount of tax increment revenues anticipated to be received by 

the Successor Agency from the Redevelopment Project.  The Law and the limits within the component 

redevelopment plans determine the amount of Gross Tax Revenues.  The amount of the Pledged Tax Revenues 

available for the payment of debt service on the Bonds is also affected by prior obligations undertaken by the 

Commission prior to dissolution.  Based on our research, we project that the Pledged Tax Revenues that will 

be pledged to the payment of debt service on the Bonds assuming a 2% growth rate in assessed values, will be 

as shown in Table A below.   

 
Table A 

Redevelopment Project Pledged Tax Revenues 

(000’s omitted) 

 

Fiscal Year 

Gross Tax 

Revenues 

SB 2557 

Charges 

Statutory Tax 

Sharing – Tier 1 

Statutory Tax 

Sharing – Tier 2 

Pledged Tax 

Revenues1 

2016-17 $10,890  ($120) ($1,219) ($229) $  9,322  

2017-18   11,574  (127) (1,325) (344) 9,777  

2018-19 11,840  (130) (1,367) (389) 9,954  

2019-00 12,111  (133) (1,409) (434) 10,135  

2000-21 12,388  (136) (1,452) (481) 10,319  

2021-22 12,670  (139) (1,495) (528) 10,507  

2022-23 12,958  (142) (1,540) (577) 10,699  

2023-24 13,251  (146) (1,586) (626) 10,894  

2024-25 13,551  (149) (1,632) (676) 11,093  

2025-26 13,856  (152) (1,679) (728) 11,297  

 

 

The taxable values of property and the resulting Pledged Tax Revenues for the Redevelopment Project 

summarized above are reflected on Tables 1 and 2 of the projections (attached).  These projections are based 

on assumptions determined by our review of the taxable value history of the Redevelopment Project and the 

property tax assessment and property tax apportionment procedures of San Diego County (the County).  The 

projection illustrates the entire amount of Pledged Tax Revenues projected as being available from the 

Redevelopment Project.  Future year assessed values and Pledged Tax Revenues are projections based upon 

                                                           
1 Totals may not foot due to rounding. 
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the assumptions described in this Report, and are not guaranteed as to accuracy.  This Report is not to be 

construed as a representation of such by HdL Coren & Cone. 

 

 

II. The Project Area 

 

On July 20, 1982, the City Council adopted Ordinance 58 establishing the Redevelopment Plan for the 

Redevelopment Project (the “Plan”).  The Redevelopment Project originally consisted of 1,263 acres 

encompassing the downtown business district and commercial/industrial corridors along State Route 67, 

Prospect Avenue and Magnolia Avenue.  The Plan has been amended a total of eight times.  The first 

amendment, Ordinance 330 adopted November 23, 1994, brought the Plan into conformity with the 

requirements of legislation enacted in 1993 (Chapter 942, Statutes of 1993).  On September 8, 1999, the Plan 

was amended by Ordinance 392 to extend the time limit to incur debt.  The Plan was further amended in 1999 

by Ordinances 393 and 394 to increase the amount of bonded indebtedness that can be outstanding at any one 

time and to re-instate the eminent domain powers of the Commission.  The most recent amendments were 

adopted by the approval of Ordinance 423 on July 10, 2002.  The fourth amendment deleted 616 acres from 

the Redevelopment Project.  The fifth amendment added approximately 1,120 acres (including the 616 acres 

deleted from the Redevelopment Project) consisting of properties that are zoned residential, commercial, 

industrial and public.  The fifth amendment also increased the amount of tax increment that could be received 

over the life of the Redevelopment Project, and established new time limits for the added territory.  As 

amended, the Redevelopment Project includes 1,767 acres. 

 

A. Land Use 

 

Table B represents the breakdown of land use in the Redevelopment Project by the number of parcels and by 

assessed value for fiscal year 2016-17.  Unsecured values are connected with parcels that are already accounted 

for in other categories.  It should be noted that the figures below include the net taxable value for all parcels.  

This information is based on County land use designations as provided by the County. 

 
 

 

Table B 

Redevelopment Project Component Area Land Use Summary 
 

 Sunset Area Amendment Area Redevelopment Project 

Category 

No. 

Parcels 

Taxable 

Value 

% of 

Value 

No. 

Parcels Taxable Value 

% of 

Value 

No. 

Parcels Taxable Value 

% of 

Value 

  Residential 258  $  77,762,081 12.54% 1,257  $408,267,756  56.16% 1,515 $   486,029,837  36.07% 

  Commercial 132  267,083,891  43.06% 105  172,610,553  23.74% 237  439,694,444  32.63% 

  Industrial 158  169,903,248  27.39% 86  74,372,233  10.23% 244  244,275,481 18.13% 

  Institutional 3  0 0.0% 5  127,706  0.02% 8  127,706 0.01% 

  Recreational 1  0 0.0% 26  1,233,810  0.17% 27  1,233,810 0.09% 

  Vacant Land 38  35,020,610  5.65% 96  23,704,911  3.26% 134  58,725,521 4.36% 

  Exempt 26 0 0.0% 67  0  0.00% 93  0 0.00% 

Subtotals: 616 $549,769,830  88.63% 1,642  $680,316,969  93.58% 2,258  $1,230,086,799  91.30% 

          

  Non-Unitary  $                  0 0.00%  $                  0  0.00%  $                  0  0.00% 

  Unsecured   70,561,204  11.37%   46,677,570  6.42%  117 238 774  8.70% 

Subtotals:  $  70,561,204  11.37%  $  46,677,570  6.42%  $   117,238,774  8.70% 

          

Totals: 616  $620,331,034  100.00% 1,642  $726,994,539  100.00% 2,258 $1,347,325,573  100.00% 
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B. Redevelopment Plan Limits 

The Sunset Area - The statutes governing redevelopment plans and their limitations have undergone three 

major amendments since the original adoption of the Plan.  Chapter 942, Statutes of 1993, as codified in Section 

33333.6 of the Law, limits the life of redevelopment plans adopted prior to January 1, 1994 to 40 years from 

the date of adoption or January 1, 2009, whichever is later.  It also limits the period within which a 

redevelopment project area may receive tax increment to the life of the redevelopment plan plus ten years 

beyond the termination of redevelopment activities except to accommodate certain specific low and moderate-

income housing obligations or to pay debt service on bonds, indebtedness or other financial obligations 

authorized prior to January 1, 1994.  These pre-1994 redevelopment plans are further required to include a 

limitation on the number of tax increment dollars that may be allocated to the redevelopment agency; a time 

limit on the establishing of indebtedness to be repaid with tax increment; and a limit on the amount of bonded 

indebtedness to be repaid with tax increment that can be outstanding at one time.  These limits can be extended 

only by an amendment of the redevelopment plan. 

 

For redevelopment plans adopted prior to 1994, Chapter 942 stipulates that the time limit for establishing 

indebtedness shall not exceed 20 years from the adoption of the redevelopment plan or January 1, 2004, 

whichever is later.  Chapter 741, Statutes of 2001, was adopted under SB 211 and amends several sections of 

the Law that control time limitations for redevelopment project areas.  Limitations, that under prior legislation 

could not be amended or had different amendment procedures, in accordance with this section, may be 

modified through project area amendments as set forth in this section of the Law (see Section VI). 

 

The Plan was originally adopted prior to 1994.  The provisions of Chapter 942 apply to the Sunset Area that 

is the remaining territory of the Redevelopment Project that was adopted in 1982.  As originally adopted the 

Plan extended to December 31, 2027, contained no time limit on the repayment of debt, and stipulated July 

19, 2002 as the time limit for establishing debt.  The original limitation on the receipt of tax increment was 

$90 million, and the amount of bonds to be repaid with tax increment that could be outstanding at one time 

could not exceed $15 million. 

 

Ordinance 330 (November 23, 1994) established the duration of the Plan as July 19, 2022, and limited the time 

to receive property taxes to repay indebtedness to July 19, 2032.  In 1998 legislation was enacted (AB 1342, 

Chapter 635, Statutes of 1998) that provided that redevelopment plans adopted prior to January 1, 1994 that 

had a limitation period shorter than the terms of Chapter 942 could be amended to extend the limitation to the 

maximum of Chapter 942.  Under this authorization the Commission adopted Ordinance 392 on September 8, 

1999, amending the Plan to extend the time to incur indebtedness to be repaid with tax increment to January 

1, 2004. 

 

By Ordinance 393, on October 13, 1999 the City amended the Plan to increase the limit on the amount of 

bonds that could be repaid with tax increment from $15 million to $90 million. This $90 million limit is 

exclusive of any payments to be made from the principal amount of such bonds to any taxing agency pursuant 

to a tax-sharing requirement and any deposit to the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund as a result of 

such payments to the taxing agencies.  On July 10, 2002, when the Plan was amended by Ordinance 423 to 

delete and add territory, the limit on the amount of tax increment that could be allocated to the Redevelopment 

Project was increased from $90 million to $500 million.  The limit on tax increment is exclusive of payments 

pursuant to tax-sharing agreements in the Sunset Area and statutory tax-sharing in the Amendment Area and 

exclusive of the Housing Set-Aside Requirement resulting from tax-sharing payments (See V. below). 

 

The Amendment Area was adopted after 1993 in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 942 for 

redevelopment plans adopted beginning in 1994.  Redevelopment plans adopted after 1993 are required to 
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contain a limitation on the amount of bonds to be repaid with tax increment that may be outstanding at one 

time.  Further, such post 1994 plans may incur debt up to 20 years from the date of the plan’s adoption, may 

be effective for 30 years from the date of adoption, and may collect tax increment for 45 years after the adoption 

of the redevelopment plan. 

 

SB 1045 (Chapter 260, Statutes of 2003) allows redevelopment agencies that made contributions to the 

Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund in 2004 (ERAF, see VI Legislation, below) to extend by one year 

the effective date of their redevelopment plans and the last date to repay debt with tax increment.  With the 

adoption of Ordinance 446 on November 10, 2004, the redevelopment plan effectiveness time limit was 

extended by one year to July 19, 2023, and the time limit to receive tax increment to repay debt was extended 

by one year to July 19, 2033. 

 

Any agency having to make ERAF payments for 2005 and 2006 may have its redevelopment plan amended 

by ordinance to extend the time limit on the effectiveness of the plan for one year for each year it makes the 

payment by ordinance of the legislative body providing the agency is in compliance with certain specifications 

(See VI Legislation, below).  These amendments have not been adopted by the City Council and we have not 

assumed that these extensions to the time limits of the Plan will be made.  

 

Pursuant to Chapter 741, Statutes of 2001, the time limit for incurring debt to be repaid with tax increment 

may be eliminated by an amendment of the redevelopment plan.  Such an amendment will trigger statutory 

tax-sharing pursuant to Chapter 942 (See VII.A. below).  On November 10, 2004, the time limit for incurring 

debt to be repaid with tax increment within the Sunset Area was eliminated by Ordinance 447. 

 

On September 22, 2015, the Governor signed Senate Bill 107 (“SB 107”).  This legislation implemented a 

number of revisions to the Health and Safety Code as it impacts the time and tax increment limits of former 

redevelopment project areas.  The legislation eliminated the effectiveness of tax increment limits, limits on 

redevelopment activities and time limits on repayment of indebtedness except for all but contractual 

agreements that had been structured to terminate based on a project area reaching its tax increment and/or time 

limits.    Pursuant to SB 107, Gross Tax Revenues will continue to be allocated from the Project Areas until 

such time as all authorized enforceable obligations, including the Bonds, have been repaid. 

 

 

III. Project Area Assessed Values 

 

 A. Assessed Values 

Taxable values are prepared and reported by the County Auditor-Controller each fiscal year and represent the 

aggregation of all locally assessed properties that are part of each component Project Area.  The assessments 

are assigned to Tax Rate Areas (TRA) that are coterminous with the boundaries of the Project Area.  The 

historic reported taxable values for the Project Area and it’s component areas were reviewed in order to 

ascertain the rate of taxable property valuation growth over the most recent ten fiscal years beginning with 

2007-08.   

 

Between 2007-08 and 2016-17 the taxable value within the Sunset Area increased by $38,502,671 (6.62%).  

This represents an average annual growth of only 0.74%.  Growth has been very slow to recover from the 

reductions in value that occurred in fiscal years 2009-10 through 2011-12 and again in 2015-16 within the 

Sunset Area.  Assessed values within the Sunset Area for 2016-17 are now $15 million (2.49%) above the 

peak values in 2008-09 prior to the economic downturn. 
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Between 2007-08 and 2016-17 the taxable value within the Amendment Area increased by $174,143,673 

(31.50%).  This represents an average annual growth of 3.12% despite reductions in value that occurred in 

fiscal year 2009-10 within the Amendment Area.  Growth has been steady in the other years since 2010-11.  

Assessed values within the Amendment Area for 2016-17 is $129.8 million (21.97%) greater than the peak 

values in 2008-09 prior to the economic downturn. 

 

Assessed values within the Project Area suffered a value reduction among the single family residential 

properties within their boundaries due to the requirements of Prop 8.  Within the Sunset Area, there are 31 

single family home parcels that for 2016-17 are still below their adjusted base values.  A total of $712,985 in 

single family home values was recovered by the Assessor on 34 parcels for 2016-17.  These parcels have a 

potential total of $2.7 million in value to be recovered as market values increase.  The Amendment Area has a 

larger number of residential parcels than the Sunset Area and suffered the larger declines in taxable value as 

the result of the loss of market values during the recession.  For 2016-17 the Amendment Area still has 231 

parcels enrolled at values below their adjusted base values and these parcels possess a potential value recovery 

amount of $23.1 million.  Values for 2016-17 in the Amendment Area included $5.2 million in value that was 

recovered on 256 parcels that had been previously reduced in value under Prop 8.     

 

The two Project Area component areas have grown at differing rates since 2007-08.  Each of the component 

areas experienced some amount of value loss during 2009-10.  The Sunset Area also experienced loss during 

2010-11 and 2011-12 and again in 2015-16.  The table below shows the taxable values for each of the 

component areas and the percentage by which these values have increased above the prior year values. 

 

 

Table C 

Taxable Value History and Percentage Growth from Prior Year 

By Component Area and Redevelopment Project 

 Sunset Area Amendment Area Redevelopment Project 

2007-08 $581,828,363 $552,850,866 $1,134,679,229 

    

2008-09 605,307,383 597,163,944 1,202,471,327 

 4.04% 8.02% 5.97% 

2009-10 602,293,882 590,866,028 1,193,159,910 

 (0.50%) (1.05%) (0.77%) 

2010-11 590,424,729 611,576,626 1,202,001,355 

 (1.97%) 3.51% 0.74% 

2011-12 574,589,593 613,421,956 1,188,011,549 

 (2.68%) 0.30% (1.16%) 

2012-13 583,340,558 622,298,042 1,205,638,600 

 1.52% 1.45% 1.48% 

2013-14 588,460,544 641,568,401 1,230,028,945 

 0.88% 3.10% 2.02% 

2014-15 601,839,572 667,754,364 1,269,593,936 

 2.27% 4.08% 3.22% 

2015-16 593,563,090 704,811,018 1,298,374,108 

 (1.38%) 5.55% 2.27% 

2016-17 620,331,034 726,994,539 1,347,325,573 

 4.51% 3.15% 3.77% 

 

The detailed history of assessed values for each of the component areas and for the Redevelopment Project 

from 2007-08 to 2016-17 is illustrated on Table 3 (attached) for each tax increment projection. 
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 B. Top Ten Taxable Property Owners 

A review of the top ten taxpayers in the Redevelopment Project for fiscal year 2016-17 was conducted.  Within 

the Redevelopment Project, the aggregate total taxable value for the ten largest taxpayers totaled $221,653,944.  

This amount is 20.59% of the $1 billion Redevelopment Project incremental value.  The top taxpayer in the 

Redevelopment Project is Vestar Kimco Santee LP that controls nine secured parcels and an unsecured 

assessment with a combined valuation of $48,384,024.  The value of the Vestar Kimco Santee LP parcels is 

4.50% of the Redevelopment Project total incremental value.  The second largest taxpayer in the 

Redevelopment Project is Walmart Stores LP that controls a total of $29,006,793 in secured assessed value on 

three parcels.  This amount is 2.70% of the Redevelopment Project incremental value. Table D below illustrates 

the percentage of incremental value for the top ten taxpayers in the Redevelopment Project and their relative 

importance to the incremental value of the Redevelopment Project. 

 

Six of the property owners listed as top taxpayers within the Redevelopment Project are located within the 

Sunset Area and four property owners are located within the Amendment Area.  The top ten taxpayers within 

the Redevelopment Project and the individual component areas are shown on Table 5 for each of the 

projections. 

 

 

Table D 

Redevelopment Project Top Ten Property Taxpayers  (1)
 

 

Property Owner 

 

Combined Value 

% of Total 

Assessed Value 

% of Total 

Incremental Value Primary Land Use 

Vestar Kimco Santee LP $48,384,024  3.59% 4.50% Trolley Square at Santee Town 

Center 

Walmart Stores LP (2) 29,006,793  2.15% 2.70% Walmart Store 

Santee Retail LP 21,366,537  1.59% 1.99% The Marketplace at Santee 

HCA Arbors Apartment 20,790,544  1.54% 1.93% The Arbors Apartments 

American Realty Capital Properties Inc. 18,846,730  1.40% 1.75% Commercial Office Building – 

HD Supply 

Costco Wholesale Corporation 17,388,989  1.29% 1.62% Costco Warehouse 

Petsmart Inc. 16,752,478  1.24% 1.56% Pet Supply Retail Store 

Target (2) 16,702,932  1.24% 1.55% Target Store 

Von’s Companies Inc. 16,372,008  1.22% 1.52% Vons Grocery Store 

Lowes HIW 16,042,909  1.19% 1.49% Lowes Home Improvement 

Store 

Top Taxpayer Total Value $221,653,944    

Project Area Assessed Value $1,347,325,573 16.45%   

Project Area Inc. Value $1,076,294,174  20.59%  

 
(1)  2016-17 top property owners current as of August 10, 2016 
(2)  Pending Appeals 

 

Among the Redevelopment Project top ten taxpayers, Walmart Stores LP and Target have assessment appeals 

pending (see Section IV F below). 
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IV. Tax Allocation and Disbursement 

 

 A. Property Taxes 

The taxable values of property are established each year on the January 1 property tax lien date.  Real property 

values reflect the reported assessed values for secured and unsecured land and improvements.  The base year 

value of a parcel is the value established as the full market value upon a parcel’s sale, improvement or other 

reassessment.  Article XIIIA of the California Constitution (Proposition 13) provides that a parcel’s base year 

value is established when locally assessed real property undergoes a change in ownership or when new 

construction occurs.    Following the year a parcel’s base year value is first enrolled, the parcel’s value is 

factored annually for inflation.  The term base year value does not, in this instance, refer to the base year value 

of the Redevelopment Project.  Pursuant to Article XIIIA, Section 2(b) of the State Constitution and California 

Revenue and Taxation Code Section 51, the percentage increase in the parcel’s value cannot exceed 2% of the 

prior year's value.   

 

Secured property includes property on which any property tax levied by a county becomes a lien on that 

property.  Unsecured property typically includes value for tenant improvements, fixtures, inventory and 

personal property.  A tax levied on unsecured property does not become a lien against the taxed unsecured 

property, but may become a lien on certain other secured property owned by the taxpayer.  The taxes levied 

on unsecured property are levied at the previous year's secured property tax rate.  Utility property assessed by 

the State Board of Equalization (the Board) may be revalued annually and such assessments are not subject to 

the inflation limitations established by Proposition 13.  The taxable value of Personal Property is also 

established on the lien dates and is not subject to the annual 2% limit of locally assessed real property. 

 

Each year the Board announces the applicable adjustment factor. Since the adoption of Proposition 13, inflation 

has, in most years, exceeded 2% and the announced factor has reflected the 2% cap. Through 2010-11 there 

were six occasions when the inflation factor has been less than 2%.  Until 2010-11 the annual adjustment never 

resulted in a reduction to the base year values of individual parcels, however, the factor that was applied to 

real property assessed values for the January 1, 2010 assessment date was a -0.237% and this resulted in 

reductions to the adjusted base year value of parcels. The changes in the California Consumer Price Index 

(CCPI) from October of one year and October of the next year are used to determine the adjustment factor for 

the January assessment date.  Table E below reflects the inflation adjustment factors for the current fiscal year, 

ten prior fiscal years and the adjustment factor for the next fiscal year. 

 

 
Table E 

Historical Inflation Adjustment Factors 

Fiscal Year Inflation Adj. Factor 

2006-07 2.000% 

2007-08 2.000% 

2008-09 2.000% 

2009-10 2.000% 

2010-11 -0.237% 

2011-12 0.753% 

2012-13 2.000% 

2013-14 2.000% 

2014-15 0.454% 

2015-16 1.998% 

2016-17 1.525% 
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For purposes of the projection we have assumed that the inflation adjustment factor for fiscal year 2017-18 

and future years will be 2.00%.  This assumption is based on the fact that the inflation adjustment factor has 

been at the maximum allowed amount of 2.00% in 31 of the 41 years since the adoption of Proposition 13.  

We believe that assuming the resumption of a 2.00% inflation adjustment factor is justified by historical 

experience. 

 

 B. Supplemental Assessments 

Chapter 498 of the Statutes of 1983 provides for the reassessment of property upon a change of ownership or 

completion of new construction.  Such reassessment is referred to as the Supplemental Assessment and is 

determined by applying the current year's tax rate to the amount of the increase or decrease in a property's 

value and prorating the resulting property taxes to reflect the portion of the tax year remaining as determined 

by the date of the change in ownership or completion of new construction.  Supplemental Assessments become 

a lien against Real Property. 

 

Since 1984-85, revenues derived from Supplemental Assessments have been allocated to redevelopment 

agencies and taxing entities in the same manner as regularly collected property taxes.  The receipt of 

Supplemental Assessment Revenues by taxing entities typically follows the change of ownership by a year or 

more.  We have not included revenues resulting from Supplemental Assessments in the projections.   

 

 C. Tax Rates 

Tax rates will vary from area to area within the State, as well as within a community and a project area.  The 

tax rate for any particular parcel is based upon the jurisdictions levying the tax rate for the area where the 

parcel is located.  The tax rate consists of the general levy rate of $1.00 per $100 of taxable value and the over-

ride tax rate.  The over-ride rate is that portion of the tax rate that exceeds the general levy tax rate and is levied 

to pay voter approved indebtedness or contractual obligations that existed prior to the enactment of Proposition 

13. 

 

A Constitutional amendment approved in June 1983 allows the levy of over-ride tax rates to repay indebtedness 

for the acquisition and improvement of real property, upon approval by a two-thirds vote.  A subsequent 

amendment of the Constitution prohibits the allocation to redevelopment agencies of tax revenues derived 

from over-ride tax rates levied for repayment of indebtedness approved by the voters after December 31, 1988.  

Tax rates that were levied to support any debt approved by voters after December 31, 1988 were not allocated 

to redevelopment agencies.  The over-ride tax rates typically decline each year as a result of (1) increasing 

property values (which would reduce the over-ride rate that must be levied to meet debt service) and (2) the 

eventual retirement of debt over time.  Prior to the dissolution of redevelopment agencies, there was one tax 

rate levied within the Redevelopment Project that had been approved by voters prior to 1989 and that produced 

tax revenue for repayment of debt.  The tax rate included a tax rate levied by the Metropolitan Water District 

that was levied on all taxable value. 

 

Section 34183(a)(1) of the Law as amended by AB1x 26 requires the County Auditor Controller to allocate all 

revenues attributable to tax rates levied to make annual repayments of the principal and interest on any bonded 

indebtedness for the acquisition or improvement of real property to the taxing entity levying the tax rate.  This 

was interpreted by the County to include none of the revenues resulting from over-ride tax rates that were 

previously being allocated to redevelopment agencies except for tax rates levied to cover pension fund 

obligations based on their determination that these tax rates are not being levied for repayment of indebtedness 

for acquisition or improvement of real property.  There are no tax rates levied within the Project Area to fund 

pension fund obligations.  As a result, the tax increment revenues being deposited into the RPTTF include only 
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those revenues derived from the general levy tax rate.  No tax revenue derived from the tax levies by the 

Metropolitan Water District has been allocated to the Successor Agency since 2011-12.  

 

The Sunset Area contains a total of 18 Tax Rate Areas (TRAs) and the Amendment Area contains 28 TRAs.  

A TRA is a geographic area within which the taxes on all property are levied by a certain set of taxing entities.  

These taxing entities each receive a prorated share of the general levy and those taxing entities with voter 

approved over-ride tax rates receive the revenue resulting from that over-ride tax rate.  The tax increment 

projections are based only on the 1% general levy tax rate.   

 

As the result of the enactment of SB 107, the Law has been changed such that tax revenue from debt service 

override tax rates is now clearly required to be allocated directly to the taxing entity levying that tax rate except 

to the extent that this revenue has been pledged to the payment of bonded indebtedness.  Within the 

Redevelopment Project, all tax revenue including that revenue produced by the Metropolitan Water District’s 

debt service override tax rate was pledged to the payment of debt service on the bonds that are being refunded 

by issuance of the Bonds.  Under the law as revised by SB 107, this revenue must continue to be made available 

to the Successor Agency for payment of bonded indebtedness, however, any such revenue that is not necessary 

for payment of debt service on the Bonds will be allocated by the County to the water district and will not be 

deposited into the RPTTF.  Because of the amount of debt service coverage within the Redevelopment Project, 

for purposes of the projections we have assumed that the revenue from the debt service override tax rate will 

not be allocated to the Successor Agency’s RPTTF revenues.   

 

 D. Allocation of Taxes 

Taxes on secured property values paid by property owners are due in two equal installments on November 1 

and on February 1 and become delinquent on December 10 and April 10.  Taxes on unsecured property are 

due March 1 and become delinquent August 31.  Prior to dissolution of redevelopment agencies, the County 

disbursed secured tax increment revenue to the former redevelopment agencies from November through 

August with approximately 45 percent of secured revenues apportioned by the end of December and a total of 

95% of the secured revenues by the end of the following May.  Unsecured revenues were disbursed to the 

former redevelopment agencies from September through June of each fiscal year with approximately 90% of 

the unsecured revenues being apportioned in September.  The County Auditor-Controller apportions tax 

increment revenue based on collections and does not utilize the alternative allocation method known as the 

Teeter Plan.  The apportionment schedule described above and the apportionment of tax increment revenue 

based on collections was in use by the County Auditor Controller for many years prior to redevelopment 

dissolution and continues to be the pattern of tax increment revenue allocation. 

 

As of February 1, 2012, the apportionment of tax increment revenue was dictated by the legislation adopted 

as ABx1 26 (See Legislation, Section VI).  Revenue is now apportioned to Successor Agencies on January 2 

and June 1 of each fiscal year.  All tax increment revenue is accumulated by the County Auditor-Controller in 

the RPTTF for allocation on these two dates.  The tax increment revenue available for allocation on January 2 

consists of revenues collected after June 1 of the previous fiscal year and for collections in November and 

December of the current fiscal year.  The tax increment revenues available for allocation on June 1 include 

revenues collected from January 1 to June 1 of the current fiscal year.   

 

From the amounts accumulated in the RPTTF for each allocation date, the County Auditor-Controller is to 

deduct its own County administrative charges and is to calculate and deduct amounts owed, if any, to taxing 

entities for tax sharing agreements entered into pursuant to Section 33401 of the Law and for statutory tax 

sharing obligations required by Sections 33607.5 and 33607.7 of the Law.  The amount remaining after these 
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reductions, if any, is what is available for payment by the Successor Agency of debt obligations of the former 

redevelopment agency.  

 

Prior to receiving revenues on January 2 and June 1, the Successor Agency must adopt a Recognized 

Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) that lists the debt obligations of the former redevelopment agency that 

must be paid during the upcoming six month periods of January 1 through June 30 and July 1 through 

December 31.  There is a provision in the legislation for a Successor Agency to request additional amounts in 

one ROPS payment to allow it to make payments that may be beyond the revenues available in the upcoming 

allocation cycle.  The ROPS must be submitted at least 90 days prior to each RPTTF allocation date and 

approved by the Successor Agency’s Oversight Board that is established in the legislation with membership 

consisting of representatives from various taxing entities.  The ROPS must also receive approval from the State 

Department of Finance (the “DOF”). Filing ROPS statements is mandated by statute and penalties are incurred 

if they are filed late or if they are not filed at all. 

 

The Successor Agency is entitled to receive an amount to cover the administrative costs of winding down the 

business of the former redevelopment agency.  This amount is set by AB1x 26 at the greater of $250,000 per 

year or a maximum of 3% of the amount allocated from the RPTTF.  AB 1484 added language that allowed 

the Oversight Board to reduce the amount of the minimum administrative allowance.  To the extent that 

revenues are insufficient to pay all of the approved ROPS obligations, the Successor Agency’s administrative 

allowance will be reduced or eliminated.  Successor Agency administrative allowance amounts that have been 

approved but cannot be paid due to a lack of RPTTF revenue will be carried over to the next RPTTF allocation 

for payment as funds become available. 

 

As a result of passage of SB 107, commencing July 1, 2016 the administrative cost allowance will be 3% of 

the actual property taxes allocated to the Successor Agency in the preceding fiscal year less the Successor 

Agency’s administrative cost allowance and City loan repayment amounts.  If, however, 3% of the actual 

property taxes allocated in the preceding fiscal year is greater than 50% of the total RPTTF amounts distributed 

to pay enforceable obligations as reduced by the administrative allowance and City loan repayment amounts, 

then the administrative cost allowance shall not exceed 50% of the total RPTTF amounts distributed to pay 

enforceable obligations as reduced by the administrative allowance and City Loan repayment amounts. 

 

If there are RPTTF amounts remaining after reductions for County administrative charges, amounts owed, if 

any, to taxing entities for tax sharing agreements entered into pursuant to Section 33401 of the Law, 

enforceable obligations and Successor Agency administrative allowance, these remainder amounts are referred 

to as Residual Revenue.  Residual Revenue for each allocation cycle is proportionately allocated to the taxing 

entities and to the Educational Revenue and Augmentation Fund (ERAF).  The legislation stipulates that the 

combination of tax sharing payments and Residual Revenue payments to tax entities may not exceed that 

taxing entity’s full share of tax increment revenue.  In circumstances where a taxing entity receives all or most 

of its share of tax increment revenue as a result of its tax sharing agreement, that taxing entity’s share of the 

Residual Revenue distribution may be reduced and the portions of Residual Revenue allocated to the other 

taxing entities will be proportionately increased. (See Section VII – Tax Sharing Agreements and Other 

Obligations, below).  The forms and procedures used by a successor agency to submit its ROPS to its Oversight 

Board and to the DOF are dictated by the legislation as interpreted by DOF. 

 

 E. Annual Tax Receipts to Tax Levy 

The County Auditor-Controller apportions tax revenues to the RPTTF based upon the amount of the tax levy 

that is received from the taxpayers.  Collection rates for the Project Areas have been consistently high.  The 

following table illustrates the final tax revenue collections for the previous six fiscal years.  To calculate the 
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rate of collections, the revenue allocated to the component project areas for current year revenues (secured, 

unsecured and Homeowners exemption revenues) are compared to the adjusted tax charge for that year.  

Occasionally, a collection rate of greater than 100% or an abnormally low collection rate occurs when roll 

corrections are made by the Assessor after publication of the tax roll. 

 

 
Table F  

Current Year Collection Rates  

for Most Recent Five Years 
 

Fiscal 

Year 

 

Adjusted  

Tax Levy 

 

Current Year 

Apportioned 

 

Prior Year 

Collections 

 

Total 

Apportioned 

Current Year 

Collections 

(%) 

Total  

Collection 

(%) 

2011-122 $  9,336,802 $  9,186,742 $ (24,411) $  9,162,331 98.39% 98.13% 

2012-13 9,497,488 9,381,665 155,654 9,537,319 98.78% 100.42% 

2013-14 9,725,322 9,625,296 181,965 9,807,261 98.97% 100.84% 

2014-15 10,106,089 10,012,212 232,160 10,244,372 99.07% 101.37% 

2015-16 10,400,972 10,319,900 193,933 10,513,833 99.22% 101.09% 
Source:  San Diego County Auditor-Controller’s Office, Disbursement Tax Division “Agency Trust Fund Summary” 

 

 

 F. Assessment Appeals 

Assessment appeals data from the County and through July 20, 2016 has been reviewed to determine the 

potential impact that pending appeals may have on the projected Gross Tax Revenues.  We have determined 

that there are 27 pending appeals within the Redevelopment Project.  In order to estimate the potential 

reduction in assessed value that may occur as a result of these pending appeals, we have reviewed the historical 

averages since 2011 for the number of appeals allowed and the amount of assessed value removed.  We have 

then applied those averages to the currently pending appeals and estimated the number of pending appeals that 

may be allowed and the amount of assessed value that may be removed as a result of these pending appeals. 

 

Two of the Redevelopment Project top ten taxpayers have pending appeals of their assessed value.  These 

taxpayers are among the Redevelopment Project top ten taxpayers, Walmart Stores LP and Target have 

assessment appeals pending. 

 

The table below summarizes the projected loss of assessed value will result from the assessment appeals that 

are currently pending within the component project areas.  The projected reductions in value from successful 

appeals have been factored into the projection of value for 2017-18. 

 
Table G 

Assessment Appeals Summary 
2011-12 through July 20, 2016 

Project Areas 

Total No. 

of 

Appeals 

No. of 

Resolved 

Appeals 

No. of 

Successful 

Appeals 

Avg. 

Reduction 

No. & Value of Appeals 

Pending 

Est. No. of 

Appeals 

Allowed 

Est. Reduction on 

Pending Appeals 

Allowed 

(2016-17 Value Adj.) 

Sunset Area 55 41 33 28.59% 14      ($32,077,219) 11  $  7,382,226 

Amendment Area 71 58 55 16.34% 13      ($41,992,363) 12  $  6,504,710 

Redevelopment 

Project 126 99 88 25.68% 27      ($74,069,582) 23 $13,886,936 

 

                                                           
2 Collections data for fiscal year 2011-12 may be inaccurate due to reporting from County data.  This first year of dissolution 

caused County reporting to be significantly revised and underreporting of revenues was likely.  
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As mentioned above, only two of the top taxpayers in the Redevelopment Project have pending assessment 

appeals.  The table below reflects those currently pending assessment appeals among the top taxpayers. 

 
Table H 

Pending Assessment Appeals Among Top Taxpayers 

 

Taxpayer 

FY of 

Appeal 

No. Of 

Parcels 

Under 

Appeal 

Total Value 

Under Appeal 

Owner Opinion 

of Value 

Potential 

Max. Value 

Reduction 

Walmart Stores LP 2015-16 1 $15,041,950 $1,974,720 $13,067,230  

Target Corporation 2015-16 1 $16,753,661 $   410,000 $16,343,661  

 

 G. County Collection Charges 

Chapter 466 (SB 2557) allows counties to recover charges for property tax administration in an amount equal 

to their 1989-90 property tax administration costs, as adjusted annually.  For fiscal year 2015-16, the County 

collection charges were $114,135 within the Redevelopment Project.  Based on the original tax charge for 

2015-16, this amount is 1.098% of the anticipated Gross Revenue.  We have projected the County SB 2557 

collection charges for 2016-17 and future years at 1.098% of Gross Tax Revenue.  For purposes of these 

projections, we have assumed that the County Auditor Controller will continue to charge the Successor Agency 

for property tax administration and that such charge will increase proportionally with any increases in revenue.  

This charge is calculated on the amount of gross property tax revenue allocated to the Successor Agency.   

 

 H. Allocation of State Assessed Unitary Taxes 

Legislation enacted in 1986 (Chapter 1457) and 1987 (Chapter 921) provided for a modification of the 

distribution of tax revenues derived from utility property assessed by the State Board of Equalization, other 

than railroads.  Prior to the 1988-89 fiscal year, property assessed by the SBE was assessed statewide and was 

allocated according to the location of individual components of a utility in a tax rate area.  Commencing in 

1988-89, tax revenues derived from unitary property and assessed by the SBE are accumulated in a single Tax 

Rate Area for the County.  It is then distributed to each taxing entity in the County in the following manner:  

(1) each taxing entity will receive the same amount as in the previous year plus an increase for inflation of up 

to two percent; (2) if utility tax revenues are insufficient to provide the same amount as in the previous year, 

each taxing entity's share would be reduced pro-rata county wide; and (3) any increase in revenue above two 

percent would be allocated in the same proportion as the taxing entity's local secured taxable values are to the 

local secured taxable values of the County.  

 

To administer the allocation of unitary tax revenues to redevelopment agencies, the County Auditor Controller 

no longer includes the taxable value of utilities as part of the reported taxable values of the project area, 

therefore, the base year of project areas have been reduced by the amount of utility value that existed originally 

in the base year.  The County Auditor Controller allocated an aggregate total of $127,518 of unitary tax revenue 

to the Redevelopment Project for 2015-16.  For purposes of the projections we estimate that this same amount 

of unitary tax revenue will be allocated for each fiscal year of the projection.  The unitary tax revenue amounts 

that were allocated for 2015-16 are listed by component area in Table I below. 
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Table I 

Unitary Revenue Allocated 

Project Area Unitary Revenue 

Sunset Area $  94,342 

Amendment Area            33,176     

Redevelopment Project $127,518 

 

 

V. Low and Moderate Income Housing Set-Aside 

 

Sections 33334.2 and 33334.3 of the Law required redevelopment agencies to set aside not less than 20 percent 

of all tax increment revenues from project areas adopted after December 31, 1976 into a low and moderate 

income housing fund (the “Housing Set-Aside Requirement”).  Sections 33334.3, 33334.6 and 33334.7 of the 

Law extend this requirement to redevelopment projects adopted prior to January 1, 1977.  With the adoption 

of AB1x 26, the Housing Set-Aside Requirement was eliminated.  The housing fund into which these set-aside 

amounts were formerly deposited has been eliminated and any unencumbered amounts remaining in that fund 

have been identified through a mandated Due Diligence Review.  The amounts found to be unencumbered 

through this Due Diligence Review have been paid to the County and these funds have been allocated to the 

taxing entities within the former project area.  

 

 

VI. Legislation 

 

In order to address State Budget deficits, the Legislature enacted SB 614, SB 844 and SB 1135 that required 

payments from redevelopment agencies for the 1992-93, 1993-94 and 1994-95 fiscal years into a countywide 

ERAF.  The Commission could have used any funds legally available and not legally obligated for other uses, 

including agency reserve funds, bond proceeds, earned income, and proceeds of land sales, but not moneys in 

the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund (the “Housing Fund”) to satisfy this obligation.  From 1995-96 

to 2001-02, state budgets were adopted with no additional shifting of tax increment revenues from 

redevelopment agencies, however, the 2002-03 State Budget required a shift of $75 million of tax increment 

revenues statewide from redevelopment agencies to ERAF to meet the state budget shortfall.  AB 1768 

(Chapter 1127, Statutes of 2002) was enacted by the Legislature and signed by the Governor and based upon 

the methodology provided in the 2002-03 budget, the shift requirement for the former redevelopment agencies 

to make payments into the ERAF was limited to fiscal year 2002-03 only. 

 

As part of the State’s 2003-04 budget legislation, SB 1045 (Chapter 260, Statutes of 2003) required 

redevelopment agencies statewide to contribute $135 million to local County ERAF which reduced the amount 

of State funding for schools.  This transfer of funds was limited to fiscal year 2003-04 only.  Under the Law 

as amended by SB 1045, the redevelopment agencies were authorized to use a simplified methodology to 

amend the individual redevelopment plans to extend by one year the effectiveness of the plan and the time 

during which the agencies could repay debt with tax increment revenues.  In addition, the amount of this 

payment and the ERAF payments made in prior years were to be deducted from the cumulative tax increment 

amounts applied to a project area’s cumulative tax increment revenue limit.   

 

After the State’s budget for 2004-05 was approved by the legislature and signed by the Governor, Senate Bill 

1096 was adopted.  Pursuant to SB 1096, redevelopment agencies within the State were required to pay a total 

of $250 million to ERAF for fiscal year 2004-05 and for 2005-06.  The payments were due on May 10 of each 

fiscal year.  As in previous years, payments were permitted to be made from any available funds other than the 
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Housing Fund.  If an agency was unable to make a payment, it was allowed to borrow up to 50% of the current 

year Housing Tax Set-Aside Requirement, however, the borrowed amount was required to be repaid to the 

Housing Fund within 10 years of the last ERAF payment (May 10, 2006).  Under SB 1096, redevelopment 

plans with less than ten years of effectiveness remaining from June 30, 2005, could be extended by one year 

for each year that an ERAF payment is made.  For redevelopment plans with 10 to 20 years of effectiveness 

remaining after June 30, 2005, the plans may be extended by one year for each year that an ERAF payment is 

made if the city council could find that the former redevelopment agency was in compliance with specified 

state housing requirements.  These requirements are: 1) that the agency is setting aside 20% of gross tax 

increment revenues; 2) that housing implementation plans are in place; 3) that replacement housing and 

inclusionary housing requirements are being met; and, 4) that no excess surplus exists.  As outlined below, the 

method by which ERAF loans from the Housing Fund may be repaid has been modified by the adoption of 

AB 1484.  The requirement for repayment of these loans by certain dates has been eliminated. 

 

In July, 2009, the Legislature adopted AB 26 4x as a means of implementing a package of 30 bills that were 

adopted in order to close the State’s budget deficit.  Under this legislation the former redevelopment agencies 

statewide were required to pay into their county’s “Supplemental” ERAF (the “SERAF”), $1.7 billion in fiscal 

year 2009-10 and were required to pay another $350 million in fiscal year 2010-11.  Based on a State Controller 

formula, the former redevelopment agencies were required to pay the required amounts by May, 2010 and 

May, 2011 respectively.   

 

Under this legislation, the former redevelopment agencies could use any available funds to make the SERAF 

payments.  If Housing Set-Aside Requirement or Housing Fund amounts were borrowed to make the SERAF 

payment, the borrowed amounts were required to be repaid to the Housing Fund by June 30, 2015 and June 

30, 2016 respectively.  Under the requirements of Section 34191.4 amended by AB 1484, however, 

redevelopment agencies that borrowed from the Housing Fund to make the required SERAF payments for 

2010 and for 2011 may only repay the borrowed amounts from annual amounts that are 50% of the increase 

in annual Residual Revenues that are above the Residual Revenue for fiscal year 2012-13.  Repayment amounts 

are, under current legislation, to be repaid to the Successor Housing Authority established pursuant to AB 1x 

26 and AB 1484 (see below).  Repayment of SERAF payment amounts borrowed from the Housing Fund may 

only be repaid from growth in Residual Revenue.  As a result, the repayment of these amounts will have no 

impact on the Successor Agency’s ability to repay indebtedness.   

 

AB 1x 26 and AB 1x 27 were introduced in May 2011 as placeholder bills and were substantially amended on 

June 14, 2011.  These bills proposed to dramatically modify the Law as part of the fiscal year 2011-12 State 

budget legislation.  AB 1x 26 would dissolve redevelopment agencies statewide effective October 1, 2011 and 

suspend all redevelopment activities as of its effective date.  AB 1x 27 would allow redevelopment agencies 

to avoid dissolution by opting into a voluntary program requiring them to make substantial annual 

contributions to local school and special districts.  The bills were signed by the Governor in late June, 2011 

and were challenged by a suit filed before the California Supreme Court by the CRA.  On December 29, 2011, 

the Supreme Court ruled that AB 1x 27 was unconstitutional and that AB 1x 26 was not unconstitutional.  On 

June 27, 2012 the legislature passed and the Governor signed Assembly Bill 1484.  This legislation made 

certain revisions to the language of AB 1x 26 based on experience after its implementation.   

 

Once the obligations of the former redevelopment agencies have been recognized as Enforceable Obligations, 

the Successor Agency is obliged to manage the repayment of those Enforceable Obligations through the 

semiannual adoption of ROPS by the Oversight Board that is made up of representatives of taxing entities 

within the former redevelopment agency.  Membership of the Oversight Board is dictated by Section 34179 

of the Law.  After 2016, there will be a single Oversight Board in each county that will be responsible for 



CDC Successor Agency of the City of Santee 

DRAFT Fiscal Consultant’s Report 

August 24, 2016, Page 16 

 

adoption of ROPS for all successor agencies in the county.  The ROPS establishes the amounts that may be 

paid by the Successor Agency on the former redevelopment agency’s debts during the six month periods 

following payments to the Successor Agency from the RPTTF by the County Auditor-Controller on January 

2 and June 1 of each year. 

 

The legislature has recently approved SB 107.  Among the changes to the dissolution statutes that were 

included in SB 107 was the affirmative elimination of the effectiveness of time and tax increment limits from 

the redevelopment plans of the former project areas.  Section 34189(a) now provides that the elimination of 

these limits will not result in the restoration or continuation of funding for projects whose contractual terms 

specified that project funding would cease once the limitations in the redevelopment plans had been reached.  

It doesn’t appear that any of the obligations of the Successor Agency will be affected by this change to the 

law. 

 

Numerous lawsuits have been filed on various aspects of AB 1x 26 and AB 1484 which could impact the 

dissolution of redevelopment agencies.  Our projections could be impacted as a result of future court decisions. 

 

 

VII. Tax Sharing Agreements and Other Obligations 

 

The legislation that dissolved redevelopment agencies also required that the calculation and payment of tax 

sharing amounts be taken over by the County Auditor-Controller.  Since February, 2012, the tax sharing 

obligations outlined below have been administered by the County Auditor-Controller’s office.   

 

 A. Tax Sharing Agreements 

 

SB 211 Payments 

As the result of an amendment made to the Sunset Area that eliminated the redevelopment plan limits on 

incurrence of new debt, the Sunset Area is subject to tax sharing payments to all taxing entities that have not 

entered into tax sharing agreements with the Commission.  These payments will be made in accordance with 

the three-tiered formulas for statutory tax sharing payments required of those project areas or amendment areas 

adopted after January 1, 1994.  These statutory tax-sharing payments began in the fiscal year following the 

year within which the former limit was passed and using the assessed value of the project area for the fiscal 

year within which the original time limit was exceeded as an adjusted base year value.   

 

The first tier tax-sharing amount is 25 percent of the gross tax increment revenue produced by the incremental 

growth in value above the project area value in the fiscal year that the original limit would have been exceeded 

less 20% for the Housing Set-Aside Requirement.  The City has elected to receive its share of this first tier of 

tax-sharing payments as permitted by the Law.  The second tier payments began in the eleventh year after the 

tier one payments are initiated.  This second tier payments are 21 percent of the tax increment revenue, net of 

the Housing Set-Aside Requirement, that is derived from the growth in assessed value that is in excess of the 

assessed value of the component area in year ten.  The City may not receive any portion of the second tier tax-

sharing payments.  The third tier payments begin in the 31st year after the initiation of the tier one payments.  

This third tier is 14 percent of the tax increment revenue, net of the Housing Set-Aside Requirement that is 

derived from the growth in assessed value that is in excess of the assessed value of the component area in the 

30th year.  The City may not receive any portion of the third tier tax-sharing payments.  These three tiers of 

tax sharing are calculated independent of one another and continue from their inception through termination 

of the component area’s repayment of debt. 
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Table J below shows the fiscal years that are or will be the adjusted base years for the three tiers of statutory 

tax sharing in the Sunset Area.  The adjusted base year values are shown where they have been determined. 

 

 

Table J 

SB 211 Statutory Tax Sharing Payment 

Adjusted Base Year Values 

 Tier 1 Adj. Base Year Tier 2 Adj. Base Year Tier 3 Adj. Base Year 

Sunset Area  
2003-04 

$362,141,705 

2013-14 

$453,381,273 

2033-34 

TBD 

 

Amendment Area 

Within the Amendment Area, statutory tax sharing payments required by Section 33607.5 of the Law began 

in 2003-04 fiscal year, and will continue for as long as the component project areas are entitled to repay 

indebtedness.  Within the first tier of tax sharing, the taxing entities receive their proportionate shares of an 

amount that is 25% of all tax increment apportioned to the component project area net of the Housing Set-

Aside Requirement.  Beginning in 2013-14, the 11th year after the fiscal year that tax increment is first received 

within the Amendment Area, the taxing entities begin to receive their proportionate shares of an amount that 

is 21% of the revenue derived from the incremental increase in assessed values above the component project 

area values for the tenth year (fiscal year 2012-13).  This payment is in addition to the first tier payments.  

Beginning in 2033-34, the 31st year after the fiscal year that tax increment revenue is first received, a third tier 

of tax sharing is initiated.  The taxing entities receive their proportionate shares of an amount that is 14% of 

the revenue derived from the increase in assessed values above the component project area values for the 30th 

year (fiscal year 2032-33).  These payments are in addition to the first and second tier payments. 

 

Under the Law, the City is considered a taxing entity and may elect to receive its share of the required tier 1 

payments.  The City may not, however, receive any share of the tier 2 and tier 3 payments.  The City has 

elected to receive its share of all tier 1 payment amounts. 

 

The City has agreed to subordinate their share of the SB 211 and AB 1290 statutory tax sharing payments to 

the debt service on the Bonds. 

 

 

VIII. Development Activities 

 

Real property represents assessed valuations for land and improvements.  The new development assumptions 

incorporated into this report include new construction or property transfer activities which are completed.  The 

impacts of these new development are included in the Projections of Incremental Taxable Value and Tax 

Increment Revenue and shown in detail on Tables 4 (New Development).   

 

Parc One @ Santee – Located at 310-320 Town Center Parkway, the Parc One @Santee apartment complex 

was developed by Intergulf J M R (Parc One) LLC.  The 172-unit community features one, two and three 

bedroom units.  Completed in April 2016, this development is anticipated to add $18,534,883 improvement 

value to the 2017-18 rolls based on building permit valuations provided by the City. 

 

Sales and Transfers Occurring After the Lien Date 

Changes in value due to transfers of ownership occurring after the lien date for the 2016-17 fiscal year will 

affect the taxable values for fiscal year 2017-18.   New development continues to occur within the 
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Redevelopment Project that is above and beyond changes of ownership but no additional value has been 

included in the projections for new construction.  The Table K below reflects the values changes incorporated 

into the projected values for 2017-18 as a result of the transfers of ownership occurring after January 1, 2016 

and through August 10, 2016. 

 
Table K 

Value Added to Projection from Transfers of Ownership 
 After 1/1/2016 

 

Project Area 

 

# Transfers 

Added Value To the 

2016-17 Rolls 

Sunset Area 24 $13,610,255 

Amendment Area   86 25,140,467 

Redevelopment Project 110 $38,750,722 

 

 

IX. Trended Taxable Value Growth 

 

In accordance with Proposition 13, growth in real property land and improvement values may reflect the year-

to-year inflationary rate not to exceed 2% for any given year.    A 2% growth rate is the maximum inflationary 

growth rate permitted by law and this rate of growth has been realized in all but ten years since 1976-77.  The 

years in which less than two percent growth was realized included fiscal years 1983-84 (1.0%), 1995-96 

(1.19%), 1996-97 (1.11%), 1999-00 (1.85%), 2004-05 (1.867%), 2010-11 (-0.237%), 2011-12 (0.753%), 

2014-15 (0.454%), 2015-16 (1.998%) and 2016-17 (1.525%).  We have assumed a resumption of 2% annual 

inflationary growth in all fiscal years after 2016-17.  Future values will also be impacted by changes of 

ownership and new construction not reflected in our projections.  In addition, the values of property previously 

reduced in value due to assessment appeals based on reduced market values could increase more than 2% when 

real estate values increase more than 2% (see Section IV A above).  Seismic activity and environmental 

conditions such as hazardous substances that are not anticipated in this Report might also impact taxable 

assessed values and Gross Revenues.  HdL Coren & Cone makes no representation that taxable assessed values 

will actually grow at the rate projected.   

 

Anticipated revenues could be adjusted as a result of unidentified assessment appeal refunds, other Assessor 

corrections discussed previously, or unanticipated increases or decreases in property tax values.  Estimated 

valuations from developments included in this analysis are based upon our understanding of the general 

practices of the County Assessor and County Auditor-Controller’s Office.  General assessment practices are 

subject to policy changes, legislative changes, and the judgment of individual appraisers.  While we believe 

our estimates to be reasonable, taxable values resulting from actual appraisals may vary from the amounts 

assumed in the projections. 
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project and Amendment
PROJECTION OF INCREMENTAL TAXABLE VALUE AND TAX REVENUES 24-Aug-16
(000's Omitted)

Table 1 - Combined

Taxable Values (1) 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26

  Real Property (2) 1,261,176 1,329,521 1,356,111 1,383,233 1,410,898 1,439,116 1,467,898 1,497,256 1,527,201 1,557,746
  Personal Property (3) 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149 86,149
Total Projected Value 1,347,326 1,415,670 1,442,260 1,469,383 1,497,047 1,525,265 1,554,048 1,583,406 1,613,351 1,643,895

Taxable Value over Base 271,031 1,076,294 1,144,639 1,171,229 1,198,351 1,226,016 1,254,234 1,283,016 1,312,374 1,342,319 1,372,863

Gross Tax Increment Revenue (4) 10,763 11,446 11,712 11,984 12,260 12,542 12,830 13,124 13,423 13,729
Unitary Tax Revenue 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128
Gross Tax Revenues 10,890 11,574 11,840 12,111 12,388 12,670 12,958 13,251 13,551 13,856

LESS:

  SB 2557 Admin. Fee (5) (120) (127) (130) (133) (136) (139) (142) (146) (149) (152)

Tax Sharing Payments

   Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (6) (376) (403) (421) (439) (458) (477) (497) (516) (537) (558)
   Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 2 (6) (54) (83) (103) (123) (143) (164) (185) (207) (229) (252)
   Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 3 (6) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (6) (843) (923) (946) (970) (994) (1,018) (1,044) (1,069) (1,095) (1,122)
   AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 2 (6) (176) (261) (286) (312) (338) (364) (391) (419) (447) (476)
   AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 3 (6) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pledged Tax Revenues 9,322 9,777 9,954 10,135 10,319 10,507 10,699 10,894 11,093 11,297

Subordinate Tax Sharing Payments

   City - SB 211 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (7) (113) (122) (127) (133) (138) (144) (150) (156) (162) (168)
   City - AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (7) (235) (258) (264) (271) (278) (284) (291) (299) (306) (313)

Net Tax Revenues 8,973 9,398 9,563 9,731 9,903 10,079 10,257 10,440 10,626 10,815

(1) Taxable values as reported by San Diego County
(2) Real property consists of land and improvements.  Increased for inflation at 2% annually.  Values for 2017-18 are increased 

by $57,285,605 due to new constructionto and 110 transfers of ownership from 1/1/2016 through 8/10/2016 and 
decreased by $13,886,936 for projected value loss due to pending assessment appeals. 

(3) Personal property is held constant at 2016-17 level.
(4) Projected Gross Tax Increment is based upon incremental values factored against the general levy tax rate of $1.00 per $100 

of taxable value.  Per ABx 1 26, all revenue derived from debt service override tax rates will be directed to the levying entities.
(5) SB 2557 charge is estimated at 1.098% of Gross Revenue.
(6) See individual projections for specific statutory tax sharing details.
(7) See individual projections for specific statutory tax sharing details.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project and Amendment
PROJECTION OF INCREMENTAL VALUE AND TAX INCREMENT REVENUE 24-Aug-16
(000s Omitted)

Table 2 - Combined

Taxable Value Pledged SB 211 Net

Total Over Base Gross Tax SB 2557 Tax Statutory Tax

Taxable Value 271,031 Revenue Charge Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Revenues Tax Sharing Revenues

1 2016-17 1,347,326 1,076,294 10,890 (120) (1,219) (229) 0 9,322 (349) 8,973
2 2017-18 1,415,670 1,144,639 11,574 (127) (1,325) (344) 0 9,777 (379) 9,398
3 2018-19 1,442,260 1,171,229 11,840 (130) (1,367) (389) 0 9,954 (391) 9,563
4 2019-20 1,469,383 1,198,351 12,111 (133) (1,409) (434) 0 10,135 (403) 9,731
5 2020-21 1,497,047 1,226,016 12,388 (136) (1,452) (481) 0 10,319 (416) 9,903
6 2021-22 1,525,265 1,254,234 12,670 (139) (1,495) (528) 0 10,507 (428) 10,079
7 2022-23 1,554,048 1,283,016 12,958 (142) (1,540) (577) 0 10,699 (441) 10,257
8 2023-24 1,583,406 1,312,374 13,251 (146) (1,586) (626) 0 10,894 (454) 10,440
9 2024-25 1,613,351 1,342,319 13,551 (149) (1,632) (676) 0 11,093 (468) 10,626

10 2025-26 1,643,895 1,372,863 13,856 (152) (1,679) (728) 0 11,297 (482) 10,815
11 2026-27 1,675,050 1,404,018 14,168 (156) (1,728) (780) 0 11,504 (496) 11,009
12 2027-28 1,706,828 1,435,796 14,485 (159) (1,777) (833) 0 11,716 (510) 11,206
13 2028-29 1,739,241 1,468,210 14,810 (163) (1,827) (888) 0 11,932 (524) 11,407
14 2029-30 1,772,303 1,501,272 15,140 (166) (1,879) (943) 0 12,152 (539) 11,613
15 2030-31 1,806,026 1,534,995 15,477 (170) (1,931) (1,000) 0 12,376 (554) 11,822
16 2031-32 1,840,424 1,569,392 15,821 (174) (1,984) (1,058) 0 12,605 (570) 12,036
17 2032-33 1,875,509 1,604,478 16,172 (178) (2,039) (1,117) 0 12,839 (585) 12,254
18 2033-34 1,911,296 1,640,265 16,530 (182) (2,094) (1,177) (22) 13,055 (602) 12,453
19 2034-35 1,947,799 1,676,768 16,895 (186) (2,151) (1,238) (63) 13,257 (618) 12,639
20 2035-36 1,985,032 1,714,001 17,268 (190) (2,209) (1,301) (105) 13,463 (635) 12,829
21 2036-37 2,023,010 1,751,979 17,647 (194) (2,268) (1,365) (148) 13,674 (652) 13,022
22 2037-38 2,061,747 1,790,716 18,035 (198) (2,328) (1,430) (191) 13,888 (669) 13,219
23 2038-39 2,101,259 1,830,228 18,430 (202) (2,389) (1,496) (235) 14,107 (687) 13,420
24 2039-40 2,141,561 1,870,530 18,833 (207) (2,452) (1,564) (280) 14,330 (705) 13,626
25 2040-41 2,182,670 1,911,638 19,244 (211) (2,515) (1,633) (326) 14,558 (723) 13,835
26 2041-42 2,224,600 1,953,569 19,663 (216) (2,580) (1,703) (373) 14,790 (742) 14,048
27 2042-43 2,267,369 1,996,338 20,091 (221) (2,647) (1,775) (421) 15,027 (761) 14,266
28 2043-44 2,310,993 2,039,962 20,527 (225) (2,714) (1,848) (470) 15,269 (781) 14,488
29 2044-45 2,355,490 2,084,459 20,972 (230) (2,784) (1,923) (520) 15,515 (801) 14,714
30 2045-46 2,400,877 2,129,846 21,426 (235) (2,854) (1,999) (571) 15,767 (821) 14,946

476,724 (5,236) (59,854) (32,085) (3,726) 375,823 (17,185) 358,637

(1)  Final Year for Agency to receive tax increment from the Sunset Area.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project and Amendment
HISTORICAL VALUES (1) 24-Aug-16

Table 3 - Combined

Revised

Base Year

Secured (2) (2005-06) 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Land 112,505,140 493,177,817 504,066,505 476,365,855 474,982,676 475,422,695 478,181,914 485,439,071 505,556,910 526,202,305 555,657,164
Impts 134,445,874 565,036,676 616,407,942 642,573,661 658,572,803 653,193,806 657,871,224 674,960,513 700,602,812 717,621,681 742,619,122
Pers Prop 1,571,922 4,460,642 6,856,806 6,439,751 6,903,232 6,584,850 6,002,430 6,191,495 5,684,706 4,593,976 3,445,132
Exemptions (3,002,756) (45,085,618) (44,003,914) (47,351,568) (48,838,450) (49,153,661) (50,491,567) (51,160,285) (61,143,459) (66,000,735) (71,634,619)

Total Secured 245,520,180 1,017,589,517 1,083,327,339 1,078,027,699 1,091,620,261 1,086,047,690 1,091,564,001 1,115,430,794 1,150,700,969 1,182,417,227 1,230,086,799

Unsecured (3)

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Impts 6,979,067 28,050,333 36,325,238 38,079,041 35,598,539 33,247,210 35,237,166 36,309,507 39,093,311 35,411,709 34,534,675
Pers Prop 22,448,423 90,762,463 90,737,731 84,289,284 80,804,113 74,520,140 84,089,486 83,071,373 84,191,029 84,272,488 86,385,723
Exemptions (3,916,271) (1,723,084) (7,918,981) (7,236,114) (6,021,558) (5,803,491) (5,252,053) (4,782,729) (4,391,373) (3,727,316) (3,681,624)

Total Unsecured 25,511,219 117,089,712 119,143,988 115,132,211 110,381,094 101,963,859 114,074,599 114,598,151 118,892,967 115,956,881 117,238,774

GRAND TOTAL 271,031,399 1,134,679,229 1,202,471,327 1,193,159,910 1,202,001,355 1,188,011,549 1,205,638,600 1,230,028,945 1,269,593,936 1,298,374,108 1,347,325,573

Incremental Value: 863,647,830 931,439,928 922,128,511 930,969,956 916,980,150 934,607,201 958,997,546 998,562,537 1,027,342,709 1,076,294,174
Growth Over Previous Year 7.85% -1.00% 0.96% -1.50% 1.92% 2.61% 4.13% 2.88% 4.76%

(1)  Source: San Diego County Lien Date Rolls
(2)  Secured values include state assessed non-unitary utility property.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project
NEW DEVELOPMENT 24-Aug-16

Table 4 - Combined

000's omitted

SqFt/ Total Less Total Value

REAL Units Value Value Existing Added Start Complete 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Residential Development

  Parc One Apartments @ Santee - 172 units 0 0 18,534,883 0 18,535 18,535 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Commercial Development

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfer Sales (January 1, 2016 thru August 10, 2016)
  Transfer Sales 110 0 106,178,500 67,427,778 38,751 Completed 38,751 0 0 0 0

Total Real Property: 110 124,713,383 67,427,778 57,286 57,286 0 0 0 0

F:\Bond Service\Tax Allocation Bonds\Santee 2016\Projection 5 - cm



Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project and Amendment
TOP TEN TAXABLE PROPERTY OWNERS FOR 2016-17 (1) 24-Aug-16

Table 5 - Combined

Secured Unsecured Total

% Secured % Unsecured  % Total % Incr.
Value      Parcels Value Value Parcels Value Value      Value Value Use Code

1. Vestar Kimco Santee LP $48,276,075 9 3.92% $107,949 1 0.09% $48,384,024 3.59% 4.50% Commercial

Trolley Square at Santee Town 

Center - includes Barnes & Noble 
Booksellers, TJ Maxx, 24 Hour 
Fitness, Bed Bath and Beyond, 
Mimi's Café and MTS Transit 
System

Amendment Area

2. Walmart Stores LP (2) $29,006,793 3 2.36% $0 0 0.00% $29,006,793 2.15% 2.70% Commercial

Walmart Store located in the Santee 
Town Power Center

Sunset Area

3. Santee Retail LP $21,366,537 8 1.74% $0 0 0.00% $21,366,537 1.59% 1.99% Commercial

The Marketplace at Santee - 
includes Sprouts Farmers Market, 
Starbucks, Fed Ex Office, US Bank, 
Jack In the Box & T-Mobile

Amendment Area

4. HCA Arbors Apartments $20,790,544 3 1.69% $0 0 0.00% $20,790,544 1.54% 1.93% Residential

The Arbors Apartments -
 214 units apartment complex

Sunset Area

5. American Realty Capital Properties Inc. $18,846,730 1 1.53% $0 0 0.00% $18,846,730 1.40% 1.75% Commercial Office Building

HD Supply
Sunset Area

6. Costco Wholesale Corporation $13,618,799 1 1.11% $3,770,190 1 3.22% $17,388,989 1.29% 1.62% Commercial

Costco Warehouse located in the 
Santee Town Power Center

Sunset Area

7. Petsmart Inc. $16,497,107 1 1.34% $255,371 1 0.22% $16,752,478 1.24% 1.56% Commercial

PetSmart Store located in the 
Trolley Square at Santee Town 
Center

Amendment Area

8. Target (2) $16,702,932 1 1.36% $0 0 0.00% $16,702,932 1.24% 1.55% Commercial

Target Store located in the Trolley 
Square at Santee Town Center

Amendment Area

9. Von's Companies Inc. $15,228,750 1 1.24% $1,143,258 1 0.98% $16,372,008 1.22% 1.52% Commercial

Von's Grocery Store
Sunset Area

10. Lowes HIW $14,318,825 1 1.15% $1,724,084 1 1.67% $16,042,909 1.19% 1.49% Commercial
Lowes Home Improvement Store

Sunset Area

$214,653,092 29 $7,000,852 5 $221,653,944

Total Project Area Value: 1,230,086,799 17.45% 117,238,774 5.97% 1,347,325,573 16.45%
Project Area Incremental Value: $984,566,619 21.80% $91,727,555 7.63% $1,076,294,174 20.59%

(1)  2016-17 top property owners current as of August 10, 2016.
(2)  Pending Appeals
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redeveloment Project - Sunset Area
PROJECTION OF INCREMENTAL TAXABLE VALUE AND TAX REVENUES 24-Aug-16
(000's Omitted)

Table 1 - Sunset Area

Taxable Values (1) 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26

  Real Property (2) 569,321 586,787 598,523 610,494 622,704 635,158 647,861 660,818 674,034 687,515
  Personal Property (3) 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010 51,010
Total Projected Value 620,331 637,798 649,534 661,504 673,714 686,168 698,871 711,828 725,045 738,525

Taxable Value over Base 80,005 540,326 557,793 569,528 581,499 593,709 606,163 618,866 631,823 645,040 658,520

Gross Tax Increment Revenue (4) 5,403 5,578 5,695 5,815 5,937 6,062 6,189 6,318 6,450 6,585
Unitary Tax Revenue 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94
Gross Tax Revenues 5,498 5,672 5,790 5,909 6,031 6,156 6,283 6,413 6,545 6,680

LESS:

  SB 2557 Admin. Fee (5) (60) (62) (64) (65) (66) (68) (69) (70) (72) (73)

Tax Sharing Payments

   SB 211 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (6) (376) (403) (421) (439) (458) (477) (497) (516) (537) (558)
   SB 211 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 2 (6) (54) (83) (103) (123) (143) (164) (185) (207) (229) (252)
   SB 211 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 3 (6) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pledged Tax Revenues 5,008 5,124 5,203 5,283 5,364 5,447 5,532 5,618 5,707 5,797

Subordinate Tax Sharing Payments

   City - SB 211 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (7) (113) (122) (127) (133) (138) (144) (150) (156) (162) (168)

Net Tax Revenues 4,894 5,003 5,076 5,150 5,226 5,303 5,382 5,463 5,545 5,628

(1) Taxable values as reported by San Diego County
(2) Real property consists of land and improvements. Increased for inflation at 2% annually.  Values for 2017-18 are increased 

by $13,610,255 due to 24 transfers of ownership from 1/1/2016 through 8/10/2016 and decreased by $7,382,226 for 
projected value loss due to pending assessment appeals. 

(3) Personal property is held constant at 2016-17 level.
(4) Projected Gross Tax Increment is based upon incremental values factored against the general levy tax rate of $1.00 per $100 

of taxable value.  Per ABx 1 26, all revenue derived from debt service override tax rates will be directed to the levying entities.
(5) SB 2557 charge is estimated at 1.098% of Gross Revenue.
(6) By the adoption of an amendment to the Redevelopment Plan under the terms of SB 211, the Agency has eliminated the Plan's 

time limit for incurrence of new debt (Jan. 1, 2004).  By the elimination of this limit, the Agency is required to make statutory tax 
sharing payments beginning in the fiscal year following the date of the eliminated time limit.  Using the assessed values for 2003-04 
as the adjusted base year and beginning in 2004-05, Taxing Entities that do not have existing tax sharing agreements receive their 
shares of 25% of tax increment revenue net of Housing Set-Aside.  In addition, beginning in the 11th year after the initiation of 
statutory tax sharing payments, Taxing Entities receive 21% of tax revenue on incremental value above 10th year value net of 
Housing Set-Aside.  Statutory tax sharing payments are projected through to the last date to receive tax increment revenue.
The City of Santee is considered a taxing entity and may opt to receive its share for the first tier of tax-sharing.

(7) The City Taxing Entities have agreed to subordinate their share (23.18%) of the SB 211 statutory tax share to the debt service 
on the 2011 Bonds.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redeveloment Project - Sunset Area
PROJECTION OF INCREMENTAL VALUE AND TAX INCREMENT REVENUE 24-Aug-16
(000s Omitted)

Table 2 - Sunset Area

Taxable Value Pledged SB 211 Net

Total Over Base Gross Tax SB 2557 Tax Statutory Tax

Taxable Value 80,005 Revenue Charge Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Revenues Tax Sharing Revenues

1 2016-17 620,331 540,326 5,498 (60) (376) (54) 0 5,008 (113) 4,894
2 2017-18 637,798 557,793 5,672 (62) (403) (83) 0 5,124 (122) 5,003
3 2018-19 649,534 569,528 5,790 (64) (421) (103) 0 5,203 (127) 5,076
4 2019-20 661,504 581,499 5,909 (65) (439) (123) 0 5,283 (133) 5,150
5 2020-21 673,714 593,709 6,031 (66) (458) (143) 0 5,364 (138) 5,226
6 2021-22 686,168 606,163 6,156 (68) (477) (164) 0 5,447 (144) 5,303
7 2022-23 698,871 618,866 6,283 (69) (497) (185) 0 5,532 (150) 5,382
8 2023-24 711,828 631,823 6,413 (70) (516) (207) 0 5,618 (156) 5,463
9 2024-25 725,045 645,040 6,545 (72) (537) (229) 0 5,707 (162) 5,545

10 2025-26 738,525 658,520 6,680 (73) (558) (252) 0 5,797 (168) 5,628
11 2026-27 752,276 672,271 6,817 (75) (579) (275) 0 5,888 (175) 5,714
12 2027-28 766,301 686,296 6,957 (76) (600) (299) 0 5,982 (181) 5,801
13 2028-29 780,607 700,602 7,100 (78) (622) (323) 0 6,077 (188) 5,890
14 2029-30 795,199 715,194 7,246 (80) (645) (347) 0 6,175 (195) 5,980
15 2030-31 810,083 730,077 7,395 (81) (667) (372) 0 6,274 (201) 6,073
16 2031-32 825,264 745,259 7,547 (83) (691) (398) 0 6,375 (208) 6,167
17 2032-33 840,749 760,744 7,702 (85) (715) (424) 0 6,479 (216) 6,263
18 2033-34 856,544 776,539 7,860 (86) (739) (450) 0 6,584 (223) 6,361
19 2034-35 872,654 792,649 8,021 (88) (764) (477) (18) 6,674 (230) 6,443
20 2035-36 889,087 809,082 8,185 (90) (789) (505) (36) 6,765 (238) 6,527
21 2036-37 905,849 825,844 8,353 (92) (815) (533) (55) 6,858 (246) 6,612
22 2037-38 922,946 842,941 8,524 (94) (841) (562) (74) 6,953 (254) 6,699
23 2038-39 940,384 860,379 8,698 (96) (868) (591) (94) 7,050 (262) 6,788
24 2039-40 958,172 878,167 8,876 (98) (895) (621) (114) 7,149 (270) 6,879
25 2040-41 976,315 896,310 9,057 (99) (923) (652) (134) 7,249 (278) 6,971
26 2041-42 994,821 914,816 9,243 (102) (951) (683) (155) 7,352 (287) 7,065
27 2042-43 1,013,697 933,692 9,431 (104) (980) (714) (176) 7,457 (296) 7,161
28 2043-44 1,032,951 952,946 9,624 (106) (1,010) (747) (198) 7,564 (305) 7,259
29 2044-45 1,052,590 972,585 9,820 (108) (1,040) (780) (220) 7,673 (314) 7,359
30 0 1,072,622 992,616 10,021 (110) (1,071) (813) (242) 7,784 (323) 7,461

Totals 227,453 (2,499) (20,884) (12,110) (1,516) 190,444 (6,302) 184,142
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redeveloment Project - Sunset Area
HISTORICAL VALUES (1) 24-Aug-16

Table 3 - Sunset Area

Amended

Base Year

Secured (2) (2003-04) 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Land 35,893,070 232,927,731 237,088,776 237,677,404 233,333,686 231,493,714 237,069,597 237,722,742 241,062,592 244,191,852 257,102,821
Impts 28,291,160 282,822,696 293,667,200 300,573,379 296,684,858 287,084,349 290,287,151 295,489,127 299,049,723 296,913,610 308,698,147
Pers Prop 1,301,601 4,346,407 5,779,689 5,405,748 5,979,670 5,371,149 4,843,106 5,099,951 4,705,084 3,656,369 2,582,193
Exemptions (140,460) (11,520,618) (10,392,404) (12,590,882) (12,505,979) (12,755,114) (13,055,869) (13,316,981) (13,424,775) (18,308,188) (18,613,331)

Total Secured 65,345,371 508,576,216 526,143,261 531,065,649 523,492,235 511,194,098 519,143,985 524,994,839 531,392,624 526,453,643 549,769,830

Unsecured

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Impts 5,146,850 17,316,717 19,892,366 20,322,796 19,382,076 18,091,459 19,466,709 20,836,226 23,441,078 21,451,096 22,133,064
Pers Prop 9,512,877 57,205,658 60,030,165 51,556,410 47,814,250 46,153,684 45,444,225 43,800,988 48,101,412 46,832,259 49,494,059
Exemptions 0 (1,270,228) (758,409) (650,973) (263,832) (849,648) (714,361) (1,171,509) (1,095,542) (1,173,908) (1,065,919)

Total Unsecured 14,659,727 73,252,147 79,164,122 71,228,233 66,932,494 63,395,495 64,196,573 63,465,705 70,446,948 67,109,447 70,561,204

GRAND TOTAL 80,005,098 581,828,363 605,307,383 602,293,882 590,424,729 574,589,593 583,340,558 588,460,544 601,839,572 593,563,090 620,331,034

Incremental Value:  501,823,265 525,302,285 522,288,784 510,419,631 494,584,495 503,335,460 508,455,446 521,834,474 513,557,992 540,325,936
Annual Change:  4.68% -0.57% -2.27% -3.10% 1.77% 1.02% 2.63% -1.59% 5.21%

(1)  Source: San Diego County
(2)  Secured values include state assessed non-unitary utility property.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redeveloment Project - Sunset Area
NEW DEVELOPMENT 24-Aug-16

Table 4 - Sunset Area

000's omitted

SqFt/ Total Less Total Value

REAL Units Value Value Existing Added Start Complete 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Residential Development

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Commercial Development

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfer Sales (January 1, 2016 thru August 10, 2016)
  Transfer Sales 24 0 37,250,000 23,639,745 13,610 Completed 13,610 0 0 0 0

Total Real Property: 24 37,250,000 23,639,745 13,610 13,610 0 0 0 0
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redeveloment Project - Sunset Area
TOP TEN TAXABLE PROPERTY OWNERS FOR 2016-17 (1) 24-Aug-16

Table 5 - Sunset Area

Secured Unsecured Total

% Secured % Unsecured  % Total % Incr.
Value      Parcels Value Value Parcels Value Value      Value Value Use Code

1. Walmart Stores LP (2) $29,006,793 3 5.28% $0 0 0.00% $29,006,793 4.68% 5.37% Commercial

2. HCA Arbors Apartments $20,790,544 3 3.78% $0 0 0.00% $20,790,544 3.35% 3.85% Residential

3. American Realty Capital Properties Inc. $18,846,730 1 3.43% $0 0 0.00% $18,846,730 3.04% 3.49% Commercial

4. Costco Wholesale $13,618,799 1 2.48% $3,770,190 1 5.34% $17,388,989 2.80% 3.22% Commercial, Unsecured

5. Von's Companies Inc. $15,228,750 1 2.77% $1,143,258 1 1.62% $16,372,008 2.64% 3.03% Commercial, Unsecured

6. Lowes HIW $14,318,825 1 2.57% $1,724,084 1 1.62% $16,042,909 2.46% 2.82% Commercial, Unsecured

7. Union City Investments (2) $15,715,000 7 2.81% $0 0 0.00% $15,715,000 2.49% 2.86% Commercial

8. Kohls Department Stores $13,104,807 1 2.38% $1,164,625 1 1.65% $14,269,432 2.30% 2.64% Commercial, Unsecured

9. Alcott Estates LP $14,071,934 6 2.52% $0 0 0.00% $14,071,934 2.23% 2.57% Commercial

10. Mission Gorge Square $11,918,418 11 2.14% $0 0 0.00% $11,918,418 1.89% 2.17% Commercial

$166,620,600 35 $7,802,157 4 $174,422,757

Total Project Area Value: 549,769,830 30.31% 70,561,204 11.06% 620,331,034 28.12%
Project Area Incremental Value: $484,424,459 34.40% $55,901,477 13.96% $540,325,936 32.28%

(1)  2016-17 top property owners current as of August 10, 2016.
(2)  Pending Appeals
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project - Amendment Area
PROJECTION OF INCREMENTAL TAXABLE VALUE AND TAX REVENUES 24-Aug-16
(000's Omitted)

Table 2 - Amendment Area

Taxable Values (1) 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26

  Real Property (2) 691,856 742,733 757,588 772,740 788,195 803,958 820,038 836,438 853,167 870,230
  Personal Property (3) 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139 35,139
Total Projected Value 726,995 777,872 792,727 807,879 823,333 839,097 855,176 871,577 888,306 905,369

Taxable Value over Base 191,026 535,968 586,846 601,701 616,852 632,307 648,071 664,150 680,551 697,280 714,343

Gross Tax Increment Revenue (4) 5,360 5,868 6,017 6,169 6,323 6,481 6,642 6,806 6,973 7,143
Unitary Tax Revenue 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33
Gross Revenues 5,393 5,902 6,050 6,202 6,356 6,514 6,675 6,839 7,006 7,177

LESS:

  SB 2557 Admin. Fee (5) (59) (65) (66) (68) (70) (72) (73) (75) (77) (79)

Tax Sharing Payments

   AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (6) (843) (923) (946) (970) (994) (1,018) (1,044) (1,069) (1,095) (1,122)
   AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 2 (6) (176) (261) (286) (312) (338) (364) (391) (419) (447) (476)
   AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 3 (6) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pledged Tax Revenues 4,315 4,653 4,752 4,852 4,955 5,060 5,167 5,276 5,387 5,500

Subordinate Tax Sharing Payments

   City - AB 1290 Statutory Tax Sharing Tier 1 (7) (235) (258) (264) (271) (278) (284) (291) (299) (306) (313)

Net Tax Revenues 4,079 4,395 4,487 4,581 4,677 4,775 4,875 4,977 5,081 5,187

(1) Taxable values as reported by San Diego County
(2) Real property consists of land and improvements. Increased for inflation at 2% annually.  Values for 2017-18 are increased 

by $43,675,350 due to new development and 86 transfers of ownership from 1/1/2016 through 8/100/2016 and 
decreased by $6,504,710 for projected value loss due to pending assessment appeals. 

(3) Personal property is held constant at 2016-17 level.
(4) Projected Gross Tax Increment is based upon incremental values factored against the general levy tax rate of $1.00 per $100 

of taxable value.  Per ABx 1 26, all revenue derived from debt service override tax rates will be directed to the levying entities.
(5) SB 2557 charge is estimated at 1.098% of Gross Revenue.
(6) All Taxing Entities receive their shares of 25% of total tax increment revenue net of housing set aside.  In addition, after year 10,

Taxing Entities receive 21% of tax revenue on incremental value above the year 10 value net of housing set aside.  After year 
30, Taxing Entities receive 14% of tax revenue on incremental value above the year 30 value net of housing set aside.  
The City of Santee is considered a taxing entity and may opt to receive its share of the first tier of the tax sharing revenue.

(7) The City Taxing Entities have agreed to subordinate their share (21.83%) of the AB 1290 statutory tax share to the debt service 
on the Bonds.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project - Amendment Area
PROJECTION OF INCREMENTAL VALUE AND TAX INCREMENT REVENUE 24-Aug-16
(000s Omitted)

Table 2 - Amendment Area

Taxable Value Pledged SB 211 Net

Total Over Base Gross Tax SB 2557 Tax Statutory Tax

Taxable Value 191,026 Revenue Charge Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Revenues Tax Sharing Revenues

1 2016-17 726,995 535,968 5,393 (59) (843) (176) 0 4,315 (235) 4,079
2 2017-18 777,872 586,846 5,902 (65) (923) (261) 0 4,653 (258) 4,395
3 2018-19 792,727 601,701 6,050 (66) (946) (286) 0 4,752 (264) 4,487
4 2019-20 807,879 616,852 6,202 (68) (970) (312) 0 4,852 (271) 4,581
5 2020-21 823,333 632,307 6,356 (70) (994) (338) 0 4,955 (278) 4,677
6 2021-22 839,097 648,071 6,514 (72) (1,018) (364) 0 5,060 (284) 4,775
7 2022-23 855,176 664,150 6,675 (73) (1,044) (391) 0 5,167 (291) 4,875
8 2023-24 871,577 680,551 6,839 (75) (1,069) (419) 0 5,276 (299) 4,977
9 2024-25 888,306 697,280 7,006 (77) (1,095) (447) 0 5,387 (306) 5,081

10 2025-26 905,369 714,343 7,177 (79) (1,122) (476) 0 5,500 (313) 5,187
11 2026-27 922,774 731,748 7,351 (81) (1,149) (505) 0 5,616 (321) 5,295
12 2027-28 940,527 749,500 7,528 (83) (1,177) (535) 0 5,734 (329) 5,405
13 2028-29 958,634 767,608 7,709 (85) (1,205) (565) 0 5,854 (337) 5,518
14 2029-30 977,104 786,078 7,894 (87) (1,234) (596) 0 5,977 (345) 5,632
15 2030-31 995,944 804,917 8,082 (89) (1,264) (628) 0 6,102 (353) 5,749
16 2031-32 1,015,160 824,133 8,275 (91) (1,294) (660) 0 6,230 (361) 5,869
17 2032-33 1,034,760 843,734 8,471 (93) (1,324) (693) 0 6,360 (370) 5,990
18 2033-34 1,054,753 863,726 8,670 (95) (1,356) (727) (22) 6,471 (379) 6,092
19 2034-35 1,075,145 884,119 8,874 (97) (1,387) (761) (45) 6,583 (387) 6,196
20 2035-36 1,095,945 904,919 9,082 (100) (1,420) (796) (69) 6,698 (397) 6,302
21 2036-37 1,117,161 926,135 9,295 (102) (1,453) (831) (92) 6,816 (406) 6,410
22 2037-38 1,138,802 947,775 9,511 (104) (1,487) (868) (117) 6,935 (415) 6,520
23 2038-39 1,160,875 969,848 9,732 (107) (1,521) (905) (141) 7,057 (425) 6,632
24 2039-40 1,183,389 992,363 9,957 (109) (1,557) (943) (166) 7,182 (435) 6,747
25 2040-41 1,206,354 1,015,328 10,186 (112) (1,593) (981) (192) 7,309 (445) 6,864
26 2041-42 1,229,779 1,038,753 10,421 (114) (1,629) (1,021) (218) 7,438 (455) 6,983
27 2042-43 1,253,672 1,062,645 10,660 (117) (1,667) (1,061) (245) 7,570 (465) 7,105
28 2043-44 1,278,042 1,087,016 10,903 (120) (1,705) (1,102) (272) 7,705 (476) 7,229
29 2044-45 1,302,900 1,111,874 11,152 (122) (1,743) (1,143) (300) 7,842 (487) 7,355
30 2045-46 1,328,256 1,137,229 11,405 (125) (1,783) (1,186) (329) 7,982 (498) 7,484

249,270 (2,737) (38,971) (19,974) (2,210) 185,378 (10,883) 174,495
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project - Amendment Area
HISTORICAL VALUES (1) 24-Aug-16

Table 3 - Amendment Area

Revised

Base Year

Secured (2) (2005-06) 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Land 76,612,070 260,250,086 266,977,729 238,688,451 241,648,990 243,928,981 241,112,317 247,716,329 264,494,318 282,010,453 298,554,343
Impts 106,154,714 282,213,980 322,740,742 342,000,282 361,887,945 366,109,457 367,584,073 379,471,386 401,553,089 420,708,071 433,920,975
Pers Prop 270,321 114,235 1,077,117 1,034,003 923,562 1,213,701 1,159,324 1,091,544 979,622 937,607 862,939
Exemptions (2,862,296) (33,565,000) (33,611,510) (34,760,686) (36,332,471) (36,398,547) (37,435,698) (37,843,304) (47,718,684) (47,692,547) (53,021,288)

Total Secured 180,174,809 509,013,301 557,184,078 546,962,050 568,128,026 574,853,592 572,420,016 590,435,955 619,308,345 655,963,584 680,316,969

Unsecured (3)

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Impts 1,832,217 10,733,616 16,432,872 17,756,245 16,216,463 15,155,751 15,770,457 15,473,281 15,652,233 13,960,613 12,401,611

Pers Prop 12,935,546 33,556,805 30,707,566 32,732,874 32,989,863 28,366,456 38,645,261 39,270,385 36,089,617 37,440,229 36,891,664
Exemptions (3,916,271) (452,856) (7,160,572) (6,585,141) (5,757,726) (4,953,843) (4,537,692) (3,611,220) (3,295,831) (2,553,408) (2,615,705)

Total Unsecured 10,851,492 43,837,565 39,979,866 43,903,978 43,448,600 38,568,364 49,878,026 51,132,446 48,446,019 48,847,434 46,677,570

GRAND TOTAL 191,026,301 552,850,866 597,163,944 590,866,028 611,576,626 613,421,956 622,298,042 641,568,401 667,754,364 704,811,018 726,994,539

Incremental Value:  361,824,565 406,137,643 399,839,727 420,550,325 422,395,655 431,271,741 450,542,100 476,728,063 513,784,717 535,968,238
Annual Change:  12.25% -1.55% 5.18% 0.44% 2.10% 4.47% 5.81% 7.77% 4.32%

(1)  Source: San Diego County Lien Date Rolls
(2)  Secured values include state assessed non-unitary utility property.
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redeveloment Project - Sunset Area
NEW DEVELOPMENT 24-Aug-16

Table 4 - Amendment Area

000's omitted

SqFt/ Total Less Total Value

REAL Units Value Value Existing Added Start Complete 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Residential Development

  Parc One Apartments @ Santee - 172 units 0 0 18,534,883 0 18,535 Apr-16 18,535 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Commercial Development

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfer Sales (January 1, 2016 thru August 10, 2016)
  Transfer Sales 86 0 68,928,500 43,788,033 25,140 Completed 25,140 0 0 0 0

Total Real Property: 86 87,463,383 43,788,033 43,675 43,675 0 0 0 0
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Successor Agency to the Community Development Commission of the City of Santee DRAFT

Santee Community Redevelopment Project - Amendment Area
TOP TEN TAXABLE PROPERTY OWNERS FOR 2016-17 (1) 24-Aug-16

Table 5 - Amendment Area

Secured Unsecured Total

% Secured % Unsecured  % Total % Incr.
Value      Parcels Value Value Parcels Value Value      Value Value Use Code

1. Vestar Kimco Santee LP $48,276,075 9 7.10% $107,949 1 0.23% $48,384,024 6.66% 9.03% Commercial, Unsecured

2. Santee Retail LP $21,366,537 8 3.14% $0 0 0.00% $21,366,537 2.94% 3.99% Commercial

3. Petsmart Inc. $16,497,107 1 2.42% $255,371 1 0.55% $16,752,478 2.30% 3.13% Commercial, Unsecured

4. Target (2) $16,702,932 1 2.46% $0 0 0.00% $16,702,932 2.30% 3.12% Commercial

5. Walgreen Company (2) $11,069,656 2 1.63% $542,811 2 1.16% $11,612,467 1.60% 2.17% Commercial, Unsecured

6. Cox Communications CA LLC (2) $0 0 0.00% $11,580,254 2 24.81% $11,580,254 1.59% 2.16% Unsecured

7. T C Construction Company $0 0 0.00% $8,350,844 1 17.89% $8,350,844 1.15% 1.56% Unsecured

8. Fanita Valley 72 LLC $8,116,958 1 1.19% $15,900 1 0.03% $8,132,858 1.12% 1.52% Residential

9. Mazzola Family Trust $7,884,272 1 1.16% $0 0 0.00% $7,884,272 1.08% 1.47% Residential

10. Intergulf J M R (Parc One) LLC $6,287,622 1 0.92% $221,220 1 0.47% $6,508,842 0.90% 1.21% Residential

$136,201,159 24 $21,074,349 9 $157,275,508

Total Project Area Value: 680,316,969 20.02% 46,677,570 45.15% 726,994,539 21.63%
Project Area Incremental Value: $500,142,160 27.23% $35,826,078 58.82% $535,968,238 29.34%

(1)  2016-17 top property owners current as of August 10, 2016.
(2)  Pending Appeals
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