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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

This report represents the 2014 update of the Chula Vista Eastern Area Development Impact Fees 
for Streets, also known as the Transportation DIF, and herein referred to as simply the “TDIF”. 

The report includes a discussion of the rationale behind development impact fees, a brief history of 
the local TDIF Program, an analysis of the proposed fee program including updates to the 
development forecast, the average daily trip (ADT) rate assignments for each land use and 
associated EDUs, the street projects included in the program and some changes in fee calculation 
methodology. 

The focus of this report is fivefold: 

 To refine the current fee program to include changes to land uses and facilities within the 
benefit area; 

 To update costs and scope of work for the facilities currently within the TDIF program, as 
well as provide cost estimates for newly added facilities. 

 To add Discovery Falls Drive adjacent to Village 10, Millenia Avenue in the Eastern Urban 
Center and Street “B” in Village 9 and additional ramps at SR-125 to the TDIF program. 

 To refine the cost calculation for Main Street from Heritage Road to La Media Road 
including a bridge over Wolf Canyon and to document that this road is now part of the 
Regional Arterial System (RAS) 

This update represents an increase in the cost of the remaining transportation facilities to be built 
to $294,011,801 in 2014 and a corresponding decrease in equivalent dwelling units (EDU’s) from 
20,543 in 2005 to 19,545 in 2014. The resulting recommended fee increases from the current 
$12,494 per EDU to $13,035 per EDU, an increase of $541 (4.3%). 
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D E V E L O P M E N T  
I MP A C T  F E E S  

Development impact fees are imposed upon development in an area of benefit, often containing a 
number of different properties, property owners, and land use types.  Such fees are governed by 
the regulations and requirements of Government Code Section 66000 et seq. of the State of 
California.   

The Chula Vista Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) has two main purposes: (1) To 
fund the construction of facilities needed to mitigate potential direct and cumulative impacts and (2) 
To spread the costs associated with construction of the facilities equitably among the developing 
properties. 

In the environmental review process, such as in the California Environmental Quality Act process 
(CEQA), a project’s potential impacts are identified and, where possible, a method of mitigating 
those impacts (reducing the actual impact to an insignificant level) is identified. In the case of larger 
projects, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) usually identifies cumulative impacts resulting 
from the project, as well as direct impacts. Cumulative impacts are impacts created by overall 
development, of which individual projects do not create a significant impact directly, but contribute 
to an impact through additive effect. Since the individual development projects are not completely 
responsible for the entire impact on any single segment of roadway, for instance, they are required 
to contribute a portion of the mitigation based on each project’s fair share of the overall impact to 
the roadway system.  Each project’s fair share of the impact is based on the amount of traffic as 
measured by Average Daily Trips (ADTs) that the project places on the overall street system. 

A development impact fee is an ideal mechanism for identifying and ultimately funding the fair 
share contribution to the overall mitigation program.  

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  D E V E L O P M E N T  I M P A C T  F E E S  
( T D I F )  

A transportation development impact fee is a typical impact fee designed to mitigate cumulative 
impacts on the local transportation network as a result of development. Generally, development of 
property produces impacts on the local road network resulting in decreased traffic capacity on the 
street system. To measure the effects of traffic, cities establish capacity or level of service 
standards that they each consider appropriate for their jurisdictions. Where potential impacts 
resulting from development are projected to reduce the capacity on streets to the point where the 
identified level of service will not be maintained, the impacts are deemed to be significant, and 
should be mitigated. Typical mitigation for cumulative impacts to the system is designed to restore 
capacity and maintain the desirable level of service. Examples of capacity-increasing 
improvements include adding new roads to the circulation network, widening or improving existing 
roads, installing new traffic signals or improving existing signalization, freeway interchange 
improvements, and improving signal coordination (Management of traffic operations).  

In the case of transportation development impact fee programs, the accepted method of 
distributing costs in an equitable manner is to compare traffic generated by each project that will 
potentially affect the overall system.  This can be done by establishing a uniform list of trip 
generation factors typical for the types of uses contemplated for the developments.  Usually such 
an analysis is performed when information on the proposed developments is general in nature.  
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The actual number of trips generated by the final development of individual parcels may vary from 
the projections. 
  
 

H I S T O R I C A L  B A C K G R O U N D  

In February 1986, the Chula Vista City Council adopted a schedule of development impact fees 
(DIF) for the Eastlake I development.  Eastlake was the first major planned development that 
added significant traffic to the street system. Fees were established to ensure that Eastlake 
contributed to the cost of certain street improvements, including a four-lane interim facility in the 
State Route 125 (SR-125) corridor. Also included in the development impact fee was the cost of 
constructing a fire station and a community park in Eastlake I. While the fees were imposed as a 
condition of development on Eastlake, City staff recommended to the Council that a development 
impact fee ordinance be prepared to provide for the financing of transportation improvements by all 
of the developments that would benefit from the improvements. 

In January 1987, the Council authorized the preparation of a development impact fee program for 
the financing of street improvements in the area east of Interstate 805. 

In December 1987, a report entitled “The Interim Eastern Area Development Impact Fees for 
Streets” was completed.  The "Area of Benefit" included all of the undeveloped lands that benefited 
from the proposed transportation improvements, within the City of Chula Vista and County of San 
Diego, east of Interstate 805.  The Council adopted an Eastern Area Development Impact Fee in 
January 1988 by Ordinance Number 2251 (TDIF).  The fee was established at $2,101 per 
equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). 

On August 8, 1991, the City Council authorized the preparation of an "Interim SR-125 Facility 
Feasibility Study.”  The purpose of this study was to identify an interim SR-125 facility that would 
meet the transportation needs of the region until a permanent facility could be constructed. The 
interim SR-125 Facility Feasibility Study report recommended the establishment of a new fee 
(separate from the existing TDIF) to specifically finance the construction of interim facilities that 
would temporarily postpone the need for a permanent freeway/toll road facility.  Consequently, 
projects dealing with the SR-125 construction were excluded from the TDIF program and were 
included in the Interim SR-125 DIF program. 

In October 1993, the City Council approved the General Plan Amendment for the Otay Ranch.  As 
a result, the TDIF program was updated in December 1993, including the first phase of the Otay 
Ranch.  For the first time since the adoption of the original TDIF in 1988, a comprehensive general 
plan of land uses and circulation system requirements was in place on the Otay Valley parcel. 

The TDIF program was subsequently updated twice in 1999 and 2002 to reflect changes to the 
circulation element of the General Plan, land use changes and to adjust the construction cost 
estimates. 

The purpose of the 2005 update to the TDIF was fourfold: 1. Comply with the 2005 General Plan 
changes including the revised Circulation Element and related Land Uses in Eastern Chula Vista. 
2. Review all previous projects and update the costs and land uses which affect the adequacy of 
the current fee to construct the facilities. 3. Evaluate costs and credits as several TDIF projects had 
been completed. 4. Re-evaluate the average daily trip (ADT) rates for commercial land uses by 

C 
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considering only trips generated outside the benefit area and to introduce office and mixed-use 
residential as separate designations. 

 

Since its inception, the amount of the TDIF fee has been revised several times, as follows: 

Date of Action Ordinance Number Fee/EDU 

January 9, 1990 2349 $ 2,850 
December 11, 1990 2431 $ 3,060 
January 4, 1994 2580 $ 3,998 
November 30, 1999 2802 $ 5,920 
September 10, 2002 2866 $ 8,180 
October 1, 2004 
October 1, 2005 

ENR Index 
3029 

$ 8,825 
$10,050 

October 1, 2006 ENR Index $10,455 
October 1, 2007 ENR Index $10,777 
October 1, 2008 ENR Index $11,317 
October 1, 2009 ENR Index $11,836 
January 26, 2010 Resolution 2010-017 $11,317 
October 1, 2010 Resolution 2010-017 $11,317 
October 1, 2011 ENR Index $12,198 
October 1, 2012 ENR Index $12,480 
October 1, 2013 ENR Index $12,494 

 

This report recommends changing the fee to $13,035 per EDU. 

This report represents the 2014 update of the TDIF and, where appropriate, makes adjustments to 
the development impact fee based upon completed street construction, revised development 
projections and new unit costs.  The report adds several new arterial projects and updates the 
scope of work for other projects.  New to the program are the addition of Millenia Avenue in the 
Eastern Urban Center, Discovery Falls Drive in Village 10, Street “B” in Village 9 and Otay Valley 
Road east of State Route 125. 

In addition, the scope of work has been revised on three projects: 1. East H Street from Buena 
Vista Way to Southwestern College will have a revised cross-section plus an east-to-south right 
turn lane into the college. 2. The Main Street/Hunte Parkway Overcrossing project at SR-125 will 
include costs for the on-ramps and off-ramps, and; 3. The Otay Valley Road Overcrossing project 
at State Route 125 will also include costs for the on-ramps and off-ramps.  Lastly, the inclusion of 
Main Street into the Regional Arterial System is recommended. 
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R E V I S E D  D E V E L O P M E N T  F O R E C A S T  

A fundamental principle in the formulation of a development impact fee is that the need for 
additional public facilities is generated by new development, and thus the cost of the facilities 
should be paid by that new development.  Generally, existing facilities have adequate capacity to 
support the existing state of development, and any capacity that is added to the street network is in 
response to the demand created by that subsequent development.  It is, therefore, incumbent upon 
new development to fully mitigate these impacts. 

The street projects proposed in this Update (“Proposed Street Projects”) ensure that the remaining 
streets in the city’s General Plan are fully funded for construction.  The proposed boundary 
identifying the “Area of Benefit” for this Update is illustrated in Figure I.  

As shown in the figure, the northerly boundary of the Area of Benefit generally begins in the vicinity 
of Bonita Road east of I-805.  The northern boundary of the Area of Benefit continues in an 
easterly direction to encompass the developments of Bonita Long Canyon, San Miguel Ranch, and 
Rolling Hills Ranch. 

The easterly boundary of the Area of Benefit generally encompasses the eastern portions of 
Rolling Hills Ranch, Eastlake, and Otay Ranch. The southerly boundary follows the easterly city 
limits to Otay Valley excluding the Otay Landfill owned by the County of San Diego, and those 
properties within Assessment District 90-2. The westerly boundary is generally I-805.  

The proposed Area of Benefit is the area served by the proposed street projects that are 
determined to be necessary to maintain an acceptable level of service on the City’s circulation 
system as well as completing the city’s General Plan Circulation Element east of I-805.  The need 
for improvements is related to development through changing traffic patterns on the overall system.  
Once constructed, the proposed street projects will serve the area by providing a system of roads 
for residents, employees, or customers. Proposed new development in the City is generally 
described in the adopted General Plan. Further refinements are conducted through the enhanced 
CEQA review process and the Sectional Planning Area (SPA) plans.  

Table A identifies the “Remaining” development within the Area of Benefit as of October 1st, 2013.  
Future development is categorized by land use type and further characterized by the following; 
residential low density (0-6 du/acre), residential medium density (>6-18 du/acre), residential high 
density (> 18 du/acre), senior housing units, mixed-use residential, general commercial acres, 
regional commercial acres, commercial high-rise acres, office acres and industrial acres.  In the 
columns labeled “Proposed”, the table lists the most recent submittals for the number and type of 
development proposed in each development area, based on a General Plan designation, 
submitted Sectional Plan Area (SPA) plans, or Tentative Maps.  The columns labeled “Built” 
identify the units and acres that have been issued building permits as of October 1st, 2013.  Those 
figures are subtracted from the “Proposed” columns, resulting in the “Remaining” units and acres to 
be constructed.  

The “Summary” columns convert the individual units to EDUs for direct comparison of the impact 
on the roadway system.  “Remaining EDUs” are found by subtracting “Built EDUs” from “Proposed 
EDUs”.  Some EDUs are within an assessment district, etc., that has built, and received credit for a 
proposed street project eligible under previous versions of this Ordinance.  These “Less Credit 
EDUs” are subtracted from the “Remaining EDUs” to give the “Total Aggregate EDUs” that will be 

A 
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required to pay the fee.  Finally, the percentage of total EDUs is calculated for each development 
project. 

With this 2014 Update, the proposed Area of Benefit will contain an “Aggregate Total of Remaining 
EDUs” of 19,545. 

The TDIF program includes transportation facilities required to serve the proposed University Park 
and innovation District (UPID) site in Otay Ranch.  It is anticipated that the University, once 
approved, would be responsible for constructing suitable on-site transportation facilities required to 
mitigate the university’s on site traffic impacts (i.e. access and frontage impacts).  The EDU’s for 
the 85-acre Innovation District portion of the UPID will pay TDIF fees and are in the new TDIF fee 
calculations.  However, the new TDIF fee calculations exclude the EDU’s contained within the 
proposed University portion of the UPID and no TDIF fees will be paid by the University.  The 
proposed TDIF update does include one facility that passes through the UPID, Discovery Falls 
Drive between Hunte Parkway and Street “B” in Village 9.  This is a new road added to the Eastern 
TDIF program, and while it will be constructed on UPID property, construction of the facility is 
required in order to provide primary access for Village 10. 
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Figure I Chula Vista Transportation Development Impact Fee Benefit Area  
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Table A. Land Use Summary 
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A V E R A G E  D A I L Y  T R I P S  ( A D T ’ s )  

One of the most common tools used to distribute the cost of traffic related improvements among 
different land uses involves the use and assignment of vehicular trips. Vehicle trips are further 
equated to the equivalent dwelling unit or EDU as described in the following Subsection B.  In the 
report dated April 2002 entitled “NOT SO BRIEF GUIDE OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC GENERATION 
RATES FOR THE SAN DIEGO REGION” (“SANDAG Report”), published by San Diego 
Association of Governments, traffic trips generated by various classifications of land use are 
detailed. For example, the SANDAG Report identifies several categories of residential land use 
generating average daily trips (ADTs) ranging from 4 to 12 ADT’s.  The City historically has refined 
the SANDAG approach and has identified four residential categories. Similarly, this report also 
aggregates residential land uses to utilize four residential land use categories and recommends the 
following:  10 ADTs generated from a residential unit with densities ranging on average from 3 to 6 
dwelling units per gross acre, the Single Family Dwelling Unit; 8 ADTs from a residential unit with 
densities ranging from 6 to 20 dwelling units per gross acre; 6 ADTs from a residential unit with 
densities greater than 20 dwelling units per gross acre; and 4 trips from a unit in a retirement  
complex.   

For commercial development, as in previous updates, the “pass-by” trip phenomenon was included 
in setting the generation rate.  Pass-by trips (also called undiverted linked trips) are trips in which a 
stop at a retail commercial facility is one part of a linked trip to or from home or work.  Past analysis 
found that approximately 72 percent of the commercial trips are generated from within the City of 
Chula Vista TDIF area and 28 percent are from outside the TDIF area.  To preclude double 
counting of residential trips to and from commercial land uses, the commercial trip rate was 
reduced by 72 percent.  The traffic analysis concluded that the commercial trip generation rate 
varies depending on the type and size of the commercial land use.  The analysis was supported by 
SANDAG studies and verified by an independent Select Zone(s) Analysis forecast for a 
representative Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) that had a commercial trip rate of 575 trips per acre for 
general commercial and 400 trips per acres for regional commercial.  Therefore, the recommended 
TDIF commercial trip rates were established at 28 percent of the given 575 trips per acre for 
general commercial use which led to a rate of 161 trips per acre or 16 EDU.  For Regional 
Commercial, the trip rate remains at 28 percent of 400 trips per acre or 112 per acre (11 
EDU’s/ACRE).  Regional commercial use is defined as large shopping center larger than 60 acres 
and containing more than 800,000 square feet of commercial space. 

The same process was applied to High Rise Commercial and High Rise Office based on the high-
rise office commercial uses proposed for the Eastern Urban Center, Millenia, in Otay Ranch.  The 
initial trip generation rate of 1000 trips per acre was multiplied by 28 percent to reach a reduced 
high-rise rate of 280 trips per acre or 28 EDU. 

The previous 2005 TDIF update included three new land use designations based on the 2005 
General Plan. These rates remain in the updated TDIF program.  The standard Office (less than 5 
stories) is based on SANDAG’s trip generation rates of 90 trips per acre or 9 EDU.  Since similar 
offices are constructed within both Industrial and Commercial zones, this rate applies to the 
standard office use regardless of the underlying zoning.  The mixed-use residential rate is based 
on SANDAG’s trip generation rates of 4 trips per unit or 0.4 EDU.  Mixed-use residential is defined 
as residential units constructed above commercial space.  The general commercial rate of 16 EDU 
per acre shall apply to the commercial portion of such mixed use by the following formula: 20,000 
square feet of commercial use underlying a residential use equals 1 acre of general commercial or 

A 
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16 EDU.  This rate is selected to account for the internal capture of trips and to the corresponding 
reduction of pass-by trips for such use.   

Table B identifies the ADTs assigned to the various land uses. 

 

(Average Daily Trips)

Land Use Classification
Residential (LOW) 10 ADT/DU
Residential (MED) 8 ADT/DU
Residential (HIGH) 6 ADT/DU
Senior Housing 4 ADT/DU
Residential Mixed Use** 4 ADT/DU
Commercial Mixed Use** 161 ADT/20,000 Sq ft
General Commercial (Acre) 161 ADT/Acre
Regional Commercial (Acre) >800,000 sq ft 112 ADT/Acre
High Rise Commercial (Acre) 280 ADT/Acre
Office (Acre) 90 ADT/Acre
Industrial (Acre) 90 ADT/Acre
Regional Technology Park (Acre) 80 ADT/Acre
18-Hole Golf Course 700 ADT/Course
Medical Center 650 ADT/Acre
*Based on gross acreage

ADT's

T A B L E   B
A S S I G N M E N T   O F   A D T s

0-6 dwelling units per acre*

**Project is considered commercial mixed use only if qualifying residential mixed use is
located on second floor, or higher, above commercial project.

< five (5) stories in height

> five (5) stories in height
< five (5) stories in height

6.1-18 dwelling units per acre*
>18.1 dwelling units per acre*

>18 dwelling units per acre*
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E q u i v a l e n t  D w e l l i n g  U n i t s  ( E D U s )  

A common method used to compare ADT trips among different land uses involves the conversion 
of ADTs to "Equivalent Dwelling Units" or EDUs.  Residential dwelling units are assigned a value of 
1.0 EDU and become the base for assigning EDU factors to other land uses by comparing vehicle 
trips generated by those land uses to the ADTs generated by the single family residential category.  
The basis and methodology used in calculating the fee in this update is consistent with the basis 
and methodology used in the previous TDIF reports and TDIF ordinances as amended.  

Table C identifies the EDUs assigned to the various land uses. 

 

Land Use Classification
Residential (LOW) 1.0 EDU/DU
Residential (MED) 0.8 EDU/DU
Residential (HIGH) 0.6 EDU/DU
Senior Housing 0.4 EDU/DU
Residential Mixed Use** 0.4 EDU/DU
Commercial Mixed Use** 16.0 EDU/20,000 Sq ft
General Commercial (Acre) 16.0 EDU/Acre
Regional Commercial (Acre) > 800,000 sq ft 11.0 EDU/Acre
High Rise Commercial (Acre) 28.0 EDU/Acre
Office (Acre) 9.0 EDU/Acre
Industrial (Acre) 9.0 EDU/Acre
Regional Technology Park (Acre) 8.0 EDU/Acre
18-Hole Golf Course 70.0 EDU/Course
Medical Center 65.0 EDU/Acre
*Based on gross acreage

EDU's

T A B L E   C
C O N V E R S I O N   O F   A D T s   T O   E D U s

0-6 dwelling units per acre*

**Project is considered commercial mixed use only if qualifying residential mixed use is
located on second floor, or higher, above commercial project.

< five (5) stories in height

> five (5) stories in height
< five (5) stories in height

6.1-18 dwelling units per acre*
>18.1 dwelling units per acre*

>18 dwelling units per acre*

 
 

P r o g r a m  C o s t s  

1. PROPOSED PROJECTS 

The next step in developing the fee was to determine which of the Proposed Street Projects are 
required to be constructed in order to maintain an acceptable level of service on the City’s 
circulation system east of I-805. 

After reviewing the circulation element of the approved General Plan and a variety of subsequent 
SPA plan traffic studies and CEQA documents, the remaining as yet unconstructed roads, were 

B 

C 
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selected as the Proposed Street Projects, shown in Table D and Figure III.  The Proposed Street 
Projects are based on an analysis of the circulation system for the Year 2030 build out within the 
entire Area of Benefit.  All of the Proposed Projects are consistent with the General Plan and SPA 
plans that have been adopted by the City Council, and are required by the City’s Growth 
Management Ordinance as a condition to all development within the Area of Benefit. 

The recommended fee is based on an equitable distribution of the estimated cost of the proposed 
program funding requirements, divided by the number of future EDUs to be developed in the Area 
of Benefit. 

2. ADDITIONAL COSTS  

In addition to the sum of project costs, an overall TDIF program-monitoring factor of 3% has been 
added.  This factor represents the estimated cost of monitoring and evaluating the overall fee 
program, including traffic monitoring and growth management studies, as well as costs associated 
with periodic updates to the TDIF program.  The proposed 2014 Update monitoring program cost is 
$6,441,274 or 3% of the program’s direct construction costs of $214,709,133. 



Page 15 

Table D Facility Cost Estimate Summary Proposed Street Projects 
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R E V I S E D  P R O G R A M  F A C I L I T I E S  

A comprehensive listing of all deleted, completed, current, and modified (split) projects is provided 
in Table E.  This listing also includes all new facilities to be added to the program via this update. 

 

A 
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Table E TDIF Program Facility List 
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PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 

1. D IRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS  

Construction costs for individual projects were calculated in a number of ways. Typically, if no new 
engineering information was available for the roadway in question, a growth factor was applied to 
the original cost based on the ENR report as described more fully below. For these roads, the 
costs of grading, drainage facilities, and landscaping are all estimated according to project length 
and complexity.  These costs differ according to the scope of the facility. However, for roadways 
that were in the design stage and consequently had more detailed information, the developer’s 
engineers were tasked with providing more accurate cost estimates. All projects and their 
associated costs are shown in Appendix “A”. 

For those roads prepared without benefit of detailed construction drawings a 15% contingency 
factor is applied to the estimated construction costs, to cover anticipated minor engineering issues 
that are not quantifiable at this level of study.  

2. SOFT COSTS  

In addition to direct construction costs, the following “soft costs” associated with construction of the 
projects are included: 

Civil Engineering: Reimbursement will not exceed 7.5 percent of the TDIF eligible 
improvement cost or actual cost, whichever is less.  Civil engineering includes the cost of 
preparatory planning, survey, and design of a project. 

Soils Engineering: Reimbursement will not exceed 15 percent of the cost or actual cost, 
whichever is less, of eligible grading as defined in the directive. 

Landscape Architecture: Reimbursement will not exceed 10 percent of the cost or actual 
cost, whichever is less, of eligible landscape and irrigation within the TDIF improvement. 

Surveying: Reimbursement will not exceed 2 percent of the cost or actual cost, whichever is 
less, of the TDIF eligible improvement.  

Utility Engineering/Coordination: Reimbursement will not exceed 3 percent of the cost or 
actual cost, whichever is less, of eligible dry utilities within the TDIF improvement.  

Environmental Consulting: Reimbursement will be for the actual work required to conduct, 
obtain and monitor all necessary environmental clearances required to construct the TDIF 
facility. 

In addition to the above-identified “soft costs” associated with construction of the projects, the City 
imposes two other costs of the TDIF program as follows: 

TDIF Program Monitoring: Three (3%) percent of the program’s direct construction costs to 
fund activities related to general administration of the TDIF including the following: 

 Strategic planning & funding advocacy; 

B 
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 Staff time spent in administering the fee program and the various credits of each developer; 

 Growth Management Activities; 

 Geographic Information System (GIS); 

 TDIF program updates; 

 Supplies and equipment used to administer the program; and 

 Feasibility studies. 

TDIF Project Administration: Two (2%) percent of each improvement project cost to fund activities 
related to the City’s administration of each TDIF project including the following: 

 City supervision of developers’ contract administration; 

 Performing an audit of the project to determine the eligibility for TDIF credits; and 

 Any other task related to the administration and coordination of a TDIF project by City staff. 

3. PROJECT ESTIMATE METHODOLOGY  

The cost estimates were reviewed and updated with current cost estimates, based on recent local 
experience.  Table D presents the projects and costs being funded by the fee.  A complete 
description, cost breakdown, and location map are included in Appendix “A”. 

With many of the new projects, topography from the GIS database was used to provide 
conceptual-level grading estimates.  In other situations, grading was approximated by comparison 
with similar projects.  Landscaping costs were included in the cost estimates where appropriate; 
since review of similar projects indicated that this was a very significant component of the overall 
costs. 
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Section 5 
 
 

Program Administ rat ion  
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F E E  U P D A T E S   

The fee shall be collected as a condition of building permit issuance.  The fee is subject to an 
automatic annual adjustment based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Index 
each fiscal year during the month of October.  Fees may also be adjusted based on updated 
information regarding land use or the type, size, location, or cost of proposed facilities pursuant to 
City ordinances and policies.  All fees collected shall be deposited in an interest-accruing fund, and 
shall be expended only with the approval of the City Council for the Proposed Projects listed in this 
Update. 

1. ANNUAL FEE ADJUSTMENTS 

Starting with the 1999 TDIF Update and Ordinance, an automatic annual adjustment to the fees 
was included to reflect any changes in the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost 
Index.  The amount of the fee has been adjusted each October 1, based on the one-year change, if 
any, from July to July in the ENR 20-City Los Angeles Construction Cost Index.  These automatic 
adjustments do not require further action by the City Council.  The CCI increase from July 2013 to 
July 2014 supports an October 1, 2014 automatic TDIF increase to $12,864; an increase of $370, 
or 3%, over the current fee of $12,494 per EDU.  Instead of implementing this automatic increase, 
staff recommends adopting the proposed comprehensive fee update; increasing the fee to $13,035 
per EDU, an increase of $541 or 4.3%.  If the 2014 proposed comprehensive update to the TDIF is 
approved, the next index based adjustment would go into effect October 1, 2015.  There is no 
index based adjustment required on October 1, 2014 if the $13,035 rate is approved.

A 
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Proposed Fee Summary  
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P R O P O S E D  F E E  C A L C U L A T I O N  

1. DEVELOPER CREDITS  

As specified in Section 4(c) of Ordinance 2289, which amended Ordinance 2251, a developer may 
request authorization from the City to construct TDIF facilities.  If the total construction cost 
amounts to more than the total TDIF fees which will be required for the developer’s development 
project, the developer is entitled to receive TDIF credits in the amount of the excess of the 
Proposed Street Project costs over the required TDIF fees.  The same builder can use this TDIF 
credit to satisfy the fee obligations for a future development, or the developer will receive cash 
reimbursement when funds are available, as determined by the City Manager.  Table F lists 
remaining estimated credits for facilities constructed by developers.  The amount of these 
accumulated credits totals $ 15,304,432.08.  This amount has been added to the proposed overall 
program cost to obtain the total project cost to be collected through this Update. 

T A B L E  F  
R E M A I N I N G  C A S H  C R E D I T S  -  E S T I M A T E D  

 

 

 

 

 

  
Sunbow $      148,053.97  
Brookfield-Shea Otay $      625,967.37  
Eastlake $   8,633,623.58  
McMillin $      405,024.31  
Otay Ranch $   4,692,471.11  
Rancho Del Rey $        70,986.54 
Rolling Hills Ranch $      728,305.20 
   
  
 
Total Credits  $ 15,304,432.08  

A 
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2. PROGRAM FUNDING SUMMARY  

A summary of the program funding components is given in Table G, including the overall funding 
requirement. 
 

Program Costs
     Total Improvement Cost (Table D) 214,709,133.00$  
     Total Soft Cost (Table D) 79,302,668.16$    
     Approximate Subtotal Facility Costs (Table D) 294,011,801.16$  
Less: HPB Contribution (Willow)
     Improvement Cost (Table D) 15,039,835.00$    
     Soft Cost (Table D) 3,665,593.00$     
Less: SAFETEA-LU Funds/DEMO (Heritage)
    Soft Costs (Table D) 2,519,720.00$     
Approximate Total Grant Contribution 21,225,148.00$    
Approximate Subtotal Facility Costs (Table D) 272,786,653.16$  
     Credits Due Developers (Table H) 15,304,432.00$    
     TDIF Program Admin 6,441,273.99$     
Total Program Costs 294,532,359.15$  

Program Assets
     Credits Assigned to Developers for Current Projects (6,337,142.00)$    
     Funds Appropriated to Current Projects (7,486,447.00)$    
     Revenue Adjustment (Table K) (25,928,277.25)$   
Total Program Assets (39,751,866.25)$   

Future Program Cost 254,780,492.90$  

Future EDU's 19,545.00$          

Program Cost per EDU 13,035.58$          

Proposed Rate per EDU 13,035.00$          

T A B L E   G
P R O G R A M   F U N D I N G   S U M M A R Y
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T A B L E   H 
C O M B I N E D   F U N D   B A L A N C E   C A L C U L A T I O N 

 Transportation DIF  
 Fund 591  

 Fund Assets*+  $                            24,473,314.00  
Interest Receivable  $                              1,538,702.24  
Total Assets  $                            26,012,016.24  

Liabilities 
Contract Retention Payable  $                                 (21,306.99) 
Total Liabilities  $                                 (21,306.99) 

Budgeted Expenditures 
     CIP  $                             (2,356,310.00) 
     Other Expenses  $                                (682,448.00) 
Total Expenditures  $                             (3,038,758.00) 

Available Fund Balance  $                            22,951,951.25  

*As of October 1, 2013 

 
+Available Fund Balance reflects $10,500,000 loan from TDIF fund to 
PFDIF.   

 
 

T A B L E   I 
P R O G R A M   R E V E N U E   A D J U S T M E N T 

 Balance  
Combined Fund Balance (Table J) 

 
 $ 22,951,951.25  

  Future Revenue Adjustments        Deferred Permit Fees  $  2,976,326.00  
 Total Future Revenue  $  2,976,326.00  

 
 $ 25,928,277.25  

   
Program Revenue Adjustment  

 
 $ 25,928,277.25  
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3. RATE BY LAND USE SUMMARY 

Applied to the EDU rates shown in Table C, the proposed fee per land use is shown in Table J 
below: 

13,035.00$ 

Land Use Classification
Residential (LOW) 1.0 EDU/DU 13,035.00$   per DU
Residential (MED) 0.8 EDU/DU 10,428.00$   per DU
Residential (HIGH) 0.6 EDU/DU 7,821.00$     per DU
Senior Housing 0.4 EDU/DU 5,214.00$     per DU
Residential Mixed Use** 0.4 EDU/DU 5,214.00$     per DU
Commercial Mixed Use** 16.0 EDU/20,000 Sq ft 208,560.00$ per 20,000 Sq ft
General Commercial (Acre) 16.0 EDU/Acre 208,560.00$ per Acre
Regional Commercial (Acre) > 800,000 sq ft 11.0 EDU/Acre 143,385.00$ per Acre
High Rise Commercial (Acre) 28.0 EDU/Acre 364,980.00$ per Acre
Office (Acre) 9.0 EDU/Acre 117,315.00$ per Acre
Industrial (Acre) 9.0 EDU/Acre 117,315.00$ per Acre
Regional Technology Park (Acre) 8.0 EDU/Acre 104,280.00$ per Acre
18-Hole Golf Course 70.0 EDU/Course 912,450.00$ per Course
Medical Center 65.0 EDU/Acre 847,275.00$ per Acre

*Based on gross acreage

0-6 dwelling units per acre*

T A B L E   J
P R O P O S E D   T D I F   F E E   P E R   L A N D   U S E   C L A S S I F I C A T I O N

Proposed TDIF Fee per EDU:     

EDU's TDIF Rate

< five (5) stories in height

**Project is considered commercial mixed use only if qualifying residential mixed use is located on second floor, or
higher, above commercial project.

6.1-18 dwelling units per acre*
>18.1 dwelling units per acre*

>18 dwelling units per acre*

< five (5) stories in height

> five (5) stories in height
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Transportat ion Faci l i ty  Maps  
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Appendix “A” 
 
 
 

Tr a ns p or t a t i o n  Fa c i l i t y  
C o s t  E s t im at e  d e t a i l s  
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