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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of Carlsbad FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Chula Vista FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable



Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of Coronado FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes No No
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Del Mar FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes No
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable



Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of El Cajon FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes No
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Encinitas FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP No Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of Escondido FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Imperial Beach FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of La Mesa FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes No
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Lemon Grove FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation No Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of National City FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP No Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Oceanside FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of Poway FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes No Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

City of San Diego

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A

Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of San Marcos FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023
Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance
TransNet and TransNet Extension

Expenditures ves ves ves

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes

30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes

LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes

LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes

Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes

RTCIP Yes Yes Yes

Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Santee FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

City of Solana Beach FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes No
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

City of Vista FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Yes Yes Yes
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes Yes Yes
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

Caltrans FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) n/a n/a n/a
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes No Yes
RTCIP n/a n/a n/a
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

County of San Diego FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023
Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance
TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) n/a n/a n/a
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP Yes No No
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A
Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

SANDAG FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023

Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance

TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) n/a n/a n/a
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring Yes Yes Yes
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP n/a n/a n/a
Transit Operator Eligibility n/a n/a n/a

MTS FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023
Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance
TransNet and TransNet Extension
Expenditures ves ves ves
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) n/a n/a n/a
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance n/a n/a n/a
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring n/a n/a n/a
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP n/a n/a n/a
Transit Operator Eligibility Yes Yes Yes
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment A

Summary of 8 Major Compliance Components

NCTD FY 2025 FY 2024 FY 2023
Compliance Components In Compliance In Compliance In Compliance
TransNet and TraljsNet Extension Yes Yes Yes
Expenditures
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) n/a n/a n/a
30% Fund Balance Limitation Yes Yes Yes
LSI - Congestion Relief vs. Maintenance n/a n/a n/a
LSI - Maintenance Monitoring n/a n/a n/a
Indirect Costs Yes Yes Yes
RTCIP n/a n/a n/a
Transit Operator Eligibility Yes Yes Yes
Yes = In Compliance No = Not in compliance n/a = Not applicable
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Attachment B
Compliance With Maintenance of Effort Requirement

\ Fiscal Year 2025

Recipient Agency Ir! Streets and Specialized Tr_ansportation Transi_t _Bus Deficit

Compliance Roads Services Subsidies Amount
Carlsbad Yes $4,250,218 — — _
Chula Vista Yes 2,763,821 — — —
Coronado Yes 620,164 — — —
Del Mar Yes 379,643 17,493 = _
El Cajon Yes 1,165,357 — — _
Encinitas Yes 1,436,353 = — —
Escondido Yes 2,111,880 - — _
Imperial Beach Yes 146,928 = — _
La Mesa Yes 1,274,724 — — —
Lemon Grove Yes 127,907 — — _
National City Yes 1,278,879 — — _
Oceanside Yes 1,965,970 = — _
Poway Yes 836,358 — - _
San Diego Yes 16,288,475 120,526 648,839 =
San Marcos Yes 3,082,862 — — _
Santee Yes 414,730 — — —
Solana Beach Yes 337,419 — — —
Vista Yes 1,703,119 = — —
County of San Diego (1) — — — — _

Yes - In Compliance No - Not in compliance - Not applicable
Note 1 - The County does not have discretionary expenditures or projects that can be reported under the MOE.
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Maintenance of Effort Re-Indexing

Growth Rate

Attachment B-1

Adjusted MOE as of June 30,

Previously approved MOE Base 2024
Specialized Transit L Construction Specialized .
Str;etsdand Transportation Bus éurls:I':c't;o: Cost Index Str:etsdand Transportation T;arl;s!tl.Bus
oads Services Subsidies row at®  Growth rate oads Services ubsidies
La Mesa (1) $ 1,274,724 0 0 1.25 1.76 $1,593,405 0
National City (1) 1,278,879 0 0 1.14 1.76 1,457,922 0

Note 1 - The reindex is computer as of June 30, 2024 and is reported in the June 30, 2025 report as it was not completed in the prior year
as the City’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report was unavailable until after the TransNet Agreed-Upon Procedures reports were

finalized.
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Attachment C
Compliance With 30 Percent Fund Balance Limitation FY 2023 - FY 2025

Fiscal Year 2023 |

Fiscal Year 2025 |

Fiscal Year 2024

Szl L ey Com;:;ance Lin?i(t’;/toion S el Amour Com;:}ance Lin?i(t’;/toion Sl Bl L i)l(:gf:lt Com;:}ance Lin?i(t,:/toion B;::ce AEI)I(:Q:JeLIsnSt ‘
Streets and Roads
Carlsbad Yes 1,471,665 (941,623) Yes 1,453,271 219,917 Yes 1,477,093 653,397 -
Chula Vista Yes 2,827,318 103,464 Yes 2,725,386 129,509 Yes 2,821,061 (480,229) -
Coronado Yes 242,328 7,180 Yes 239,226 (48,452) Yes 242,680 107,341 -
Del Mar Yes 81,465 3,491 Yes 39,851 3,390 Yes 42,619 3,285 _
El Cajon Yes 1,057,362 111,661 Yes 1,055,606  (2,245,047) Yes 1,059,124 (1,277,814) _
Encinitas Yes 707,453 (72,493) Yes 701,079 4,758 Yes 728,255 142,498 -
Escondido Yes 1,598,991 269,424 Yes 1,557,844  (1,599,920) Yes 1,594,196 (321,770) -
Imperial Beach Yes 166,008 (360,379) Yes 137,662 (416,827) Yes 182,160 (109,219) _
La Mesa Yes 662,492  (1,477,694) Yes 652,760 (931,155) Yes 494,998 (94,884) -
Lemon Grove No 304,234 813,689 Yes 299,092 (262,555) Yes 290,657 4,615 _
National City Yes 587,604 (2,744,837) Yes 603,594 (1,801,289) Yes 603,110 (838,387) _
Oceanside Yes 1,887,460 (1,370,499) Yes 1,864,451 (1,518,684) Yes 1,927,938 (1,547,572) -
Poway Yes 624,428 27,285 Yes 619,489 (222,678) Yes 622,290 (1,034,020) _
San Diego, City Yes 14,061,202 7,568,007 Yes 13,728,770 9,747,322 Yes 14,075,217 11,175,015
San Marcos Yes 821,241 774,502 Yes 811,358 (2,084,765) Yes 796,302 (784,208) -
Santee Yes 372,111 (94,153) Yes 367,161 (104,213) Yes 351,680 21,194 —
Solana Beach Yes 120,995 1,702 Yes 120,119 1,702 Yes 113,953 1,702 -
Vista Yes 991,260 (88,578) Yes 988,250 236,147 Yes 1,009,302 (27,142) -
County of San Diego Yes 6,191,992 1,144,749 Yes 6,617,312 368,602 Yes 6,222,015 4,242,047 -
Transit
Metsrﬁspt‘g;:a?MTTrg;Sit Yes 13,552,697 - Yes 13,545,417 = Yes 13,680,714 = =
North County _ _ _ _
Transit District Yes 5,106,241 Yes 5,116,529 Yes 5,117,399
(NCTD)

Yes = In Compliance
No = Not in compliance and not receiving TransNet payment.
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Attachment D
Compliance with Allocation of Local Street Improvements Revenues

Fiscal Year 2025

Allocation of Sales Tax

70% Congestion Relief

30% Maintenance Allocated

Recipient Agency

Revenues Received Allocated
Carlsbad $4,905,549 $3,433,884 $1,471,665
Chula Vista 9,424,393 6,597,075 2,827,318
Coronado 807,760 565,432 242,328
Del Mar 271,551 190,086 81,465
El Cajon 3,524,540 2,467,178 1,057,362
Encinitas 2,358,176 1,650,723 707,453
Escondido 5,329,971 3,730,980 1,598,991
Imperial Beach 898,452 628,916 269,536
La Mesa 2,208,308 1,545,816 662,492
Lemon Grove 1,014,114 709,880 304,234
National City 1,958,679 1,371,075 587,604
Oceanside 6,291,533 4,404,073 1,887,460
Poway 2,081,426 1,456,998 624,428
San Diego, City 46,870,675 32,809,473 14,061,202
San Marcos 3,213,555 2,249,489 964,066
Santee 2,043,087 1,430,161 612,926
Solana Beach 565,479 395,835 169,644
Vista 3,304,199 2,312,939 991,260
County of San Diego 22,048,107 15,433,675 6,614,432

Extension Ordinance.
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Attachment E

Local Street Improvements: Maintenance Monitoring

o Cumulative 30% of Cumulative Available Cumulative % In
Recipient Agency Revenue C:mulatlve Malnte|_1ance Maintenance Exp_ended for Compliance
evenue Expenditures Funds Maintenance
Carlsbad $68,474,611 $20,542,383 2,036,764 18,505,619 2.97% Yes
Chula Vista 118,115,470 35,434,641 25,147,243 10,287,400 21.29% Yes
Coronado 11,831,915 3,549,575 686,910 2,862,665 5.81% Yes
Del Mar 8,063,649 2,419,095 463,270 1,955,825 5.75% Yes
El Cajon 46,710,381 14,013,114 9,542,901 4,470,213 20.43% Yes
Encinitas 34,476,578 10,342,973 1,117,046 9,225,927 3.24% Yes
Escondido 75,023,040 22,506,912 19,622,065 2,884,847 26.15% Yes
Imperial Beach 15,369,943 4,610,983 3,518,304 1,092,679 22.89% Yes
La Mesa 35,999,775 10,799,933 5,924,465 4,875,468 16.46% Yes
Lemon Grove 13,351,658 4,005,497 3,353,461 652,036 25.12% Yes
National City 30,660,206 9,198,062 - 9,198,062 0.00% Yes
Oceanside 96,495,960 28,948,788 16,336,983 12,611,805 16.93% Yes
Poway 28,086,483 8,425,945 6,792,512 1,633,433 24.18% Yes
San Diego, City 637,090,867 191,127,260 180,307,034 10,820,226 28.30% Yes
San Marcos 57,699,924 17,309,977 4,260,676 13,049,301 7.38% Yes
Santee 44,663,603 13,399,081 6,262,277 7,136,804 14.02% Yes
Solana Beach 13,815,157 4,144,547 439,587 3,704,960 3.18% Yes
Vista 45,796,337 13,738,901 9,592,528 4,146,373 20.95% Yes
San Diego, County 298,817,520 89,645,256 11,901,835 77,743,421 3.98% Yes
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Attachment F

Indirect Costs Charged to TransNet

2025 Indirect 2025 Indirect 2024 Indirect Costs
Recipi 2025 Total TransNet Costs as a % of Last Allocation as a % of Total
ecipient Agency . Costs Charged to
Expenditures TransNet Total TransNet Plan Approval TransNet
Expenditures Expenditures
Carlsbad $8,304,727 $57,854 0.70% 202113 2.52%
Chula Vista 8,216,640 492,633 6.00% 20213 7.22%
Coronado 1,118,237 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
Del Mar 60,000 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
El Cajon 4,658,797 15,038 0.32% n/a 0.22%
Encinitas 1,969,767 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
Escondido 5,488,729 243,776 4.44% 202413 4.35%
Imperial Beach 834,010% 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
La Mesa 2,379,861 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
Lemon Grove 2,318,638 90,467 3.90% 20191 9.56%
National City 2,236,198 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
Oceanside 3,927,992 91,122 2.32% 20253 2.93%
Poway 2,543,535 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
San Diego, City 53,887,732 6,902,313 12.81% 20243 10.96%
San Marcos 8,849,3094 0 0.00% 20232 0.00%
Santee 1,483,305% 13,092 0.88% 20253 0.78%
Solana Beach 210,000% 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
Vista 2,530,145 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
Caltrans 19,812,085 2,107,455 10.64% 20242 5.63%
San Diego, County 5,673,526 1,094,798 19.30% 20253 17.31%
SANDAG 75,005,949 5,786,526 7.71% 20242 8.62%
MTS 95,789,390 135,074 0.14% 20252 0.20%
NCTD 29,524,369 0 0.00% n/a 0.00%
n/a - not applicable because jurisdiction does not have a plan
1 — approved by City Council 2 — approved by federal cognizant agency
3 — approved by Management or another individual within the agency 4 - based on expenditure less debt service
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CALTRANS

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025



°
DavisFarr i ehopt
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the State of California
Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’ or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet
Program Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025.
Caltrans’ management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by Caltrans with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance, and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an
alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: Per discussion with Caltrans management, TransNet revenues and
expenditures are not recorded in a separate fund but are part of the State



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

Transportation Fund set of accounts of Caltrans. Within the Caltrans State
Transportation Fund set of accounts, separate subaccounts are maintained for
TransNet by expenditure authorization and contributor number. This alternative
approach to maintaining separate accountability is allowable per SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031, Rule #6 if submitted to SANDAG for concurrence. SANDAG has
accepted Caltrans’ alternative approach.

5. We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

6. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: We identified the following variance between the TransNet revenues
recorded by Caltrans in comparison to the SANDAG TransNet payment

schedule.
TransNet payments made by SANDAG $13,154,140
TransNet revenue recorded by Caltrans 17,681,694
Variance 4,527,554



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego, California

The variance was a result of the following:

Paid by SANDAG in 2024 but received by

Caltrans in 2025 ($9,626,562)
Paid by SANDAG in 2025 but received by

Caltrans in 2026 5,099,008

Variance ($4,527,554)

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

We inspected the interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to
the Caltrans general ledger.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there was no interest
income reported on Schedule A.

We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: In accordance with the Governor’s budget, Caltrans has no
authority to disburse funds deposited in the State Highway Account, as
that money is defined for a special purpose through the legislative
process. An absence of such authority means that Caltrans cannot
disburse funds, and the Department of Finance has no authority to pay
interest on advance deposits. SANDAG has accepted this practice in the
past, thus no exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar

amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: Caltrans recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount

of $19,812,085. We selected $5,931,382 (29.94%) for testing. No
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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iv.

vi.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet
expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a federal or state agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: Indirect costs are allocated to RTIP projects at a rate of
45.26% of direct labor costs from July 1, 2024 - June 30, 2025
associated with each project when the contributor is considered a self-
help county. As of July 1, 2020, SB 848 was enacted which limits the
Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates for self-help counties. Caltrans'
indirect cost plan has been reviewed by the State of California
Department of Finance and the Federal Highway Administration as of
July 31, 2024. The indirect cost plan is reviewed and updated by
Caltrans on an annual basis. Caltrans allocated a total of $2,107,455 of
indirect costs in the RTIP resulting in 10.64% of indirect costs compared
to total TransNet expenditures. In addition, CALTRANS ICRP rate of
44.53% was below the approved rate of 45.26%, therefore, they were
within the approved rate threshold. Caltrans' methodology for allocating
indirect costs appears reasonable.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.
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Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no adjustments made
during FY25.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
presented that included the subsequent year’s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no completed
project balances requiring movement to a TransNet-eligible project.

i If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year’s intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i.  We substantiated that additional funding is available in the RTIP or that
an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

j- We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
included when the project will be completed.

Results: CAL278, SAN47, SAN73, SAN73A, and SAN156 had no activity over
the past two years. The status of the project has been added to Schedule A.

k. We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for reasons of inactivity.
Results: SANDAG approved the inactive project on February 26, 2026.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.
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Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfers of
TransNet funds between projects.

m. We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as Caltrans had no non-TransNet
activity for the fiscal year.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a. We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief versus maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no adjustments
reported in Schedule A.

C. We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B completed section by category.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

8. If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there is no long-term debt outstanding
as of June 30, 2025.

9. We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.

Results: CALTRANS had one prior year finding related to the allocation of indirect
costs to TransNet projects. There were several projects not set up correctly with
SANDAG (TransNet) as a self-help county. This resulted in those projects allocated
a higher Indirect Cost Rate Proposed (ICRP) rate. The ICRP rate allocated was
56.17%; however, it should have been 52.09%. A total of $77,784.57 was
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overallocated during FY24. This finding was resolved as CALTRANS adjusted the
amount in FY25.

10. We proposed current fiscal year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-
upon procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the
findings.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on Caltrans’ compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of Caltrans and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures
engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DavisFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026



ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024, through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MPO ID"” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including Caltrans, which receives TransNet funding
on an annual basis for one or more of the TransNet Programs.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“"SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A” means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B"” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.



CALTRANS

TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE A

MPO ID/ Project Status Funds Interest Project Project Status
Project Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025  Notes
TransNet:
Highways:
CAL26 Route 52 $ 13,864 $ - $ $ - $ 13,864 (a)
Total Highways 13,864 - - 13,864
Total TransNet $ 13,864 $ - $ $ - $ 13,864
TransNet Extension:
Major Corridor:

CALO9 I-5 North Coast $ 1,088,771 $ 654,933 $ $ (1,823,497) $ (79,793) (b)
CALO9 C 1-805 HOV / Carroll Canyon DAR - - - - (c)
CALO9 D 5/805 Conversion to Express 61,492 (61,492) 30,796 30,796
CAL18B Mira Mesa DAR and Bus Station (14,643) - - (14,643) (d)
CAL29 B SR 76 East 4,464,525 (4,462,912) (13,096) (11,483) (e)

CAL38 SR-905 New Freeway - - - - (c)

CAL67 SR-94 HOV 10,830 54,000 (61,294) 3,536

CAL68 94/125 S to E Connector 100 516,130 (505,761) 10,469

CAL75 I-5 Genesee (1,266,239) 1,250,564 15,675 -

CAL78 B 1-805 North - - - - (c)
CAL78 C 1-805 South 1,966 (1,966) - -
CAL78 D 1-805 South Soundwalls (459,399) 3,147,625 (2,288,484) 399,742

CAL114 1-5/56 Interchange (47,521) 47,521 - -

CAL277 SR-78/1-15 Connectors - 999,000 (1,167,612) (168,612) (d)(e)
CAL277A SR78/I-5 Express Lanes (340,482) 1,512,000 (1,525,957) (354,439) (d)
CAL278 SR-78 HOV / Managed Lanes - - - - (f)
CAL 536 SR-52 Improvements/Transit Priority - - (9,690) (9,690) (d)
CAL 538 SR-67 Improvements 1,472 - - 1,472
CAL 547 CML-6211 (155) Transit Connection (2,300) 77,000 (67,400) 7,300
CAL 550 CMCP--Coast, Canyons, Trails SR-52 - - - - (c)
CAL 571 1-805 Transit Priority Lanes (15 to 52) (475,285) 2,209,000 (1,378,421) 355,294
CAL 614 1-805 N Aux Lanes at Governor - 674,000 (677,294) (3,294) (d)
CAL 633 805 S HOV Palomar to SR 94 - 300,000 (623,985) (323,985) (d)
SAN23 Mid-Coast LRT (19,983) - - (19,983) (d)
SAN47 1-805 BRT - - - - (9)
SAN73 San Elijo Lagoon Double Track - - - - (9)
SAN73A Chesterfield Dr Crossing - - - - (9)
SAN 183 Batiquitos Lagoon Double Track (245,856) 555,635 (345,661) (35,882) (d)
SAN224 1-805/SR-94 Bus on Shoulder Demonstration - - - -

V-11 SR-11 (165,248) 166,000 - 752

V-15 I-5 Gilman Dr Bridge - - - - (c)

V-18 I-5 Voigt - - - - (c)
1200100 Program Office (569) - 569 -

Total Major Corridor $ 2,591,631 $ 7,637,038 $ $ (10,441,112) $ (212,443)
(Continued)



SCHEDULE A

CALTRANS
TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

MPO ID/ Project Status Funds Interest Project Caltrans Project Status

Project Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes

Notes:

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(9)

(h)

Major Corridor Environmental:
Mitigation Program (MC EMP):
V-07 Mitigation Program $ (5,663,138) $ 10,044,656 $ - $ (9,370,973) $ - $ (4,989,455) (d)

Total MC EMP (5,663,138) 10,044,656 - (9,370,973) - (4,989,455)

TransNet Bike, Pedestrian &
Neighborhood Safety (BPNS) Program:

SAN156 Coastal Rail Trail: E St to Chesterfield 185,712 - - - - 185,712 (h)
Total TransNet BPNS Program 185,712 - - - - 185,712
Total TransNet Extension $ (2,885,795) ¢ 17,681,694 $ - $ (19,812,085) $ - $ (5,016,186)
Total TransNet and TransNet Extension $ (2,871,931) ¢ 17,681,694 $ - $ (19,812,085) $ - $ (5,002,322)

All projects related to CAL 26 in the TransNet Highway section are still in the final vouchering process and the goal is to complete it by FY 26.

MPO ID CALO9 has multiple projects under this project. Some projects still have ongoing construction, various stages of closeout phases, and closed out. Negative balances will
be removed as projects are complete.

Project is completed.

Negative ending balance will be removed with the next invoice to SANDAG in FY26.

Project removed from completed section of Schedule B as a new phase is now being funded.

CALTRANS is currently in the process of expending federal funds and plans to begin in FY28.

Project is not currently active and is going through the pending close out process. There is an agreement with the MPO ID that includes other projects that need to be finalized
together. The last proiect is currently complete and will be submitted for close out in FY27.

Project is still active and a new project has started under this MPO ID.
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CALTRANS

TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

MPO ID/ Funds Interest Project Project Status
Project Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
TransNet Extension:
Major Corridor:

CAL09 I-5 North Coast $ 105,871,393 $ - (105,951,186) $ (79,793)
CAL09 C 1-805 HOV / Carroll Canyon DAR 27,274,289 - (27,274,289) -
CALO9 D 5/805 Conversion to Express 278,508 - (247,712) 30,796
CAL18 B Mira Mesa DAR and Bus Station - - (14,643) (14,643)
CAL29 B SR 76 East 44,438,583 - (44,450,066) (11,483)

CAL38 SR-905 New Freeway 612,440 - (612,440) -

CAL67 SR-94 HOV 8,335,707 - (8,332,171) 3,536

CAL68 94/125 S to E Connector 940,209 - (929,740) 10,469

CAL75 I-5 Genesee 14,417,881 - (14,417,881) -
CAL78 B 1-805 North 12,285,517 - (12,285,517) -
CAL78 C 1-805 South 135,808,248 - (135,808,248) -
CAL78 D 1-805 South Soundwalls 9,899,999 - (9,500,257) 399,742
CAL114 I-5/56 Interchange 1,741,521 - (1,741,521) -
CAL277 SR-78/1-15 Connectors 1,810,031 - (1,978,643) (168,612)
CAL 277A SR78/1-5 Express Lanes 4,699,523 - (5,053,962) (354,439)
CAL 278 SR-78 HOV / Managed Lanes 1,662,367 - (1,662,367) -
CAL 536 SR-52 Improvements/Transit Priority - - (9,690) (9,690)
CAL 538 SR-67 Improvements 12,000 - (10,528) 1,472
CAL 547 CML-6211 (155) Transit Connection 77,000 - (69,700) 7,300
CAL 550 CMCP--Coast, Canyons, Trails SR-52 (23,638) - 23,638 -
CAL 571 I-805 Transit Priority Lanes (15 to 52) 2,411,000 - (2,055,706) 355,294
CAL 614 1-805 N Aux Lanes at Governor 674,000 - (677,294) (3,294)
CAL 633 805 S HOV Palomar to SR 94 300,000 - (623,985) (323,985)

SAN23 Mid-Coast LRT 444,000 - (463,983) (19,983)

SAN47 1-805 BRT 2,939,727 - (2,939,727) -

SAN73 San Elijo Lagoon Double Track 7,786,582 - (7,786,582) -
SAN73A Chesterfield Dr Crossing 3,154,106 - (3,154,106) -
SAN 183 Batiquitos Lagoon Double Track 1,211,000 - (1,246,882) (35,882)
SAN224 1-805/SR-94 Bus on Shoulder Demonstration 128,058 - (128,058) -

V-11 SR-11 2,097,235 - (2,096,483) 752

V-15 I-5 Gilman Dr Bridge 130,921 - (130,921) -

V-18 I-5 Voigt 686,952 - (686,952) -
1200100 Program Office 221,956 - (221,956) -

Total Major Corridor 392,327,115 - (392,539,558) (212,443)
(Continued)
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SCHEDULE B

CALTRANS
TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

MPO ID/ Funds Interest Project Project Status
Project Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
TransNet Extension:
MC EMP
V-07 Mitigation Program $ 191,564,538 $ - $ (196,553,993) % (4,989,455)
Total MC EMP 191,564,538 - (196,553,993) (4,989,455)
TransNet BPNS Program:
SAN156 Coastal Rail Trail: E St to Chesterfield 4,786,000 - (4,600,288) 185,712
Total TransNet BPNS Program 4,786,000 - (4,600,288) 185,712
Subtotal Cumulative TransNet Extension 588,677,653 - (593,693,839) (5,016,186)
Completed Projects:
Major Corridor 273,154,992 - (273,154,992) -
Mitigation Program (MC EMP) 14,279,000 - (14,279,000) -
BPNS Program 2,905,773 - (2,905,773) -
TransNet Local Program 3,093,119 - (3,093,119) -
Total Completed Projects 293,432,884 - (293,432,884) -
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension $ 882,110,537 $ - $ (887,126,723) $% (5,016,186)
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CITY OF CARLSBAD, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025



°
DavisFarr e Gl optp
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of Carlsbad,
California’s (City’s or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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5.

We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed in alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

c. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

i. We inspected interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to the
recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.
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vi.

Vii.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: The City recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount
of $8,304,727. We selected $2,721,811 (32.77%) for testing. No
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

Based on the project description and expenditure support inspected, we
determined whether the MPO ID is properly classified as either
Maintenance or Congestion Relief based on the definition in Board Policy
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as payroll expenditures did not
exceed 20% of the total dollar amount of expenditures.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet
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expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a Federal or State agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: The City allocated indirect costs to projects included in the
RTIP for the year ended June 30, 2025. The City allocates indirect costs
to capital projects by using the employee’s direct cost charged to a
project and multiplying it by an allocation percentage of 116%, which
was determined by a consultant. The City allocated a total of $57,854
of indirect costs in the RTIP, resulting in 0.70% of indirect costs
compared to total TransNet expenditures. The City’s indirect cost plan
has not been reviewed by a cognizant agency or audited by an
independent CPA but has been approved by management and City
Council during FY21. The City’s methodology for allocating indirect costs
appears reasonable. No exceptions were noted as a result of our
procedures.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
provided that included the subsequent year’s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year’s intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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i. We substantiated that additional funding was available in the RTIP or
that an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
includes when the project will be completed.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects
during FY25.

We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for the reason of inactivity.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects
during FY25.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfer of
TransNet funds from one project to another during FY25.

We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have any non-
TransNet activity during FY25.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a.

We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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C. We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B by category.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

8. We inspected the ending project status per Schedule A for those projects that were
derived from the recipient agency’s annual TransNet apportionment was not more
than 30% of the recipient agency’s current fiscal year annual apportionment, net of
debt service payments. We determined whether the recipient agency included a
schedule showing the annual apportionment, debt service deduction (if applicable),
net annual apportionment, 30% balance threshold, applicable project status balance,
and balance (over)/under the threshold.

Results: The City is in compliance with the 30% requirement as follows:

Fiscal year 2025 apportionment $4,905,549
Less: debt service payment -
Net estimated apportionment 4,905,549
30% base 30%
Fiscal year 2025 30% threshold 1,471,665
Less:

Local Streets and Roads fund balance -
Local Street Improvement:

Congestion Relief fund balance (3,517,388)
Maintenance fund balance 2,575,765

Total Local Streets and Roads and Local Street

Improvement fund balance (941,623)
Fund balance under apportionment $2,413,288

9. We reported the ending balance from Schedule A, of Local Street Improvements
(LSI) and Congestion Relief and Maintenance. We reported the ending balances of
Congestion Relief and Maintenance from the SANDAG FY 2025 TransNet Local Streets
Improvements Allocation Schedule.

Results: The ending balances for Congestion Relief and Maintenance as of June 30,
2025 are as follows:

Funds Held Funds Held
by City by SANDAG Total
Congestion Relief $(3,517,388) $15,056,512 $11,539,124
Maintenance 2,575,765 15,416,838 17,992,603
Totals $(941,623) $30,473,350 $29,531,727
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10. We documented the percentage of local street and road revenue cumulatively
expended for maintenance. If the percentage was greater than 30%, we
documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: The City has expended 2.97% of cumulative local street and road revenue
for maintenance as indicated below:

City SANDAG Total

Congestion relief $33,276,257 $11,058,981 $44,335,238
Maintenance 4,589,825 13,729,180 18,319,005
Interest 135,179 5,685,189 5,820,368
Total local street and road
revenue $38,001,261 $30,473,350 474,611
30% of total local street and

road revenue $20,542,383
Less maintenance

expenditures incurred to date (2,036,764)
Available maintenance funds $18,505,619
Cumulative percentage expended

for maintenance 2.97%

11. 1If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there is no long-term debt outstanding
as of June 30, 2025.

12. With respect to the MOE requirement:

a. We obtained the current MOE requirements for each recipient agency from
SANDAG staff.

b. We obtained Schedule 3 of the Annual Street Report from the recipient
agency.

i. If an error to the Annual Street Report is reported by the recipient agency
subsequent to submission of the Report to the State Controller’s Office,
we performed additional steps as follows:

1. We obtained an updated Annual Street Report, as submitted to
the State Controller’s Office; or

2. We obtained notice from the State Controller’s Office that the
changes will be included in the subsequent year’s Annual Street
Report; and
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3. We compared the adjusted amount to procedure 12.c. and
provided a brief explanation of adjustments in Results.

We reported the excess (deficit) of discretionary expenditures over the MOE
base, which is equal to the amount of discretionary funds expended for the
Local Street Improvement Program less the MOE base amount.

We reported any outstanding unmet requirement from a prior year, the
amount of time the recipient agency has remaining to meet its required MOE
and reported a roll forward schedule.

Results: The City was in compliance with the MOE requirement. The City did
not have an outstanding unmet MOE requirement for the prior year. MOE
activity for the year ended June 30, 2025, is summarized as follows:

Current year local discretionary expenditures $15,201,325
Less MOE base year requirement (4,250,218)
Excess MOE for the year ended June 30, 2025 $10,951,107

13. We obtained from SANDAG staff the approved RTCIP Funding Program for the current
fiscal year.

a.

For the RTCIP fund, we obtained a detailed general ledger from the recipient
agency.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency the RTCIP approved schedule for
collecting and/or contributing private sector exactions to its Funding Program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We obtained the RTCIP schedule, including cumulative exactions collected,
cumulative interest earned, cumulative expenditures (including

commitments), and cumulative ending balance.

i. We inspected exactions collected to ensure that the recipient agency
was using the most current approved fee amount.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inquired of management as to whether procedures were in place to
track each exaction fee paid by development.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

iii. We determined whether all exaction fees have been expended or
committed within seven years of collection.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

If exaction fees are committed, but not expended within seven years,
we obtained evidence the unexpended RTCIP revenue was programmed
in the RTIP before the expiration of the seven-year timeframe. We also
ensured that a footnote was provided on the status of the project.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from SANDAG the list of RTCIP-approved regional arterial
system projects and selected at least 10% of the expenditures to ensure
that the expenditures were for projects in the approved regional arterial
system project list.

Results: The City recorded total RTCIP expenditures in the amount of
$98,004. We selected $26,608 (27.15%) for testing. No exceptions
were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 13.c.v, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 10% of the expenditures
and documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the unallowable
expenditures. If additional unallowable expenditures were identified,
we contacted the ITOC Audit Subcommittee Chair to determine whether
additional procedures were required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
RTCIP expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge appeared reasonable for the project.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as RCTIP payroll amounts did
not exceed the 20% threshold during FY25.

We documented the percentage of program revenue spent for fund
administration or indirect costs. We determined whether the percentage
was less than 3% per Section D.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the
TransNet Ordinance. If expenditures exceeded 3%, we documented the
excess and the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no program

revenue spent for fund administration or indirect costs.

We determined whether the recipient agency provided its full monetary
contribution required by Section 9.A of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance. We inquired of management as to whether procedures
existed to ensure all qualified properties were included in the program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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14.

15.

16.

X.

Xi.

Xii.

xiii.

Xiv.

We identified interest income for the fiscal year and documented that
the interest income amount per the RTCIP schedule agreed to the RTCIP
general ledger. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to
ensure that it was in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance
and Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For any RTCIP funds that have been transferred, loaned or exchanged,
we determined whether the requirements of Section 7 of the TransNet
Ordinance had been met. If so, we documented details of the transfer,
loan and/or exchange.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not transfer,
loan, or exchange any RTCIP funds.

We inquired of management as to whether any developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee. If so, we documented
the credits granted and whether Section F of the RTCIP attachment to
the Ordinance had been followed.

Results: Per inquiry with management, no developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee.

We documented the date the recipient agency provided RTCIP
documentation to us for inspection.

Results: The City provided RTCIP documentation on October 6, 2025.
We summarized the recipient agency’s compliance with the
requirements of Section G.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the TransNet

Extension Ordinance.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We inspected the RTIP and identified any administrative projects included in the

If administrative projects were included in the RTIP, we ensured that

administrative costs included in Local Street Improvements were no more than 1%
of the annual apportionment.

Results: The City did not include any administrative projects in the RTIP.

We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.
Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no prior year findings and

recommendations.

We proposed current year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-upon
procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the finding.

10
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Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no findings and
recommendations required to be prepared for the year ended June 30, 2025.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the City’s compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of the City and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures

engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DavisFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026
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ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Annual Street Report” means the State of California Annual Street Report.
“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MOE"” means Maintenance of Effort as explained in Section 8 of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

“MPO ID” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including the County of San Diego and the Cities of
Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, Santee, San Marcos, Solana
Beach, and Vista, that receives TransNet funding on an annual basis for one or more of the
TransNet Programs.

“RTCIP” means the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, the new
development exactions required per Section 9 of the TransNet Extension Ordinance.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A” means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B"” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“'Schedule C” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds; a cumulative listing of the
collections and expenditures of the recipient agency’s RTCIP Fund.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.
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Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund
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°
DavisFarr e e optt
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of Chula Vista,
California’s (City or recipient agency) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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5.

We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed in alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

i. We inspected interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to the
recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.
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vi.

Vii.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: The City recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount
of $8,216,640. We selected $3,126,972 (38.06%) for testing. No
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

Based on the project description and expenditure support inspected, we
determined whether the MPO ID is properly classified as either
Maintenance or Congestion Relief based on the definition in Board Policy
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: The City recorded total TransNet payroll expenditures in the
amount of $2,548,539, which represented 31.02% of total
expenditures. We selected one pay period and five employees for
testing. No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
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cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet
expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a Federal or State agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: The City allocated indirect costs to projects included in the RTIP
for the year ended June 30, 2025. The City allocates costs out of their
various departments into capital projects by using the Engineering time
directly charged to a project as the cost basis, and multiplying the hours
worked by the City’s fully burdened hourly rate. Department Overhead
Rates ranged from 6.08% to 41.96%, with an average rate of 19.33%.
Total staff time costs (which includes both direct and indirect costs)
included within projects on the RTIP were $3,041,172. Total estimated
indirect costs were $492,633, or 6.00% of total TransNet expenditures.
In order to verify that the City allocated indirect costs appropriately, we
tested four job positions to ensure the City was recording direct and
indirect costs properly according to internal project rates. The City’s
written indirect cost plan was last updated in FY 2021. The plan was
approved by Management. The City’s indirect cost plan has not been
reviewed by a federal or state agency or audited by an independent CPA
firm. The City’s methodology for allocating indirect costs appears
reasonable. No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
provided that included the subsequent year’s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year’s intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. We substantiated that additional funding was available in the RTIP or
that an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
includes when the project will be completed.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no projects which had

no activity over the past two years.

We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for the reason of inactivity.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no projects which had

no activity over the past two years.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have any non-

TransNet activity during FY25.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a.

We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.
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Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B by category.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

8. We inspected the ending project status per Schedule A for those projects that were
derived from the recipient agency’s annual TransNet apportionment was not more
than 30% of the recipient agency’s current fiscal year annual apportionment, net of
debt service payments. We determined whether the recipient agency included a
schedule showing the annual apportionment, debt service deduction (if applicable),
net annual apportionment, 30% balance threshold, applicable project status balance,
and balance (over)/under the threshold.

Results: The City is in compliance with the 30% requirement as follows:

Fiscal year 2025 apportionment $9,424,393
Less: debt service payment -
Net estimated apportionment 9,424,393
30% base 30%
Fiscal year 2025 30% threshold 2,827,318
Less:

Local Streets and Roads fund balance -
Local Street Improvement:
Congestion Relief fund balance 102,902
Maintenance fund balance 562

Total Local Streets and Roads and Local Street

Improvement fund balance 103,464
Fund balance under apportionment 2,72 4

9. We reported the ending balance from Schedule A, of Local Street Improvements
(LSI) and Congestion Relief and Maintenance. We reported the ending balances of
Congestion Relief and Maintenance from the SANDAG FY 2025 TransNet Local Streets
Improvements Allocation Schedule.

Results: The ending balances for Congestion Relief and Maintenance as of June 30,
2025 are as indicated on the following page:
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Funds Held Funds Held

by City by SANDAG Total
Congestion Relief $102,902 $22,268,156 $22,371,058
Maintenance 562 11,070,854 11,071,416
Totals $ 103,464 $33,339,010 $33,442,474

10. We documented the percentage of local street and road revenue cumulatively
expended for maintenance. If the percentage was greater than 30%, we
documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: The City has expended 21.29% of cumulative local street and road revenue
for maintenance as indicated below:

City SANDAG Total

Congestion relief $59,566,178 $18,935,647 $78,501,825
Maintenance 25,121,937 9,657,498 34,779,435
Interest 88,350 4,745,865 4,834,210
Total local street and road
revenue $84,776,465 $33,339,010 $118,115,475
30% of total local street and

road revenue $35,434,643
Less maintenance

expenditures incurred to date (25,147,243)
Available maintenance funds $10,287,400
Cumulative percentage expended

for maintenance 21.29%

11. 1If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there is no long-term debt outstanding
as of June 30, 2025.
12. With respect to the MOE requirement:

a. We obtained the current MOE requirements for each recipient agency from
SANDAG staff.

b. We obtained Schedule 3 of the Annual Street Report from the recipient
agency.

i If an error to the Annual Street Report is reported by the recipient
agency subsequent to submission of the Report to the State Controller’s
Office, we performed additional steps as follows:
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13.

1. We obtained an updated Annual Street Report, as submitted to the
State Controller’s Office; or

2. We obtained notice from the State Controller’'s Office that the
changes will be included in the subsequent year’s Annual Street
Report; and

3. We compared the adjusted amount to procedure 12.c. and provided
a brief explanation of adjustments in Results.

C. We reported the excess (deficit) of discretionary expenditures over the MOE
base, which is equal to the amount of discretionary funds expended for the
Local Street Improvement Program less the MOE base amount.

d. We reported any outstanding unmet requirement from a prior year, the
amount of time the recipient agency has remaining to meet its required MOE
and reported a roll forward schedule.

Results: The City was in compliance with the MOE requirement. The City did not

have an outstanding unmet MOE requirement for the prior year. MOE activity for
the year ended June 30, 2025, is summarized as follows:

Current year local discretionary expenditures $5,518,655
Less MOE base year requirement (2,763,821)
Excess MOE for the year ended June 30, 2025 2,754,834

We obtained from SANDAG staff the approved RTCIP Funding Program for the current
fiscal year.

a. For the RTCIP fund, we obtained a detailed general ledger from the recipient
agency.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We obtained from the recipient agency the RTCIP approved schedule for
collecting and/or contributing private sector exactions to its Funding Program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
C. We obtained the RTCIP schedule, including cumulative exactions collected,
cumulative interest earned, cumulative expenditures (including

commitments), and cumulative ending balance.

i. We inspected exactions collected to ensure that the recipient agency
was using the most current approved fee amount.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inquired of management as to whether procedures were in place to
track each exaction fee paid by development.
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We determined whether all exaction fees have been expended or
committed within seven years of collection.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If exaction fees are committed, but not expended within seven years,
we obtained evidence the unexpended RTCIP revenue was programmed
in the RTIP before the expiration of the seven-year timeframe. We also
ensured that a footnote was provided on the status of the project.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from SANDAG the list of RTCIP-approved regional arterial
system projects and selected at least 10% of the expenditures to ensure
that the expenditures were for projects in the approved regional arterial
system project list.

Results: The City recorded total RTCIP expenditures in the amount of
$14,099. We selected $2,892 (20.51%) for testing. No exceptions were
noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 13.c.v, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 10% of the expenditures
and documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the unallowable
expenditures. If additional unallowable expenditures were identified,
we contacted the ITOC Audit Subcommittee Chair to determine whether
additional procedures were required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
RTCIP expenditures identified in procedure 13.c.v.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge appeared reasonable for the project.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur payroll
expenditures related to RTCIP projects in FY25.

We documented the percentage of program revenue spent for fund
administration or indirect costs. We determined whether the percentage
was less than 3% per Section D.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the
TransNet Ordinance. If expenditures exceeded 3%, we documented the
excess and the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there was no program
revenue spent for fund administration or indirect costs.
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14.

iX. We determined whether the recipient agency provided its full monetary
contribution required by Section 9.A of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance. We inquired of management as to whether procedures
existed to ensure all qualified properties were included in the program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

X. We identified interest income for the fiscal year and documented that
the interest income amount per the RTCIP schedule agreed to the RTCIP
general ledger. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to
ensure that it was in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance
and Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

Xi. For any RTCIP funds that have been transferred, loaned or exchanged,
we determined whether the requirements of Section 7 of the TransNet
Ordinance had been met. If so, we documented details of the transfer,
loan and/or exchange.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not transfer,
loan, or exchange any RTCIP funds.

Xii. We inquired of management as to whether any developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee. If so, we documented
the credits granted and whether Section F of the RTCIP attachment to
the Ordinance had been followed.

Results: Per inquiry with management, no developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee.

xiii. We documented the date the recipient agency provided RTCIP
documentation to us for inspection.

Results: The City provided RTCIP documentation on October 10, 2025.
Xiv. We summarized the recipient agency’s compliance with the
requirements of Section G.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the TransNet
Extension Ordinance.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We inspected the RTIP and identified any administrative projects included in the
RTIP. If administrative projects were included in the RTIP, we ensured that
administrative costs included in Local Street Improvements were no more than 1%

of the annual apportionment.

Results: The City did not include any administrative projects in the RTIP.
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15. We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no prior year findings and
recommendations.

16. We proposed current year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-upon
procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the finding.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no findings and
recommendations required to be prepared for the year ended June 30, 2025.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the City’'s compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of the City and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures

engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DavisFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026
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ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Annual Street Report” means the State of California Annual Street Report.
“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MOE"” means Maintenance of Effort as explained in Section 8 of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

“MPO ID” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including the County of San Diego and the Cities of
Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, Santee, San Marcos, Solana
Beach, and Vista, that receives TransNet funding on an annual basis for one or more of the
TransNet Programs.

“RTCIP” means the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, the new
development exactions required per Section 9 of the TransNet Extension Ordinance.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A” means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B"” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“'Schedule C” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds; a cumulative listing of the
collections and expenditures of the recipient agency’s RTCIP Fund.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.
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SCHEDULE A

CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes

TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:

CHV39 TRF0337 Traffic Signal Left Turn Mod Prog $ - $ 1,000 $ - $ (952) $ - $ 48
CHV39 TRF0350 Traffic Signal System Optimization 782 293,000 - (308,438) 15,000 344
CHV39 TRF0354 Traffic Congestion Relief Program 991 197,000 - (277,879) 125,275 45,387
CHV39 TRF0400 Signal Retiming of Yellow 165,275 - - - (165,275) - (a)
CHV39 TRF0423 Traffic Signal Comm Improv W of 805 718 10,000 - (1,739) - 8,979
CHV39  TRF0426 Adapt Signal Expansion Otay Lakes Rd 561 14,000 - (36,849) 25,000 2,712
Total CHV39 Projects 168,327 515,000 - (625,857) - 57,470
CHV44  TRF0356 Otay Mesa Transportation System 140 2,500 - (855) - 1,785
CHV48 STM0393 Major Pavement Rehabilitation FY17/18 1,826 6,174 - (8,000) - - (a)
CHV48  STM0400 RMRA Major Pavement Rehab FY19/20 104,000 - - - (104,000) - (a)
CHV48  STM0401 RMRA Major Pavement Rehab FY20/21 118,760 - - - (118,760) - (a)
CHV48 STM0404 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program FY24/25 - 8,900 - (12,952) 5,000 948
CHV48 STM0408 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program 298 3,250,000 - (3,236,970) - 13,328
CHV48 STM0411 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program 1,013 100,000 - (318,162) 217,760 611
CHV48  STM0414 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program FY23/24 58 735,000 - (790,169) - (55,111) (b)
Total CHV48 Projects 225,955 4,100,074 - (4,366,253) - (40,224)
CHV58  STL0426 Sidewalk Gap Citywide FY 17/18 1,813 155,000 - (206,617) - (49,804) (b)
CHV58 STLO442 Alpine (Naples to Emerson) 646 90,000 - (90,072) - 574
CHV58  STM0405 ADA Path Install at Otay Lakes Rd 1,177 20,000 - (18,697) - 2,480
CHV58 TRF0414 3rd Ave @ Seavale Pedestrian Improv 5,682 - - (1,886) - 3,796
Total CHV58 Projects 9,318 265,000 - (317,272) - (42,954)
Subtotal Congestion Relief 403,740 4,882,574 - (5,310,237) - (23,923)

(Continued)
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CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities

Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)

Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE A

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures  Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes
Balance carried forward - Congestion Relief $ 403,740 $ 4,882,574 $ - $ (5,310,237) $ - $ (23,923)
CHV60 STL0437 EB Right Turn Lane Install/ East H St Study 2,822 - - (1,661) (567) 594
CHV60 TRF0398 Traffic Sig Install at Main St and Jacqua St 3,164 - - - - 3,164
CHV60 TRF0418 Lead Ped Interval Traf Signal Ops 1,791 - - (421) - 1,370
CHV60  TRF0424 Ped Hybr Beacon Upgrade - - - (567) 567 - (a)
Total CHV60 Projects 7,777 - - (2,649) - 5,128
CHV70  STL0451 Bayshore Bikeway Segment 6A (1,869) 45,000 - (16,828) - 26,303
CHV79 STL0446 Left Turn Imp Bonita Rd@ Bonita Glen (84,367) 29,000 - (28,693) 84,942 882 (c)
CHV79  TRF0415 Telegraph Cnyn Rd Raised Median Impvmnts 8,388 159,000 - (106,311) (84,942) (23,865) (b)(c)
Total CHV79 Projects (75,979) 188,000 - (135,004) - (22,983)
CHV80  STL0406 3rd Ave Streetscp Imprv Phs 3 64,806 - - (863) - 63,943
CHV88  STL0464 F Street Promenade Phase 1 5,583 - - (6,786) - (1,203) (b)
CHV89  TRF0432 Olympic Parkway Safety Enhancements 3,797 - - (5,677) - (1,880) (b)
Interest Income 53,561 - 3,956 - - 57,517
Total Congestion Relief 461,416 5,115,574 3,956 (5,478,044) - 102,902
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SCHEDULE A

CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures  Adjustments _ June 30, 2025 Notes
Maintenance:
CHV06 CTY0219 Pavement Management System $ 357 % 116,000 $ - $ (174,008) $ - $ (57,651) (b)
CHV06  STL0455 Pavement Maintenance Program FY21/22 2,834 - - - - 2,834
CHV06 STL0463 Pavement Repair Program - 200,000 - (169,026) - 30,974
Total CHVO06 Projects 3,191 316,000 - (343,034) - (23,843)
CHV22  CTY0202 CIP Advanced Planning (60,419) 133,000 - (72,014) - 567
CHV22  CTY0208 CIP Management & Equipment Purchase 5,736 - - - - 5,736
CHV22  CTY0232 ADA Pedestrian Connectivity Program 1,041 34,000 - (27,761) - 7,280
CHV22  STM0406 Bay Boulevard at L Street Sidewalk Improvements Study 722 3,500 - (13,403) - (9,181) (b)
Total CHV22 Projects (52,920) 170,500 - (113,178) - 4,402
CHV33  TRF0345 School Zone Traffic Calming 8,220 155,000 - (224,772) - (61,552) (b)
CHV34 SWR0292 Indtrl Blvd &Main St Swr Imprv 2,272 2,870 - (5,143) - (1) (b)
CHV34  TRF0327 Neighborhood Safety Program 273 406,500 - (405,889) - 884
CHV34  TRF0411 Ped Imprvmnts- Castle Park Middle School 176 50,000 - (48,804) - 1,372
CHV34  TRF0413 Ladder Crosswalks at Controlled Intersections Program 730 7,000 - (3,807) - 3,923
CHV34 TRF0416 Intersection Safety Improvements 282 166,500 - (166,462) - 320
CHV34  TRF0422 Radar Speed Feedback Signs (9,319) 35,000 - (24,770) - 911
CHV34  TRF0429 Pedestr and Guardrail Imprv Various 505 30,000 - (66,963) - (36,458) (b)
CHV34 TRF0436 Pedest Hyb Beacon Upgr 4th/Orsett - 17,000 - (12,606) - 4,394
Total CHV34 Projects (5,081) 714,870 - (734,444) - (24,655)
Subtotal Maintenance (46,590) 1,356,370 - (1,415,428) - (105,648)

(Continued)
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SCHEDULE A

CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes
Balance carried forward - Maintenance $ (46,590) $ 1,356,370 $ - $ (1,415,428) $ - $ (105,648)
CHV35 STM0369 Bikeway Facilities Gap Project (56,134) 248,000 - (191,138) - 728
CHV35 TRF0332 Signing and Striping Program 196 93,000 - (91,810) - 1,386
CHV35 TRF0366 Traffic Signal & St. Lighting Upgrade / Maint. 813 195,000 - (301,936) - (106,123) (b)
CHV35 TRF0421 Engineering & Traffic Survey Updates Program 247 104,000 - (74,256) - 29,991
Total CHV35 Projects (54,878) 640,000 - (659,140) - (74,018)
CHv45 TRF0274 Traffic Count Stations - 1,000 - (606) - 394
CHv45 TRF0321 Citywide Traffic Count Program 15,489 10,000 - (11,681) - 13,808
Total CHV45 Projects 15,489 11,000 - (12,287) - 14,202
CHV50 DRNO0217 CMP Repair ROW FY20/21 (256,722) 650,000 - (283,543) - 109,735
CHV50 STM0385 Bridge Maintenance 765 5,000 - (1,473) - 4,292
Total CHV50 Projects (255,957) 655,000 - (285,016) - 114,027
CHV75 STL0447 ADA Pedestrian Curb Ramps Prog - 283 - (283) - - (a)
CHV75 STL0448 Sidewalk Replacement Program FY20/21 1,151 - - - (1,151) - (a)
CHV75 STL0454 ADA Pedestrian Curb Ramps Program FY21/22 (42,038) 118,717 - (109,133) 1,151 (31,303) (b)
CHV75 STLO461 ADA Pedestrian Curb Ramps FY22/23 687 94,000 - (93,778) - 909
Total CHV75 Projects (40,200) 213,000 - (203,194) - (30,394)
CHV83 STM0394 Local Street Utility Undergrounding District 21,430 - - (6,845) - 14,585
CHV83 STM0407 F Street Undergrounding Phase 2 - Street Light Design 15,549 - - (3,812) - 11,737
Total CHV83 Projects 36,979 - - (10,657) - 26,322
Subtotal Maintenance (345,157) 2,875,370 - (2,585,722) - (55,509)

(Continued)
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SCHEDULE A

CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet and TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status

MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments  June 30, 2025  Notes

Balance carried forward - Maintenance $ (345,157) $ 2,875,370 $ - $ (2,585,722) $ - $ (55,509)
CHV90 TRF0427 North Second Avenue Shoulder Improv (9,704) 194,000 - (152,874) - 31,422

Interest Income 22,954 - 1,695 - - 24,649
Total Maintenance (331,907) 3,069,370 1,695 (2,738,596) - 562
Total Local Street Improvements 129,509 8,184,944 5,651 (8,216,640) - 103,464
Total TransNet Extension $ 129,509 ¢$ 8,184,944 $ 5,651 $ (8,216,640) $ — $ 103,464

Notes:
(a) CIP Project complete.
(b) Deficit will be covered by drawdown in FY 26.
(c) Adjustment is due to PY reporting error.
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CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project

Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

Project Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:
CHV39 TRF0337 Traffic Signal Left Turn Mod Prog 1,000 - $ (952) $ 48
CHV39 TRF0350 Traffic Signal System Optimization 2,363,213 833 (2,363,702) 344
CHV39 TRF0354 Traffic Congestion Relief Program 394,075 - (348,688) 45,387
CHV39 TRF0400 Signal Retiming of Yellow 290,000 - (290,000) -
CHV39 TRF0423 Traffic Signal Comm Improv W of 805 15,795 - (6,816) 8,979
CHV39 TRF0426 Adapt Signal Expansion Otay Lakes Rd 73,399 - (70,687) 2,712
Total CHV39 Projects 3,137,482 833 (3,080,845) 57,470
CHV44  TRF0356 Otay Mesa Transportation System 33,955 - (32,170) 1,785
CHV48 STM0393 Major Pavement Rehabilitation FY17/18 2,890,256 - (2,890,256) -
CHV48 STM0400 RMRA Major Pavement Rehab FY19/20 1,134,000 - (1,134,000) -
CHV48 STM0401 RMRA Major Pavement Rehab FY20/21 916,840 - (916,840) -
CHV48 STM0404 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program FY24/25 13,900 - (12,952) 948
CHV48 STM0408 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program 3,854,123 - (3,840,795) 13,328
CHV48 STM0411 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program 394,360 - (393,749) 611
CHvV48 STM0414 Pavement Major Rehabilitation Program FY23/24 738,500 - (793,611) (55,111)
Total CHV 48 Projects 9,941,979 - (9,982,203) (40,224)
CHV58 STLO426 Sidewalk Gap Citywide FY 17/18 840,619 - (890,423) (49,804)
CHV58 STL0442 Alpine (Naples to Emerson) 131,000 - (130,426) 574
CHV58 STM0405 ADA Path Install at Otay Lakes Rd 27,556 - (25,076) 2,480
CHV58  TRF0414 3rd Ave @ Seavale Pedestrian Improv 16,864 - (13,068) 3,796
Total CHV58 Projects 1,016,039 - (1,058,993) (42,954)
Subtotal Congestion Relief 14,129,455 833 (14,154,211) (23,923)
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CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities

Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

Project Funds Interest Project Project Status

MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
Congestion Relief balance carried forward $ 14,129,455 § 833 $ (14,154,211) $ (23,923)

CHV60 STL0437 EB Right Turn Lane Instal/ East H St Study 7,539 - (6,945) 594
CHV60 TRF0398 Traffic Sig Instal at Main St and Jacqua St 13,815 - (10,651) 3,164
CHV60 TRF0418 Lead Ped Interval Traf Signal Ops 101,100 - (99,730) 1,370
CHV60 TRF0424 Ped Hybr Beacon Upgrade 193,369 - (193,369) -

Total CHV60 Projects 315,823 - (310,695) 5,128

CHV70 STLO451 Bayshore Bikeway Segment 6A 49,765 - (23,462) 26,303
CHV79 STL0446 Left Turn Imp Bonita Rd@ bonita Glen 183,772 - (182,890) 882
CHV79 TRF0415 Telegraph Cnyn Rd Raised Median Impvmnts 178,850 - (202,715) (23,865)
Total CHV79 Projects 362,622 - (385,605) (22,983)

CHV80 STLO406 3rd Ave Streetscp Imprv Phs 3 2,644,038 - (2,580,095) 63,943
CHV88 STL0464 F Street Promenade Phase 1 13,068 - (14,271) (1,203)
CHV89 TRF0432 Olympic Parkway Safety Enhancements 11,500 - (13,380) (1,880)
Interest Income - 57,517 - 57,517

Total Congestion Relief 17,526,271 58,350 (17,481,719) 102,902
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SCHEDULE B

CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Project Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID  Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
Maintenance:

CHV06 CTY0219 Pavement Management System $ 1,649,767 $ - $ (1,707,418) $ (57,651)
CHV06 STL0455 Pavement Maintenance Program FY21/22 152,800 - (149,966) 2,834
CHV06 STL0455 Pavement Maintenance Program FY21/22 200,000 - (169,026) 30,974
Total CHVO06 Projects 2,002,567 - (2,026,410) (23,843)

CHV22 CTY0202 CIP Advanced Planning 1,052,448 - (1,051,881) 567
CHV22 CTY0208 CIP Management & Equipment Purchase 50,873 - (45,137) 5,736
CHV22 CTY0232 ADA Pedestrian Connectivity Program 76,950 - (69,670) 7,280
CHV22 STM0406 Bay Boulevard at L Street Sidewalk Improvements Study 53,700 - (62,881) (9,181)
Total CHV 22 Projects 1,233,971 - (1,229,569) 4,402
CHV33 TRF0345 School Zone Traffic Calming 970,646 - (1,032,198) (61,552)
CHV34 SWR0292 Indtrl Blvd &Main St Swr Imprv 145,271 - (145,272) (1)
CHV34 TRF0327 Neighborhood Safety Program 2,694,508 - (2,693,624) 884
CHV34 TRF0411 Ped Imprvmnts- Castle Park Middle School 121,069 - (119,697) 1,372
CHV34 TRF0413 Ladder Crosswalks at Controlled Intersections Program 28,806 - (24,883) 3,923
CHV34 TRF0416 Intersection Safety Improvements 422,800 - (422,480) 320
CHV34 TRF0422 Radar Speed Feedback Signs 87,100 - (86,189) 911
CHV34 TRF0429 Pedestr and Guardrail Imprv Various 192,800 - (229,258) (36,458)
CHV34 TRF0436 Pedest Hyb Beacon Upgr 4th/Orsett 17,000 - (12,606) 4,394
Total CHV 34 Projects 3,709,354 - (3,734,009) (24,655)
Subtotal Maintenance 7,916,538 - (8,022,186) (105,648)

(Continued)
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CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities

Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)

Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

Project Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
Maintenance balance carried forward $ 7,916,538 $ - $ (8,022,186) $ (105,648)
CHV35 STM0369 Bikeway Facilities Gap Project 315,400 - (314,672) 728
CHV35 TRF0332 Signing and Stripping Program 642,463 - (641,077) 1,386
CHV35 TRF0366 Traffic Signal & St. Lighting Upgrade / Maint. 2,388,248 - (2,494,371) (106,123)
CHV35 TRF0421 Engineering & Traffic Survey Updates Program 118,241 - (88,250) 29,991
Total CHV 35 Projects 3,464,352 - (3,538,370) (74,018)
CHV45 TRF0274 Traffic Count Stations 1,000 - (606) 394
CHV45 TRF0321 Citywide Traffic Count Program 552,207 - (538,399) 13,808
Total CHV 45 Projects 553,207 - (539,005) 14,202
CHV50 DR0217 CMP Repair ROW FY20/21 803,736 - (694,001) 109,735
CHV50 STM0385 Bridge Maintenance 143,485 - (139,193) 4,292
Total CHV 50 Projects 947,221 - (833,194) 114,027
CHV75 STL0447 ADA Pedestrian Curb Ramps Program 249,854 - (249,854) -
CHV75 STL0448 Sidewalk Replacement Program FY20/21 86,012 - (86,012) -
CHV75 STL0454 ADA Pedestrian Curb Ramps Program FY21/22 195,836 - (227,139) (31,303)
CHV75 STLO461 ADA Pedestrian Curb Ramps FY22/23 178,100 - (177,191) 909
Total CHV 75 Projects 709,802 - (740,196) (30,394)
CHV83 STM0394 Local Street Utility Undergrounding District 95,929 - (81,344) 14,585
CHVS83 STM0407 F Street Undergrounding Phase 2 - Street Light Design 24,801 - (13,064) 11,737
Total CHV 83 Projects 120,730 - (94,408) 26,322
Subtotal Maintenance 13,711,850 - (13,767,359) (55,509)

21

(Continued)



CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities

Year Ended June 30, 2025

Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)

SCHEDULE B

Project Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
Maintenance balance carried forward 13,711,850 $ - $ (13,767,359) $ (55,509)
CHV90 TRF0427 North Second Avenue Shoulder Improv 355,000 - (323,578) 31,422
Interest Income - 24,649 - 24,649
Total Maintenance 14,066,850 24,649 (14,090,937) 562
Total Local Street Improvements 31,593,121 82,999 (31,572,656) 103,464
Subtotal Cumulative TransNet Extension 31,593,121 82,999 (31,572,656) 103,464
Completed Projects:
LSI - Congestion Relief 42,039,907 4,132 (42,044,039) -
LSI - Maintenance 11,055,087 1,219 (11,056,306) -
Major Corridor Environmental Mitigation 1,072,678 - (1,072,678) -
Smart Growth 6,252,698 - (6,252,698) -
Bike and Pedestrian 828,582 - (828,582) -
Total Completed Projects 61,248,952 5,351 (61,254,303) -
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension $ 92,842,073 $ 88,350 $ (92,826,959) $ 103,464
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SCHEDULE C

CITY OF CHULA VISTA CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
RTCIP Fund
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Cumulative
Funds
Last Date to Funds Interest Project City Committed at Cumulative Status
Project Year Commit funds MPO ID Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 June 30, 2025 June 30, 2024 Notes

Year Ended June 30, 2018 June 30, 2025 CHV45 $ 389,773 $ - $ (53,066) $ - $ (336,707) $ 336,707 $ 350,806 (a)
Year Ended June 30, 2019 June 30, 2026 CHvV45 120,066 - - - (120,066) 120,066 120,066
Year Ended June 30, 2020 June 30, 2027 CHV45 68,068 - - - (51,684) 68,068 68,068
Year Ended June 30, 2021 June 30, 2028 564,393 - - - - 564,393 564,393
Year Ended June 30, 2022 June 30, 2029 1,033,556 - - - - 1,033,556 1,033,556
Year Ended June 30, 2023 June 30, 2030 1,213,000 - - - - 1,213,000 1,213,000
Year Ended June 30, 2024 June 30, 2031 256,453 - - - - 256,453 256,453
Year Ended June 30, 2025 June 30, 2032 1,414,792 - - - - 1,414,792 -
Interest Income - 403,166 - - - 403,166 246,685

Subtotal RTCIP Funds 5,060,101 403,166 (53,066) - (508,457) 5,410,201 3,853,027
GASB 31 Market Value Adjustment - 107,419 - - - 107,419 77,225

Total RTCIP Funds $ 5,060,101 $ 510,585 $ (53,066) $ - $ (508,457) $ 5,517,620 $ 3,930,252
Notes:

$456,773 is committed and will be programmed into the RTIP (CHV70) at the next available opportunity. Funds will be added to CIP STL0451-Bayshore Bikeway Segment 6A as part of
the upcoming budget development cycle.

(a)
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CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025



°
DavisFarr e e optt
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of Coronado,
California’s (City’s or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

5.

We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed in alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

i. We inspected interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to the
recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego, California

vi.

Vii.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: The City recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount
of $1,118,237. We selected $837,322 (74.88%) for testing. No
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

Based on the project description and expenditure support inspected, we
determined whether the MPO ID is properly classified as either
Maintenance or Congestion Relief based on the definition in Board Policy
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur payroll
expenditures for TransNet projects in FY25.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a Federal or State agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not allocate
indirect costs to TransNet projects in FY25.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no adjustments
made to the projects on Schedule A in FY25.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no completed projects
reported in FY25.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
provided that included the subsequent year’s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no completed
projects reported in FY25.

i If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year’s intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. We substantiated that additional funding was available in the RTIP or
that an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
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We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
includes when the project will be completed.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects

during FY25.
We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for the reason of inactivity.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects
during FY25.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfers of
TransNet funds between projects.

We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have any non-
TransNet activity during FY25.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a.

We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have any
adjustments reported on Schedule A in FY25.

We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B by category.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
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Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

8. We inspected the ending project status per Schedule A for those projects that were
derived from the recipient agency’s annual TransNet apportionment was not more
than 30% of the recipient agency’s current fiscal year annual apportionment, net of
debt service payments. We determined whether the recipient agency included a
schedule showing the annual apportionment, debt service deduction (if applicable),
net annual apportionment, 30% balance threshold, applicable project status balance,
and balance (over)/under the threshold.

Results: The City is in compliance with the 30% requirement as follows:

Fiscal year 2025 apportionment $807,760
Less: debt service payment -
Net estimated apportionment 870,760
30% base 30%
Fiscal year 2025 30% threshold 242,328
Less:

Local Streets and Roads fund balance -
Local Street Improvement:

Congestion Relief fund balance 8,392
Maintenance fund balance (1,212)
Total Local Streets and Roads and Local Street
Improvement fund balance 7,180
Fund balance under apportionment $235,148

9. We reported the ending balance from Schedule A, of Local Street Improvements
(LSI) and Congestion Relief and Maintenance. We reported the ending balances of
Congestion Relief and Maintenance from the SANDAG FY 2025 TransNet Local Streets
Improvements Allocation Schedule.

Results: The ending balances for Congestion Relief and Maintenance as of June 30,
2025 are as follows:

Funds Held Funds Held

by City by SANDAG Total
Congestion Relief $8,392 $723,478 $731,870
Maintenance (1,212) 2,900,087 2,898,875
Totals $7,180 $3,623,565 $3,630,745



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

10. We documented the percentage of local street and road revenue cumulatively
expended for maintenance. If the percentage was greater than 30%, we
documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: The City has expended 5.81% of cumulative local street and road revenue
for maintenance as indicated below:

City SANDAG Total

Congestion relief $7,495,357 $282,067 $7,777,424
Maintenance 682,949 2,720,400 3,403,349
Interest 30,044 621,098 651,141
Total local street and road
revenue $8,208,350 $3,623,565 $11,831,915
30% of total local street and

road revenue $3,549,575
Less maintenance

expenditures incurred to date (686,910)
Available maintenance funds $2,862,665
Cumulative percentage expended

for maintenance .81%

11. If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there is no long-term debt outstanding
as of June 30, 2025.

12. With respect to the MOE requirement:

a. We obtained the current MOE requirements for each recipient agency from
SANDAG staff.

b. We obtained Schedule 3 of the Annual Street Report from the recipient
agency.

i. If an error to the Annual Street Report is reported by the recipient
agency subsequent to submission of the Report to the State Controller’s
Office, we performed additional steps as follows:

1. We obtained an updated Annual Street Report, as submitted to the
State Controller’s Office; or

2. We obtained notice from the State Controller’s Office that the
changes will be included in the subsequent year’s Annual Street
Report; and
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13.

3. We compared the adjusted amount to procedure 12.c. and provided
a brief explanation of adjustments in Results.

C. We reported the excess (deficit) of discretionary expenditures over the MOE
base, which is equal to the amount of discretionary funds expended for the
Local Street Improvement Program less the MOE base amount.

d. We reported any outstanding unmet requirement from a prior year, the
amount of time the recipient agency has remaining to meet its required MOE
and reported a roll forward schedule.

Results: The City was in compliance with the MOE requirement. The City did not

have an outstanding unmet MOE requirement for the prior year. MOE activity for
the year ended June 30, 2025, is summarized as follows:

Current year local discretionary expenditures $1,644,219
Less MOE base year requirement (620,164)
Excess MOE for the year ended June 30, 2025 $1,024,055

We obtained from SANDAG staff the approved RTCIP Funding Program for the current
fiscal year.

a. For the RTCIP fund, we obtained a detailed general ledger from the recipient
agency.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We obtained from the recipient agency the RTCIP approved schedule for
collecting and/or contributing private sector exactions to its Funding Program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
C. We obtained the RTCIP schedule, including cumulative exactions collected,
cumulative interest earned, cumulative expenditures (including

commitments), and cumulative ending balance.

i. We inspected exactions collected to ensure that the recipient agency
was using the most current approved fee amount.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inquired of management as to whether procedures were in place to
track each exaction fee paid by development.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

iii. We determined whether all exaction fees have been expended or
committed within seven years of collection.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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iv.

vi.

Vii.

viii.

If exaction fees are committed, but not expended within seven years,
we obtained evidence the unexpended RTCIP revenue was programmed
in the RTIP before the expiration of the seven-year timeframe. We also
ensured that a footnote was provided on the status of the project.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from SANDAG the list of RTCIP-approved regional arterial
system projects and selected at least 10% of the expenditures to ensure
that the expenditures were for projects in the approved regional arterial
system project list.

Results: The City recorded total RTCIP expenditures in the amount of
$9,561. We selected $9,561 (100.00%) for testing. No exceptions were
noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 13.c.v, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 10% of the expenditures
and documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the unallowable
expenditures. If additional unallowable expenditures were identified,
we contacted the ITOC Audit Subcommittee Chair to determine whether
additional procedures were required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
RTCIP expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge appeared reasonable for the project.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur payroll
expenditures for RTCIP projects in FY25.

We documented the percentage of program revenue spent for fund
administration or indirect costs. We determined whether the percentage
was less than 3% per Section D.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the
TransNet Ordinance. If expenditures exceeded 3%, we documented the
excess and the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no program
revenue spent for fund administration or indirect costs.

We determined whether the recipient agency provided its full monetary
contribution required by Section 9.A of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance. We inquired of management as to whether procedures
existed to ensure all qualified properties were included in the program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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14.

15.

X. We identified interest income for the fiscal year and documented that
the interest income amount per the RTCIP schedule agreed to the RTCIP
general ledger. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to
ensure that it was in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance
and Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

xi. For any RTCIP funds that have been transferred, loaned or exchanged,
we determined whether the requirements of Section 7 of the TransNet
Ordinance had been met. If so, we documented details of the transfer,
loan and/or exchange.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not transfer,
loan, or exchange any RTCIP funds.

Xii. We inquired of management as to whether any developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee. If so, we documented
the credits granted and whether Section F of the RTCIP attachment to
the Ordinance had been followed.

Results: Per inquiry with management, no developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee.

Xiii. We documented the date the recipient agency provided RTCIP
documentation to us for inspection.

Results: The City provided RTCIP documentation on October 21, 2025.

Xiv. We summarized the recipient agency’s compliance with the
requirements of Section G.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the TransNet
Extension Ordinance.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We inspected the RTIP and identified any administrative projects included in the
RTIP. If administrative projects were included in the RTIP, we ensured that
administrative costs included in Local Street Improvements were no more than 1%
of the annual apportionment.

Results: The City did not include any administrative projects in the RTIP.

We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.

Results: The City had two prior year findings relating to the City not consistently
collecting the required exaction fee amount, and RTCIP funding not being expended
or committed within seven years of collection. With regard to the finding noted
concerning the inconsistent collection of required exaction fee amounts in FY24, the
City made an internal transfer of $54 to remedy the shortfall of RTCIP collections.
Similarly, for the under collection of RTCIP exactions in FY23, the City made an
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internal transfer of $646 to remedy the shortfall of RTCIP exactions in FY23. As such,
this finding has been resolved. Additionally, the City had a prior year finding relating
to RTCIP funding not being expended or committed within seven years of collection.
The City programmed additional funding within ProjectTrak for an RTCIP eligible
project to ensure funding is committed through FY29. As such, this finding has also
been resolved.

16. We proposed current year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-upon
procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the finding.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no findings and
recommendations required to be prepared for the year ended June 30, 2025.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the City’s compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of the City and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures
engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DavisFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026
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ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Annual Street Report” means the State of California Annual Street Report.
“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MOE"” means Maintenance of Effort as explained in Section 8 of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

“MPO ID” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including the County of San Diego and the Cities of
Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, Santee, San Marcos, Solana
Beach, and Vista, that receives TransNet funding on an annual basis for one or more of the
TransNet Programs.

“RTCIP” means the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, the new
development exactions required per Section 9 of the TransNet Extension Ordinance.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A” means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B"” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“'Schedule C” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds; a cumulative listing of the
collections and expenditures of the recipient agency’s RTCIP Fund.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.
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SCHEDULE A

CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID CIP Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures  Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes
TransNet Extension:
Congestion Relief:
CORO7 97520-20013 Shores Median $ - $ 8,100 $ - $ (8,100) $ - $ -
CORO7 98070-21001 Street, Curb & Gutter-FY20/FY21 (15,933) 62,817 - (27,097) - 19,787
CORO7 98982-22002 Street, Curb & Gutter - FY22 - 500,000 - (554,372) - (54,372) (a)
CORO7 98983-23001 Downtown Enhancement Phase I - 30,835 - (30,835) - -
CORO7 98987-23000 Seawall Stabilization & Repairs - 211,641 - (174,819) - 36,822
CORO7 98987-25008 Alley Replacement - 20,739 - (20,739) - -
Total CORO7 Projects (15,933) 834,132 - (815,962) - 2,237
COR27 98987-24008 Five Points Drainage Preliminary Eng (29,436) 31,711 - (2,275) - -
Interest Income 537 - 5,618 - - 6,155
Total Congestion Relief (44,832) 865,843 5,618 (818,237) - 8,392
Maintenance:
COR04  98987-STPVM FY23 Street Preventative Maintenance FY23 (3,638) 300,000 - (300,000) - (3,638) (a)
Interest Income 18 - 2,408 - - 2,426
Total Maintenance (3,620) 300,000 2,408 (300,000) - (1,212)
Total Local Street Improvements (48,452) 1,165,843 8,026 (1,118,237) - 7,180
Total TransNet Extension $ (48,452) $ 1,165,843 ¢$ 8,026 $ (1,118,237) $ - $ 7,180

Notes:
(a) City will request funds during FY26.
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CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID CIP Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:
CORO7 97520-20013 Shores Median $ 30,356 $ - $ (30,356) $ -
CORO7 98070-21001 Street, Curb & Gutter-FY20/FY21 120,161 - (100,374) 19,787
CORO7 98982-22002 Street, Curb & Gutter - FY22 500,000 - (554,372) (54,372)
CORO7 98983-23001 Downtown Enhancement Phase I 30,835 - (30,835) -
CORO7 98987-23000 Seawall Stabilization & Repairs 261,141 - (224,319) 36,822
CORO7 98987-25008 Alley Replacement 20,739 - (20,739) -
Total CORO7 Projects 963,232 - (960,995) 2,237
COR27 98987-24008 Five Points Drainage Preliminary Eng 63,651 - (63,651) -
Interest Income - 6,155 - 6,155
Total Congestion Relief 1,026,883 6,155 (1,024,646) 8,392
Maintenance:
CORO04 98987-STPVM FY23 Street Preventative Maintenance FY23 400,000 - (403,638) (3,638)
Interest Income - 2,426 - 2,426
Total Maintenance 400,000 2,426 (403,638) (1,212)
Total Local Street Improvements 1,426,883 8,581 (1,428,284) 7,180
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension 1,426,883 8,581 (1,428,284) 7,180
Completed Projects:
LSI - Congestion Relief 6,468,474 21,140 (6,489,614) -
LSI - Maintenance 282,949 323 (283,272) -
Senior Mini Grant 89,083 - (89,083) -
Total Completed Projects 6,840,506 21,463 (6,861,969) -
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension $ 8,267,389 $ 30,044 $ (8,290,253) $ 7,180
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SCHEDULE C

CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
RTCIP Fund
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Cumulative
Last Date to Funds Interest Project City Funds Cumulative Status

Project Year Commit funds MPO ID Received Income Expenditures  Adjustments Committed  June 30, 2025 June 30, 2024  Notes
Year Ended June 30, 2017 June 30, 2024 COR24 $ 21,213  $ 1,977 $ (13,232) $ - $ (9,958) $ 9,958 $ 19,519 (a)
Year Ended June 30, 2018 June 30, 2025 COR28 14,425 1,344 - (2,404) (13,365) 13,365 18,173 (a)(b)
Year Ended June 30, 2019 June 30, 2026 COR28 26,446 2,465 - - (28,911) 28,911 28,911 (a)
Year Ended June 30, 2020 June 30, 2027 COR28 15,943 1,486 - - (17,429) 17,429 17,429 (a)
Year Ended June 30, 2021 June 30, 2028 COR28 - - - - - - -
Year Ended June 30, 2022 June 30, 2029 COR28 12,919 1,204 - - (14,123) 14,123 14,123 (a)
Year Ended June 30, 2023 June 30, 2030 COR28 20,859 1,944 - 646 (19,034) 23,449 22,803 (a)(c)
Year Ended June 30, 2024 June 30, 2031 2,688 4,318 - 54 - 7,060 7,006 (c)
Year Ended June 30, 2025 June 30, 2032 34,501 7,568 - - - 42,069 -

Total RTCIP Funds $ 148,994 $ 22,306 $ (13,232) $ (1,704) $ (102,820) $ 156,364 $ 127,964

Notes:

(@) City is committing funds for COR 28 via RTIP Amendment 8 under Project 25009 - Traffic Signal Control Device Upgrades (PO No. 22500075).
(b)  The City processed an adjustment in FY24 for a refund in the amount of $2,404 of erroneous RTCIP charge in FY2018 for permit #B1807-001.
(c) Adjustment is the received amounts of $646 from FY23 and $54 from FY24 for the undercollection of RTCIP Fees.
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CITY OF DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025



°
Daviskarr e Caoptt
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of Del Mar,
California’s (City’s or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

5.

We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed in alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

c. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

i. We inspected interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to the
recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego, California

vi.

Vii.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: The City recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount
of $191,159. We selected $55,525 (29.05%) for testing. No exceptions
were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

Based on the project description and expenditure support inspected, we
determined whether the MPO ID is properly classified as either
Maintenance or Congestion Relief based on the definition in Board Policy
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as payroll expenditures did not
exceed 20% of the total dollar amount of expenditures.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a Federal or State agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as indirect costs were not
allocated to the projects included in the RTIP.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no adjustments during
the year ended June 30, 2025.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
provided that included the subsequent year’'s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfers
during the year ended June 30, 2025.

i If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year's intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no negative project
ending balances.

i. We substantiated that additional funding was available in the RTIP or
that an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there was no additional
funding available in the RTIP.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
includes when the project will be completed.

Results: There is one project that has been inactive over the past three years.
The City indicated for DM02 project that “the City of Del Mar has secured
other local funding sources that will be utilized first before using TransNet
Funds. It is anticipated that the other available local funds will be exhausted
during the construction phase of the project. The construction phase of the
project is projected to begin in December 2026. It is not anticipated that
TransNet funds will be used for this project prior to that date.

We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for the reason of inactivity.
Results: SANDAG approved the reason for the inactivity on October 23, 2025.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfers of
TransNet funds between projects.

We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have any non-
TransNet activity in Schedule A.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a.

We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no adjustments in
Schedule A.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

C. We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B by category.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no completed projects
in the prior year’s Schedule A.

8. We inspected the ending project status per Schedule A for those projects that were
derived from the recipient agency’s annual TransNet apportionment was not more
than 30% of the recipient agency’s current fiscal year annual apportionment, net of
debt service payments. We determined whether the recipient agency included a
schedule showing the annual apportionment, debt service deduction (if applicable),
net annual apportionment, 30% balance threshold, applicable project status balance,
and balance (over)/under the threshold.

Results: The City is in compliance with the 30% requirement as follows:

Fiscal year 2025 apportionment $271,551
Less: debt service payment -
Net estimated apportionment 271,551
30% base 30%
Fiscal year 2025 30% threshold 81,465
Less:

Local Streets and Roads fund balance -
Local Street Improvement:
Congestion Relief fund balance 3,491
Maintenance fund balance -

Total Local Streets and Roads and Local Street

Improvement fund balance 3,491
Fund balance under apportionment $ 77,974

9. We reported the ending balance from Schedule A, of Local Street Improvements
(LSI) and Congestion Relief and Maintenance. We reported the ending balances of
Congestion Relief and Maintenance from the SANDAG FY 2025 TransNet Local Streets
Improvements Allocation Schedule.

Results: The ending balances for Congestion Relief and Maintenance as of June 30,
2025 are as follows:

Funds Held Funds Held
by City by SANDAG Total
Congestion Relief $ 3,491 $(71,962) $(68,471)
Maintenance - 690,319 690,319
Totals $ 3,491 $618,357 $621,848



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

10. We documented the percentage of local street and road revenue cumulatively
expended for maintenance. If the percentage was greater than 30%, we
documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: The City has expended 5.75% of cumulative local street and road revenue
for maintenance as indicated below:
City SANDAG Total
Congestion relief $6,974,082 $(145,411) $6,828,671
Maintenance 462,626 660,814 1,123,440
Interest 8,584 102,954 111,538
Total local street and road
revenue 7,445,292 $618,357  $8,063,649
30% of total local street and
road revenue $2,419,095
Less maintenance
expenditures incurred to date (463,270)
Available maintenance funds $1,955,825
Cumulative percentage expended
for maintenance 5.75%

11. 1If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.
Results: The results are summarized below.

Balance Balance Total Debt

July 1, 2024 Additions Deletions June 30, 2025 Service *

2019 Series A Bonds $ 638,105 $ - $ - $ 638,105 $ (20,291)
2021 Series A Bonds 1,591,250 - (56,250) 1,535,000 (105,483)
2023 Series A Bonds 216,895 - - 216,895 (5,385)
Total $2,446,250 $ - $(56,250) $2,390,000 $(131,159)

12.

* Total Debt Service is comprised of principal payments, interest, debt service expenses and

withholdings.

With respect to the MOE requirement:

a. We obtained the current MOE requirements for each recipient agency from

SANDAG staff.

b. We obtained Schedule 3 of the Annual Street
agency.

Report from the recipient
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i. If an error to the Annual Street Report is reported by the recipient agency
subsequent to submission of the Report to the State Controller’s Office,
we performed additional steps as follows:

1. We obtained an updated Annual Street Report, as submitted to the
State Controller’s Office; or

2. We obtained notice from the State Controller’s Office that the changes
will be included in the subsequent year’s Annual Street Report; and

3. We compared the adjusted amount to procedure 12.c. and provided a
brief explanation of adjustments in Results.

C. We reported the excess (deficit) of discretionary expenditures over the MOE
base, which is equal to the amount of discretionary funds expended for the
Local Street Improvement Program less the MOE base amount.

d. We reported any outstanding unmet requirement from a prior year, the
amount of time the recipient agency has remaining to meet its required MOE
and reported a roll forward schedule.

Results: The City was in compliance with the MOE requirement. The City did not
have an outstanding unmet MOE requirement for the prior year. MOE activity for
the year ended June 30, 2025, is summarized as follows:

Street & Specialized
Roads Transportation Total
Current year local discretionary expenditures $1,263,784 $ 60,000 $1,323,784
Less MOE base year requirement (379,643) (17,493) (397,136)
Excess MOE for the year ended June 30, 2025 $ 844,141 $ 42,507 $926,648

13. We obtained from SANDAG staff the approved RTCIP Funding Program for the current
fiscal year.

a. For the RTCIP fund, we obtained a detailed general ledger from the recipient
agency.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We obtained from the recipient agency the RTCIP approved schedule for
collecting and/or contributing private sector exactions to its Funding Program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
C. We obtained the RTCIP schedule, including cumulative exactions collected,
cumulative interest earned, cumulative expenditures (including

commitments), and cumulative ending balance.

i. We inspected exactions collected to ensure that the recipient agency
was using the most current approved fee amount.
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San Diego Association of Governments
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vi.

Vii.

viii.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We inquired of management as to whether procedures were in place to
track each exaction fee paid by development.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We determined whether all exaction fees have been expended or
committed within seven years of collection.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If exaction fees are committed, but not expended within seven years,
we obtained evidence the unexpended RTCIP revenue was programmed
in the RTIP before the expiration of the seven-year timeframe. We also
ensured that a footnote was provided on the status of the project.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from SANDAG the list of RTCIP-approved regional arterial
system projects and selected at least 10% of the expenditures to ensure
that the expenditures were for projects in the approved regional arterial
system project list.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur RTCIP
expenditures for FY25.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 13.c.v, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 10% of the expenditures
and documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the unallowable
expenditures. If additional unallowable expenditures were identified,
we contacted the ITOC Audit Subcommittee Chair to determine whether
additional procedures were required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur RTCIP
expenditures for FY25.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge appeared reasonable for the project.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no payroll
expenditures identified during FY25.

We documented the percentage of program revenue spent for fund
administration or indirect costs. We determined whether the percentage
was less than 3% per Section D.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the
TransNet Ordinance. If expenditures exceeded 3%, we documented the
excess and the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.
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14.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur
expenditures for fund administration.

iX. We determined whether the recipient agency provided its full monetary
contribution required by Section 9.A of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance. We inquired of management as to whether procedures
existed to ensure all qualified properties were included in the program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

X. We identified interest income for the fiscal year and documented that
the interest income amount per the RTCIP schedule agreed to the RTCIP
general ledger. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to
ensure that it was in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance
and Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

Xi. For any RTCIP funds that have been transferred, loaned or exchanged,
we determined whether the requirements of Section 7 of the TransNet
Ordinance had been met. If so, we documented details of the transfer,
loan and/or exchange.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not transfer,
loan, or exchange any RTCIP funds.

Xii. We inquired of management as to whether any developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee. If so, we documented
the credits granted and whether Section F of the RTCIP attachment to
the Ordinance had been followed.

Results: Per inquiry with management, no developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee.

xiii. We documented the date the recipient agency provided RTCIP
documentation to us for inspection.

Results: The City provided RTCIP documentation on October 14, 2025.
Xiv. We summarized the recipient agency’s compliance with the
requirements of Section G.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the TransNet
Extension Ordinance.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We inspected the RTIP and identified any administrative projects included in the
RTIP. If administrative projects were included in the RTIP, we ensured that
administrative costs included in Local Street Improvements were no more than 1%

of the annual apportionment.

Results: The City did not include any administrative projects in the RTIP.
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15. We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no prior year findings and
recommendations.

16. We proposed current year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-upon
procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the finding.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no findings and
recommendations required to be prepared for the year ended June 30, 2025.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the City’s compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of the City and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures

engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DavisFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026
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ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Annual Street Report” means the State of California Annual Street Report.
“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MOE"” means Maintenance of Effort as explained in Section 8 of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

“MPO ID” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including the County of San Diego and the Cities of
Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, Santee, San Marcos, Solana
Beach, and Vista, that receives TransNet funding on an annual basis for one or more of the
TransNet Programs.

“RTCIP” means the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, the new
development exactions required per Section 9 of the TransNet Extension Ordinance.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A" means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“'Schedule C” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds; a cumulative listing of the
collections and expenditures of the recipient agency’s RTCIP Fund.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.
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SCHEDULE A

CITY OF DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Project Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPQ ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:

DM02 44.7000.7011 Local Match to Bridge Retrofit Projects $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - (a)
DMO06 44.7000.7009 Sidewalk, Street and Drainage Project 3,390 - 101 - - 3,491
2019 Series A Bond - 20,291 - (20,291) - -
2021 Series A Bond - 105,483 - (105,483) - -
2023 Series A Bond - 5,385 - (5,385) - -
Total Congestion Relief 3,390 131,159 101 (131,159) - 3,491

Maintenance:

DMO01 44.7000.7009 Resurfacing and Drainage Project - 60,000 - (60,000) - -
Total Maintenance - 60,000 - (60,000) - -
Total Local Street Improvements 3,390 191,159 101 (191,159) - 3,491
Total TransNet Extension 3,390 191,159 101 (191,159) - 3,491
GASB 31 Market Value Adjustment (64) - 14 - - (50)
Total TransNet Extension after GASB 31 Adjustment $ 3,326 $ 191,159 $ 115 ¢ (191,159) $ - $ 3,441
Notes:
(a) The City of Del Mar has secured other local funding sources that will be utilized first before using TransNet Funds. It is anticipated that the other available local funds

will be exhausted during the construction phase of the project. The construction phase of the project is projected to begin in December 2026. It is not anticipated that
TransNet funds will be used for this project prior to that date.
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CITY OF DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities

Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project

Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

MPO Project Funds Interest Project Project Status
ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:
DMO02 44.7000.7011 Local Match to Bridge Retrofit Projects $ 207,386 % 459 $ (207,845) $ -
DMO06 44,7000.7009 Sidewalk, Street and Drainage Improv 4,349,981 6,070 (4,352,560) 3,491
2019 Series A Bonds 119,046 - (119,046) -
2021 Series A Bonds 227,880 - (227,880) -
2023 Series A Bonds 14,596 - (14,596) -
Total Congestion Relief 4,918,889 6,529 (4,921,927) 3,491
Maintenance:
DMO1 44.7000.7009 Resurfacing and Drainage Project 462,626 644 (463,270) -
Total Maintenance 462,626 644 (463,270) -
Total Local Street Improvements 5,381,515 7,173 (5,385,197) 3,491
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension 5,381,515 7,173 (5,385,197) 3,491
Completed Projects:
LSI - Commercial Paper Debt Service 1,350,970 - (1,350,970) -
LSI - Congestion Relief 704,223 1,411 (705,634) -
Bikes and Pedestrian 812,000 - (812,000) -
Total Completed Projects 2,867,193 1,411 (2,868,604) -
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension $ 8,248,708 $ 8,584 $ (8,253,801) $ 3,491
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SCHEDULE C

CITY OF DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
RTCIP Fund
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Cumulative
Funds
Last Date to Funds Interest Project City Committed at Cumulative Status

Project Year Commit funds  MPO ID Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 June 30, 2025 June 30, 2024

Year Ended June 30, 2018 June 30, 2025 DM06 $ 2,404 $ 25 $ (2,429) $ - $ - $ - $ -

Year Ended June 30, 2019 June 30, 2026 DMO06 2,483 68 (2,551) - - - -
Year Ended June 30, 2020 June 30, 2027 DMO06 2,533 125 3) - - 2,655 2,655
Year Ended June 30, 2021 June 30, 2028 DMO06 2,584 131 - - - 2,715 2,715
Year Ended June 30, 2022 June 30, 2029 DM06 2,636 58 - - - 2,694 2,694
Year Ended June 30, 2023 June 30, 2030 23,720 675 - - - 24,395 24,395
Year Ended June 30, 2024 June 30, 2031 3,216 1,067 - - - 4,284 4,284

Year Ended June 30, 2025 June 30, 2032 - 1,292 - - - 1,292 -
Subtotal RTCIP Funds 39,576 3,441 (4,983) - - 38,034 36,743
GASB 31 Market Value Adjustment - 154 - - - 154 270
Total RTCIP Funds $ 39,576 $ 3,595 $ (4,983) $% - $ - $ 38,189 $ 37,013
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CITY OF EL CAJON, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025



°
DavisFarr e Gl optp
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of El Cajon,
California’s (City’s or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

5.

We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed in alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

c. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

i. We inspected interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to the
recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego, California

vi.

Vii.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: The City recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount
of $4,658,797. We selected $1,415,526 (30.38%) for testing. No
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

Based on the project description and expenditure support inspected, we
determined whether the MPO ID is properly classified as either
Maintenance or Congestion Relief based on the definition in Board Policy
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as payroll expenditures did not
exceed 20% of the total dollar amount of expenditures.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a Federal or State agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: The City allocated indirect costs to projects included in the
RTIP for the year ended June 30, 2025. The City of El Cajon distributes
indirect cost rate of 14%, using the federal "De Minimis" rate of up to
15%. The City did not allocate indirect costs from July 1, 2024 through
October 30, 2024 and utilized the rate of 14% from November 1, 2024
through December 31, 2024 and 10% from January 1, 2025 through
June 30, 2025, and did not charge more than the federal rate. The city
does not have a federally negotiated indirect cost rate, so it applies the
De Minimis indirect cost rate to at least get a portion of incurred
overhead costs. The federal De Minimis rate does not require
documentation to justify its use and may be used indefinitely. The City
allocated a total of $15,038 of indirect costs in the RTIP, resulting in
0.32% of indirect costs compared to total TransNet expenditures of
$4,658,797. The City’s indirect cost plan has not been reviewed by a
cognizant agency or audited by an independent CPA but has been
approved by the City’s Finance Department. The City’s methodology for
allocating indirect costs appears reasonable. No exceptions were noted
as a result of our procedures.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
provided that included the subsequent year’'s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year’s intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. We substantiated that additional funding was available in the RTIP or
that an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
includes when the project will be completed.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects

during FY25.

We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for the reason of inactivity.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects

during FY25.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfer of

TransNet funds from one project to another during FY25.

We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have any non-

TransNet activity during FY25.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a.

We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.
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Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
b. We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B by category.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

8. We inspected the ending project status per Schedule A for those projects that were
derived from the recipient agency’s annual TransNet apportionment was not more
than 30% of the recipient agency’s current fiscal year annual apportionment, net of
debt service payments. We determined whether the recipient agency included a
schedule showing the annual apportionment, debt service deduction (if applicable),
net annual apportionment, 30% balance threshold, applicable project status balance,
and balance (over)/under the threshold.

Results: The City is in compliance with the 30% requirement as follows:

Fiscal year 2025 apportionment $3,524,540
Less: debt service payment -
Net estimated apportionment 3,524,540
30% base 30%
Fiscal year 2025 30% threshold 1,057,362
Less:

Local Streets and Roads fund balance -
Local Street Improvement:

Congestion Relief fund balance 92,517
Maintenance fund balance 19,144

Total Local Streets and Roads and Local Street

Improvement fund balance 111,661
Fund balance under apportionment $945,701

9. We reported the ending balance from Schedule A, of Local Street Improvements
(LSI) and Congestion Relief and Maintenance. We reported the ending balances of
Congestion Relief and Maintenance from the SANDAG FY 2025 TransNet Local Streets
Improvements Allocation Schedule.

Results: The ending balances for Congestion Relief and Maintenance as of June 30,
2025 are as follows:
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Funds Held Funds Held
by City by SANDAG Total
Congestion Relief $ 92,517 $5,239,614 $5,332,131
Maintenance 19,144 4,451,555 4,470,699
Totals 111,661 $9,691,169 $9,802,830

10. We documented the percentage of local street and road revenue cumulatively
expended for maintenance. If the percentage was greater than 30%, we
documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: The City has expended 20.43% of cumulative local street and road revenue
for maintenance as indicated below:

City SANDAG Total

Congestion relief $27,436,415 $3,946,481 431,382,896
Maintenance 9,553,151 3,909,292 13,462,443
Interest 29,646 1,835,396 1,865,042
Total local street and road
revenue $37,019,212 $9,691,169 $46,710,381
30% of total local street and

road revenue $14,013,114
Less maintenance

expenditures incurred to date (9,542,901)
Available maintenance funds $4,470,213
Cumulative percentage expended

for maintenance 20.43%

11. 1If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there is no long-term debt outstanding
as of June 30, 2025.
12. With respect to the MOE requirement:

a. We obtained the current MOE requirements for each recipient agency from
SANDAG staff.

b. We obtained Schedule 3 of the Annual Street Report from the recipient
agency.

i If an error to the Annual Street Report is reported by the recipient
agency subsequent to submission of the Report to the State Controller’s
Office, we performed additional steps as follows:
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1. We obtained an updated Annual Street Report, as submitted to the
State Controller’s Office; or

2. We obtained notice from the State Controller’'s Office that the
changes will be included in the subsequent year’s Annual Street
Report; and

3. We compared the adjusted amount to procedure 12.c. and provided
a brief explanation of adjustments in Results.

We reported the excess (deficit) of discretionary expenditures over the MOE
base, which is equal to the amount of discretionary funds expended for the
Local Street Improvement Program less the MOE base amount.

We reported any outstanding unmet requirement from a prior year, the
amount of time the recipient agency has remaining to meet its required MOE
and reported a roll forward schedule.

Results: The City was in compliance with the MOE requirement. The City did
not have an outstanding unmet MOE requirement for the prior year. MOE
activity for the year ended June 30, 2025, is summarized as follows:

Current year local discretionary expenditures $2,474,540
Less MOE base year requirement (1,165,357)
Excess MOE for the year ended June 30, 2025 $1,309,183

13. We obtained from SANDAG staff the approved RTCIP Funding Program for the current
fiscal year.

a.

For the RTCIP fund, we obtained a detailed general ledger from the recipient
agency.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency the RTCIP approved schedule for
collecting and/or contributing private sector exactions to its Funding Program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We obtained the RTCIP schedule, including cumulative exactions collected,
cumulative interest earned, cumulative expenditures (including

commitments), and cumulative ending balance.

i. We inspected exactions collected to ensure that the recipient agency
was using the most current approved fee amount.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inquired of management as to whether procedures were in place to
track each exaction fee paid by development.
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We determined whether all exaction fees have been expended or
committed within seven years of collection.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If exaction fees are committed, but not expended within seven years,
we obtained evidence the unexpended RTCIP revenue was programmed
in the RTIP before the expiration of the seven-year timeframe. We also
ensured that a footnote was provided on the status of the project.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from SANDAG the list of RTCIP-approved regional arterial
system projects and selected at least 10% of the expenditures to ensure
that the expenditures were for projects in the approved regional arterial
system project list.

Results: The City recorded total RTCIP expenditures in the amount of
$467,843. We selected $357,820 (76.48%) for testing. No exceptions
were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 13.c.v, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 10% of the expenditures
and documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the unallowable
expenditures. If additional unallowable expenditures were identified,
we contacted the ITOC Audit Subcommittee Chair to determine whether
additional procedures were required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
RTCIP expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge appeared reasonable for the project.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no RCTIP payroll
expenditures during FY25.

We documented the percentage of program revenue spent for fund
administration or indirect costs. We determined whether the percentage
was less than 3% per Section D.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the
TransNet Ordinance. If expenditures exceeded 3%, we documented the
excess and the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no program
revenue spent for fund administration or indirect costs.
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14.

iX. We determined whether the recipient agency provided its full monetary
contribution required by Section 9.A of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance. We inquired of management as to whether procedures
existed to ensure all qualified properties were included in the program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

X. We identified interest income for the fiscal year and documented that
the interest income amount per the RTCIP schedule agreed to the RTCIP
general ledger. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to
ensure that it was in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance
and Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

Xi. For any RTCIP funds that have been transferred, loaned or exchanged,
we determined whether the requirements of Section 7 of the TransNet
Ordinance had been met. If so, we documented details of the transfer,
loan and/or exchange.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not transfer,
loan, or exchange any RTCIP funds.

Xii. We inquired of management as to whether any developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee. If so, we documented
the credits granted and whether Section F of the RTCIP attachment to
the Ordinance had been followed.

Results: Per inquiry with management, no developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee.

xiii. We documented the date the recipient agency provided RTCIP
documentation to us for inspection.

Results: The City provided RTCIP documentation on October 8, 2025.
Xiv. We summarized the recipient agency’s compliance with the
requirements of Section G.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the TransNet
Extension Ordinance.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We inspected the RTIP and identified any administrative projects included in the
RTIP. If administrative projects were included in the RTIP, we ensured that
administrative costs included in Local Street Improvements were no more than 1%

of the annual apportionment.

Results: The City did not include any administrative projects in the RTIP.
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15. We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no prior year findings and
recommendations.

16. We proposed current year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-upon
procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the finding.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no findings and
recommendations required to be prepared for the year ended June 30, 2025.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the City’s compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of the City and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures

engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DaviaFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026
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ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Annual Street Report” means the State of California Annual Street Report.
“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MOE"” means Maintenance of Effort as explained in Section 8 of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

“MPO ID” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including the County of San Diego and the Cities of
Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, Santee, San Marcos, Solana
Beach, and Vista, that receives TransNet funding on an annual basis for one or more of the
TransNet Programs.

“RTCIP” means the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, the new
development exactions required per Section 9 of the TransNet Extension Ordinance.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A” means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B"” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“'Schedule C” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds; a cumulative listing of the
collections and expenditures of the recipient agency’s RTCIP Fund.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.

12



CITY OF EL CAJON, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities

Schedule of Status of Funds by Project

Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE A

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments  June 30, 2025  Notes
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:
ELO3 200020PWCP Overlay 2020 $ (40,339) $ 247,473 - $ (466,009) $ - $ (258,875) (a)
ELO3 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements (8,713) 31,389 - (218,818) - (196,142) (a)
ELO3 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements 1 2,382 - - (306,648) (304,265) (a)(b)
ELO3 203690PWCP El Cajon Transit Center Improvements (1,244,843) 2,090,488 - (505,691) - 339,954
ELO3 223748PWCP Luke Lane Drainage Improvements (23,843) 106,386 - - - 82,543
ELO3 233785PWCP Oakdale Alameda Gateway Beautification (83,916) 430,710 - (238,412) - 108,382
ELO3 233795PWCP Washington Ave Safety Improvements - 17,029 - (69,992) - (52,963) (a)
ELO3 243833PWCP Citywide Beautification Project - - - (230,566) - (230,566) (a)
ELO3 253849PWCP Asphalt Reconstruction Various Locations - - - (294) - (294) (a)
Total ELO3 Projects (1,401,653) 2,925,857 - (1,729,782) (306,648) (512,226)
ELO6 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements 10,843 13,691 - (87,885) 28,552 (34,799) (a)
ELO6 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements 274,091 - - - - 274,091
ELO6 203690PWCP El Cajon Transit Center Improvements 28,552 - - - (28,552) - (c)
ELO6 203691PWCP Main/Green Street Gateway Improvements 1,645 - - - - 1,645
ELO6 223744PWCP Traffic Signal System Upgrades 2022 18,785 18,785 - - - 37,570
ELO6 233791PWCP Traffic Signal System Upgrades 2023 - 71,720 - (37,485) - 34,235
ELO6 233795PWCP Washington Ave Safety Improvements - 20,434 - (63,896) - (43,462) (a)
ELO6 253853PWCP Traffic Signal Upgrades 2025 - 12,715 - (14,659) - (1,944)  (a)
Total ELO6 Projects 333,916 137,345 - (203,925) - 267,336
EL18 N/A Street Light LED Retrofit Program 2022 7,090 - - - (7,090) - (c)(d)
EL18 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements (661) 97,246 - (87,885) - 8,700
EL18 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements (288,138) 333,876 - - 103,681 149,419 (b)(d)
EL18 233784PWCP Neighborhood Street Lights 2023 - 1,658 - (7,600) - (5,942) (a)
EL18 233785PWCP Oakdale Alameda Gateway Beautification - 210,487 - (139,755) - 70,732
Total EL18 Projects (281,709) 643,267 - (235,240) 96,591 222,909
EL29 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements (139,565) 158,098 - - 94,686 113,219 (e)
EL29 213719PWCP Traffic Safety Calming 2021 (9,261) 50,626 - - - 41,365
EL29 223745PWCP Traffic Safety Calming 2022 (1,130) 38,790 - - - 37,660
EL29 233790PWCP Traffic Safety Calming 2023 (42,493) 73,583 - (129,588) - (98,498) (a)
Total EL29 Projects (192,449) 321,097 - (129,588) 94,686 93,746
Interest Income 6,849 - 13,903 - - 20,752
Total Congestion Relief $ (1,535,046) $ 4,027,566 13,903 $ (2,298,535) $ (115,371) $ 92,517
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CITY OF EL CAJON, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities

Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE A

CIP Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes
Maintenance:
EL11 N/A ADA Concrete Improvements 2021 $ 55 % - - - $ (55) - ()
EL11 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements 1,220 207,744 - (87,885) 55 121,134
EL11 203690PWCP El Cajon Transit Center Improvements (30,741) 155,439 - (116,928) - 7,770
EL11 203691PWCP Main/Green Street Gateway Improvements (6,296) 779,946 - (781,603) - (7,953) (a)
EL11 222022PWCP Concrete Sidewalk Slicing 16,432 34,266 - - - 50,698
EL11 233795PWCP Washington Ave Safety Improvements - 17,028 - (69,992) - (52,964) (a)
EL11 253845PWCP ADA Concrete Improvements 2025 - 94,310 - (561,002) - (466,692) (a)
Total EL11 Projects (19,330) 1,288,733 - (1,617,410) - (348,007)
EL21 233788PWCP Slurry 2022 (693,607) 916,699 - (212,436) - 10,656
EL21 253852PWCP Slurry 2025 - 349,392 - (1,791) - 347,601
Total EL21 Projects (693,607) 1,266,091 - (214,227) - 358,257
EL32 213717PWCP Pavement Management System - 48,766 - (48,766) - -
Interest Income 2,936 - 5,958 - - 8,894
Total Maintenance (710,001) 2,603,590 5,958 (1,880,403) - 19,144
Total Local Street improvements (2,245,047) 6,631,156 19,861 (4,178,938) (115,371) 111,661
Smart Growth:
EL40 SNDG5488 El Cajon Transit Center Community Connection Improvements 119,070 239,504 - - - 358,574
EL41 SNDG5489 Main Street/Green Street Gateway (302,253) - - (479,859) - (782,112) (a)
Total Smart Growth (183,183) 239,504 - (479,859) - (423,538)
Total TransNet Extension (2,428,230) 6,870,660 19,861 (4,658,797) (115,371) (311,877)
GASB 31 Market Value Adjustment - - 18,464 - - 18,464
Total TransNet Extension after GASB 31 Adjustment $  (2,428,230) $ 6,870,660 38,325 (4,658,797) $ (115,371) $ (293,413)
Notes:

(a) City will request funds during FY26.
(b) Adjustment reflects correction to MPO ID ELO3 Project 203689PWCP in FY24. $306,648 of expenditures were incorrectly charged to two other MPO ID's and one non-Transnet source within project 203689PWCP,

$115,371 was charged to RMRA, $96,591 was charged to MPO ID EL18, $94,686 was charged to MPO ID EL29.
(c) Proiject is complete.

(d) Adjustment reflects correction of an overcharge of $96,591 to MPO ID EL18, Project 203689PWCP in FY24, and the reallocation of $7,090 from the Street Light LED Retrofit Program (2022), for a total adjustment of
(e) Adjustment reflects correction of an overcharge of $94,686 to MPO ID EL29, Project 203689PWCP in FY24.
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CITY OF EL CAJON, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities

Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project

Year Ended June 30, 2025

CIP Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:
ELO3 200020PWCP Overlay 2020 1,312,301 $ - $ (1,571,176) $ (258,875)
ELO3 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements 66,843 - (262,985) (196,142)
ELO3 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements 4,765 - (309,030) (304,265)
ELO3 203690PWCP El Cajon Transit Center Improvements 3,280,342 - (2,940,388) 339,954
ELO3 223748PWCP Luke Lane Drainage Improvements 200,579 - (118,036) 82,543
ELO3 233785PWCP Oakdale Alameda Gateway Beautification 502,766 - (394,384) 108,382
ELO3 233795PWCP Washington Ave Safety Improvements 17,029 - (69,992) (52,963)
ELO3 243833PWCP Citywide Beautification Project - - (230,566) (230,566)
ELO3 253849PWCP Asphalt Reconstruction Various Locations - - (294) (294)
Total ELO6 Projects 5,384,625 - (5,896,851) (512,226)
ELO6 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements 136,296 - (171,095) (34,799)
ELO6 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements 365,616 - (91,525) 274,091
ELO6 203690PWCP El Cajon Transit Center Improvements - - - -
ELO6 203691PWCP Main/Green Street Gateway Improvements 10,950 - (9,305) 1,645
ELO6 223744PWCP Traffic Signal System Upgrades 2022 271,605 - (234,035) 37,570
ELO6 233791PWCP Traffic Signal System Upgrades 2023 71,720 - (37,485) 34,235
ELO6 233795PWCP Washington Ave Safety Improvements 20,434 - (63,896) (43,462)
ELO6 253853PWCP Traffic Signal Upgrades 2025 12,715 - (14,659) (1,944)
Total ELO6 Projects 889,336 - (622,000) 267,336
EL18 N/A Street Light LED Retrofit Program 2022 100,210 - (100,210) -

EL18 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements 179,796 - (171,096) 8,700
EL18 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements 536,921 - (387,502) 149,419
EL18 233784PWCP Neighborhood Street Lights 2023 1,658 - (7,600) (5,942)
EL18 233785PWCP Oakdale Alameda Gateway Beautification 210,487 - (139,755) 70,732
Total EL18 Projects 1,029,072 - (806,163) 222,909

EL29 203689PWCP Madison Avenue Safety Improvements 433,212 - (319,993) 113,219
EL29 213719PWCP Traffic Safety Calming 2021 100,992 - (59,627) 41,365
EL29 223745PWCP Traffic Safety Calming 2022 77,302 - (39,642) 37,660
EL29 233790PWCP Traffic Safety Calming 2023 73,583 - (172,081) (98,498)
Total EL29 Projects 685,089 - (591,343) 93,746

Interest Income - 20,752 - 20,752

Total Congestion Relief 7,988,122 $ 20,752 $ (7,916,357) $ 92,517
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CITY OF EL CAJON, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2025

CIP Funds Interest Project Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
Maintenance:
EL11 N/A ADA Concrete Improvements 2021 $ 1,045 $ - $ (1,045) ¢ -
EL11 203688PWCP Jamacha Road Safety Improvements 292,229 - (171,095) 121,134
EL11 203690PWCP El Cajon Transit Center Improvements 295,679 - (287,909) 7,770
EL11 203691PWCP Main/Green Street Gateway Improvements 815,453 - (823,406) (7,953)
EL11 222022PWCP Concrete Sidewalk Slicing 121,586 - (70,888) 50,698
EL11 233795PWCP Washington Ave Safety Improvements 17,028 - (69,992) (52,964)
EL11 253845PWCP ADA Concrete Improvements 2025 94,310 - (561,002) (466,692)
Total EL11 Projects 1,637,330 - (1,985,337) (348,007)
EL21 233788PWCP Slurry 2022 930,902 - (920,246) 10,656
EL21 253852PWCP Slurry 2025 349,392 - (1,791) 347,601
Total EL21 Projects 1,280,294 - (922,037) 358,257
EL32 213717PWCP Pavement Management System 48,766 - (48,766) -
Interest Income - 8,894 - 8,894
Total Maintenance 2,966,390 8,894 (2,956,140) 19,144
Total Local Street Improvements 10,954,512 29,646 (10,872,497) 111,661
Smart Growth:
EL40 SNDG5488 El Cajon Transit Center Community Connection Improvements 2,250,001 - (1,891,427) 358,574
EL41 SNDG5489 Main Street/Green Street Gateway 1,730,117 - (2,512,229) (782,112)
Total Smart Growth 3,980,118 - (4,403,656) (423,538)
Subtotal Cumulative TransNet Extension 14,934,630 29,646 (15,276,153) (311,877)
Completed Projects:
Congestion Relief 19,448,293 - (19,448,293) -
Maintenance 6,586,761 - (6,586,761) -
Smart Growth 537,626 - (537,626) -
Total Completed Projects 26,572,680 - (26,572,680) -
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension $ 41,507,310 $ 29,646 $ (41,848,833) $ (311,877)
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CITY OF EL CAJON CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
RTCIP Fund
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE C

Cumulative
Funds
Last Date to Funds Interest Project City Committed at Cumulative Status

Project Year Commit funds MPO ID Received Income Expenditures  Adjustments June 30, 2025 June 30, 2025 June 30, 2024

Year Ended June 30, 2018 June 30, 2025 EL40 $ 50,449 $ - $ (50,449) $ - $ - $ - $ -
Year Ended June 30, 2019 June 30, 2026 EL40 302,985 - (302,985) - - - 81,257
Year Ended June 30, 2020 June 30, 2027 298,912 - (298,912) - - - 298,912
Year Ended June 30, 2021 June 30, 2028 79,997 - (79,997) - - - 79,997
Year Ended June 30, 2022 June 30, 2029 44,648 - (7,677) - - 36,971 44,648
Year Ended June 30, 2023 June 30, 2030 37,530 - - - - 37,530 37,530
Year Ended June 30, 2024 June 30, 2031 147,099 - - - - 147,099 147,099

Year Ended June 30, 2025 June 30, 2032 221,380 - - - - 221,380 -
Interest Income - 88,319 - - - 88,319 74,560
Total RTCIP Funds $ 1,183,000 $ 88,319 $ (740,020) $ - $ - $ 531,299 $ 764,003
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CITY OF ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025
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18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of Encinitas,
California’s (City’s or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

5.

We obtained a detailed general ledger for TransNet revenues and expenditures from
the recipient agency for the current fiscal year.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule A that includes a beginning balance,
TransNet funds received, expenditures, interest income, adjustments, and an ending
balance listed in alpha-numeric by MPO ID and identifying recipient agency project
number.

a. We substantiated all footnotes required in Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We inspected Schedule A and determined that the projects are properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., original TransNet vs.
TransNet Extension; local streets and roads; local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; highway; major corridor;
environmental mitigation program; etc.).

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We agreed the beginning balance from the prior year or ensured the recipient
agency provided a footnote for any restatements. We determined whether
the reasons for differences were valid.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

d. We obtained a listing of TransNet payments made to the recipient agency
from SANDAG staff. We compared the TransNet revenue recorded by the
recipient agency to the listing of payments received from SANDAG staff. We
notified the recipient agency of any variations and obtained approval from
SANDAG.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

e. We identified the interest income reported for the fiscal year.

i. We inspected interest income reported on Schedule A and agreed to the
recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

ii. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to ensure it was in
accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and Board Policy No.
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

f. We identified the total TransNet expenditures for the fiscal year.



Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego, California

vi.

Vii.

We inspected the total project expenditures per Schedule A and agreed
to the recipient agency’s general ledger.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We selected individual expenditures of at least 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures from the general ledger and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e., invoice and copy of check or EFT wire).

Results: The City recorded total TransNet expenditures in the amount
of $1,969,767. We selected $961,576 (48.82%) for testing. No
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

For the expenditures selected, we identified the MPO ID that the
expenditures are charged against and determined if the MPO ID is
included in the RTIP (see procedure 2 above) and the expenditures are
an eligible cost per the TransNet and TransNet Extension Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan requirements.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 6.f.iii, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 25% of the total dollar
amount of expenditures and documented the recipient agency’s plan to
cure the unallowable expenditures. If additional unallowable
expenditures were identified, we contacted the ITOC Audit
Subcommittee Chair to determine whether additional procedures were
required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
expenditures identified in procedure 6.f.iii.

Based on the project description and expenditure support inspected, we
determined whether the MPO ID is properly classified as either
Maintenance or Congestion Relief based on the definition in Board Policy
031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge was consistent with the project selected.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as payroll expenditures were
not allocated to projects on the RTIP for the fiscal year ended June 30,
2025.

We inquired of management whether indirect costs were allocated to
the projects included in the RTIP. If so, we documented the indirect
cost rate, the dollar amount of the indirect costs charged to the TransNet
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program, the percentage of indirect costs compared to total TransNet
expenditures, and the date the indirect cost plan was last updated. We
documented the basis of allocation and the reasonableness of the
methodology. We documented whether the recipient agency’s indirect
cost plan had been approved by a Federal or State agency or audited by
an independent certified public accounting firm (CPA). We documented
an explanation if indirect costs exceeded 10% of total TransNet
expenditures.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no indirect costs
allocated to projects included within the RTIP for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 2025.

g. We inspected any amounts reflected in the “Adjustments” column were
explained in the form of a footnote and that the adjustments were consistent
with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III, including the type
or expected type of authorization and date of authorization. Adjustments
within the same MPO ID do not require a footnote.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

h. We obtained a list of completed projects from the recipient agency that are
reported by the TransNet program and MPO ID. We determined whether any
remaining TransNet funds for completed projects were transferred to another
TransNet-eligible project within the same Program or related Program. We
determined that completed projects from the previous year were no longer
shown in the current year Schedule A.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. If the balance of a completed project had not been transferred to
another TransNet-eligible project, we ensured that a footnote was
provided that included the subsequent year’s intended action in
accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule #17, Section III,
including the expected type of authorization and date of authorization.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i If a project ending balance is negative, we ensured that an explanation in the
form of a footnote to Schedule A was provided that includes the subsequent
year’s intended action in accordance with SANDAG Board Policy No. 031, Rule
#17, Section III.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

i. We substantiated that additional funding was available in the RTIP or
that an RTIP Amendment will be in process prior to June 30, 2026.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

j- We confirmed whether inactive projects which have had no activity over the
past two years, other than interest earnings, were closed out or that the
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recipient agency had provided a footnote as to the status of the project that
includes when the project will be completed.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no inactive projects
with no activity over the past two years.

We obtained approval from SANDAG staff for the reason of inactivity.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not have projects
without activity for the past two years on Schedule A.

We obtained a signed staff report or resolution from the recipient agency’s
governing body consenting to the transfer of TransNet funds from one project
to another. We determined whether transfers requiring an amendment to the
RTIP followed the amendment process outlined in Rule #7 of SANDAG Board
Policy No. 031.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no transfers of
TransNet funds between projects.

We determined whether the recipient agency reported all non-TransNet
activity separate from TransNet activity in Schedule A.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no non-TransNet
projects included within Schedule A.

7. We obtained from the recipient agency Schedule B which includes cumulative
information for all TransNet Extension projects including TransNet funds received,
expenditures, interest income (either listed by project or Program), and an ending
balance listed alpha-numeric by MPO ID.

a.

We inspected Schedule B and determined that projects were properly
classified and reported by TransNet program (i.e., local street improvements,
including congestion relief vs. maintenance; major corridors; and
environmental mitigation program; etc.). We inspected the ending balances
at June 30, 2025 and ensured the balances agreed for those projects reported
in both Schedule A and Schedule B.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We reclassified all amounts listed in the Adjustments column of Schedule A
to funds received, expenditures, or interest income.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We identified any completed projects reported in the prior year’s Schedule A
and ensured that all completed projects were reported in the current year’s
Schedule B by category.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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8. We inspected the ending project status per Schedule A for those projects that were
derived from the recipient agency’s annual TransNet apportionment was not more
than 30% of the recipient agency’s current fiscal year annual apportionment, net of
debt service payments. We determined whether the recipient agency included a
schedule showing the annual apportionment, debt service deduction (if applicable),
net annual apportionment, 30% balance threshold, applicable project status balance,
and balance (over)/under the threshold.

Results: The City is in compliance with the 30% requirement as follows:

Fiscal year 2025 apportionment $2,358,176
Less: debt service payment -
Net estimated apportionment 2,358,176
30% base 30%
Fiscal year 2025 30% threshold 707,453
Less:

Local Streets and Roads fund balance -
Local Street Improvement:
Congestion Relief fund balance (72,493)
Maintenance fund balance -

Total Local Streets and Roads and Local Street

Improvement fund balance (72,493)
Fund balance under apportionment 779,94

9. We reported the ending balance from Schedule A, of Local Street Improvements
(LSI) and Congestion Relief and Maintenance. We reported the ending balances of
Congestion Relief and Maintenance from the SANDAG FY 2025 TransNet Local Streets
Improvements Allocation Schedule.

Results: The ending balances for Congestion Relief and Maintenance as of June 30,
2025 are as follows:

Funds Held Funds Held

by City by SANDAG Total
Congestion Relief  $(72,493) $(4,902,376) $(4,974,869)
Maintenance - 8,492,468 8,942,468
Totals $(72,493) $4,040,092 $3,967,599

10. We documented the percentage of local street and road revenue cumulatively
expended for maintenance. If the percentage was greater than 30%, we
documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.
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Results: The City has expended 3.24% of cumulative local street and road revenue
for maintenance as indicated below:

Encinitas SANDAG Total

Congestion relief $29,260,254 $(6,022,222) $23,238,032
Maintenance 1,117,046 8,480,776 9,597,822
Interest 59,186 1,581,538 1,640,724
Total local street and road $30,436,486  $4,040,092 4,476,57
revenue
30% of total local street and

road revenue $10,342,973
Less maintenance

expenditures incurred to date (1,117,046)
Available maintenance funds 225,927
Cumulative percentage expended

for maintenance 3.24%

11. If applicable, we compared long-term debt information reported on Schedule A to
the schedule of long-term debt for each recipient agency provided by SANDAG staff.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there is no long-term debt outstanding
as of June 30, 2025.

12. With respect to the MOE requirement:

a. We obtained the current MOE requirements for each recipient agency from
SANDAG staff.

b. We obtained Schedule 3 of the Annual Street Report from the recipient
agency.

i. If an error to the Annual Street Report is reported by the recipient
agency subsequent to submission of the Report to the State Controller’s
Office, we performed additional steps as follows:

1. We obtained an updated Annual Street Report, as submitted to the
State Controller’s Office; or

2. We obtained notice from the State Controller’s Office that the
changes will be included in the subsequent year’s Annual Street
Report; and

3. We compared the adjusted amount to procedure 12.c. and provided
a brief explanation of adjustments in Results.
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13.

C. We reported the excess (deficit) of discretionary expenditures over the MOE
base, which is equal to the amount of discretionary funds expended for the
Local Street Improvement Program less the MOE base amount.

d. We reported any outstanding unmet requirement from a prior year, the
amount of time the recipient agency has remaining to meet its required MOE
and reported a roll forward schedule.

Results: The City was in compliance with the MOE requirement. The City did not

have an outstanding unmet MOE requirement for the prior year. MOE activity for
the year ended June 30, 2025, is summarized as follows:

Current year local discretionary expenditures $18,269,224
Less MOE base year requirement (1,436,353)
Excess MOE for the year ended June 30, 2025 $16,832,871

We obtained from SANDAG staff the approved RTCIP Funding Program for the current
fiscal year.

a. For the RTCIP fund, we obtained a detailed general ledger from the recipient
agency.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

b. We obtained from the recipient agency the RTCIP approved schedule for
collecting and/or contributing private sector exactions to its Funding Program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

C. We obtained the RTCIP schedule, including cumulative exactions collected,
cumulative interest earned, cumulative expenditures (including
commitments), and cumulative ending balance.

i. We inspected exactions collected to ensure that the recipient agency
was using the most current approved fee amount.

Results: The City did not consistently collect the required exaction fee
amount of $2,875.06. For one permit issued, the exaction fee was
entered erroneously. This resulted in an under-collection of the exaction
fee in the amount of $1,170.00. See Finding 1 in the Findings and
Recommendations section of this report.

ii. We inquired of management as to whether procedures were in place to
track each exaction fee paid by development.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

iii. We determined whether all exaction fees have been expended or
committed within seven years of collection.
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

If exaction fees are committed, but not expended within seven years,
we obtained evidence the unexpended RTCIP revenue was programmed
in the RTIP before the expiration of the seven-year timeframe. We also
ensured that a footnote was provided on the status of the project.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

We obtained from SANDAG the list of RTCIP-approved regional arterial
system projects and selected at least 10% of the expenditures to ensure
that the expenditures were for projects in the approved regional arterial
system project list.

Results: The City recorded total RTCIP expenditures in the amount of
$21,975. We selected $21,975 (100%) for testing. No exceptions were
noted as a result of our procedures.

If unallowable expenditures were identified in procedure 13.c.v, we
expanded the sample to include an additional 10% of the expenditures
and documented the recipient agency’s plan to cure the unallowable
expenditures. If additional unallowable expenditures were identified,
we contacted the ITOC Audit Subcommittee Chair to determine whether
additional procedures were required.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no unallowable
RTCIP expenditures identified in procedure 13.c.v..

If payroll expenditures exceeded 20% of the total dollar amount of
expenditures, we selected a sample of payroll transactions and obtained
supporting documentation (i.e. payroll register, timesheet, and
personnel action form). We documented whether the direct payroll
charge appeared reasonable for the project.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur payroll
RTCIP expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025.

We documented the percentage of program revenue spent for fund
administration or indirect costs. We determined whether the percentage
was less than 3% per Section D.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the
TransNet Ordinance. If expenditures exceeded 3%, we documented the
excess and the recipient agency’s plan to cure the excess.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not incur
expenditures for fund administration for the fiscal year ended June 30,
2025.

We determined whether the recipient agency provided its full monetary
contribution required by Section 9.A of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance. We inquired of management as to whether procedures
existed to ensure all qualified properties were included in the program.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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14.

15.

X. We identified interest income for the fiscal year and documented that
the interest income amount per the RTCIP schedule agreed to the RTCIP
general ledger. We inspected the interest allocation methodology to
ensure that it was in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance
and Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

xi. For any RTCIP funds that have been transferred, loaned or exchanged,
we determined whether the requirements of Section 7 of the TransNet
Ordinance had been met. If so, we documented details of the transfer,
loan and/or exchange.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as the City did not transfer,
loan, or exchange any RTCIP funds.

Xii. We inquired of management as to whether any developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee. If so, we documented
the credits granted and whether Section F of the RTCIP attachment to
the Ordinance had been followed.

Results: Per inquiry with management, no developers have been
allowed credits in lieu of paying the exaction fee.

Xiii. We documented the date the recipient agency provided RTCIP
documentation to us for inspection.

Results: The City provided RTCIP documentation on September 24,
2025.

Xiv. We summarized the recipient agency’s compliance with the
requirements of Section G.2 of the RTCIP attachment to the TransNet
Extension Ordinance.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
We inspected the RTIP and identified any administrative projects included in the
RTIP. If administrative projects were included in the RTIP, we ensured that
administrative costs included in Local Street Improvements were no more than 1%

of the annual apportionment.

Results: The City did not include any administrative projects in the RTIP.

We documented the status of any prior year findings and recommendations.

Results: This procedure is not applicable as there were no prior year findings and
recommendations.
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Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

16. We proposed current year findings as a result of performing the above agreed-upon
procedures. We included the recipient agency’s response to address the finding.

Results: See the Findings and Recommendations section of the report.

We were engaged by ITOC to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and
conducted our engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not
conduct an examination or review engagement, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the City’'s compliance with the
TransNet Ordinance and TransNet Extension Ordinance as of June 30, 2025. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

We are required to be independent of the City and to meet our other ethical responsibilities,
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures
engagement. This report is intended solely for the information and use of ITOC and SANDAG
and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

DaviaFarrLLP

Irvine, California
June 8, 2026
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CITY OF ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Findings and Recommendations

Year Ended June 30, 2025

Need to Use Approved Exaction Fee

Per review of the City’s exaction fee collections for the year ended June 30, 2025, the
City did not consistently collect the required exaction fee amount of $2,875.06. For
one permit issued, the exaction fee collected was based upon an erroneous entry to
the fee collection system of $2,785.06 for each of the 13 units contained within the
permit. This resulted in an under-collection of the exaction fee in the amount of
$1,170.00 as follows:

Amount Amount
Permit Number Collected Required Variance
BLDR-032884-2024 $36,205.78 $37,375.78 $1,170.00
Totals $36,205.78 $37,375.78 $1,170.00

SANDAG Board recommendations as of February 8, 2023 and subsequent approval
states, in part:

“...the Board of Directors will be asked to approve the 4.9% adjustment
to the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program
(RTCIP)...raising the minimum fee from $2,741.97 to $2,875.06
effective July 1, 2024.”

Additionally, Board Policy 031, Rule #23 B.5 states in part:

“...if, however, the audit establishes a local agency did not provide its
full monetary contribution under the RTCIP and the local agency does
not cure defects of which it was notified by the time the audit is finalized
and adopted by the ITOC, then the local agency will have forfeited its
Section 4(D)(1) contribution. Any amount paid to the local agency in the
fiscal year that was the subject of the audit will be retroactively owed to
the Commission...”

Recommendation

We recommend that the City recover the under-collection of exaction fees in the
amount of $1,170.00 for FY25. Additionally, we recommend that the City update and
collect the proper exaction fees on a yearly basis to be in compliance with the RTCIP
fees.

Management Response

Management agrees with the finding and is continuing to evaluate internal controls to
prevent errors in collections and is working with permitting staff to identify gaps in
their collection procedures. During fiscal year 2025, the City has attempted to collect
the under-collected amounts and has been unsuccessful. The City will record the

12



(1)

CITY OF ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Findings and Recommendations (Continued)

Year Ended June 30, 2025

Need to Use Approved Exaction Fee (Continued)

uncollected fees as a receivable in FY25 and will complete a General Fund transfer to
cover the deficit once SANDAG passes the procedure to take this action.

The City has implemented an ongoing policy, a near-term solution, and is working on
implementation of a long-term solution to ensure that the proper Traffic Mitigation Fee
and RTCIP Fee amounts are collected each year. In general, a formal policy has been
implemented that requires staff to charge the RTCIP fee at building permit issuance.
Additionally, this policy will be included as a condition of approval informing the
applicant of this requirement as well. This policy change will ensure that the fee
charged is consistent with the current adopted fee, reducing variability in the fees
charged.

In the near term, the City has implemented a new workflow requirement to have a
senior level supervisory staff member, review and approve the Traffic Mitigation Fee
and RTCIP fee calculations prior to collecting a fee for permit issuance. There is also
now a reporting and auditing step included for additional oversight. As a more long-
term solution, the City is currently working on automating the application of the correct
fees onto permit invoices moving forward. However, this is a more complex process
that will require both development and testing prior to formal implementation. As such,
the City is considering this a long-term solution that will be implemented once fully
vetted.

13



ATTACHMENT A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

“Annual Street Report” means the State of California Annual Street Report.
“Current Fiscal Year” means the fiscal period of July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.
“ITOC"” means the Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee.

“MOE"” means Maintenance of Effort as explained in Section 8 of the TransNet Extension
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

“MPO ID” means Metropolitan Planning Organization Identification Number; the number
assigned to approved RTIP projects.

“Recipient Agency” means an agency, including the County of San Diego and the Cities of
Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, Santee, San Marcos, Solana
Beach, and Vista, that receives TransNet funding on an annual basis for one or more of the
TransNet Programs.

“RTCIP” means the Regional Transportation Congestion Improvement Program, the new
development exactions required per Section 9 of the TransNet Extension Ordinance.

“RTIP"” means the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year program of
projects for major transportation projects in the San Diego County region.

“SANDAG"” means San Diego Association of Governments, the responsible agent for the
administration of the TransNet Ordinances.

“SANDAG Board Policy No. 031” means the SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules.

“'Schedule A” means the Annual Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a roll-forward listing
of all recipient agency active TransNet projects.

“Schedule B"” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project; a cumulative
roll-forward listing of all recipient agency TransNet Extension Ordinance projects.

“'Schedule C” means the Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds; a cumulative listing of the
collections and expenditures of the recipient agency’s RTCIP Fund.

“TransNet Extension Ordinance” means the 2004 Proposition A.

“TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan” means the 1987 Proposition A San Diego
Transportation Improvement Plan.
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CITY OF ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities

Schedule of Status of Funds by Project

Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE A

Project Project Status Funds Interest Project City Project Status
MPO ID  Number Project Name July 1, 2024 Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 Notes
TransNet Extension:
Local Street Improvements:
Congestion Relief:
ENC14A CS23A FY 22/23 Annual Street Overlay $ 3,241 $ - - $ - $ (3,241) $ - (a)(b)
ENC14A  CS24A FY 23/24 Annual Street Overlay 1,517 1,735,245 223 (1,742,473) 3,241 (2,247) (b)(c)
ENC14A  CS25A FY 24/25 Annual Street Overlay - 157,028 20 (227,294) - (70,246) (c)
Total ENC14A Projects 4,758 1,892,273 243 (1,969,767) - (72,493)
Total Congestion Relief 4,758 1,892,273 243 (1,969,767) - (72,493)
Total Local Street Improvements 4,758 1,892,273 243 (1,969,767) - (72,493)
Total TransNet Extension $ 4,758 $ 1,892,273 243 $ (1,969,767) $ - $ (72,493)
Notes:

(a) Project is complete.
(b) Remaining project balance of $3,241 for CS23A was transferred to CS24A within the same MPO ID.

(c) Funding will be requested in FY26 to remove the deficit.
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CITY OF ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

TransNet Extension Activities
Cumulative Schedule of Status of Funds by Project
Year Ended June 30, 2025

SCHEDULE B

Project
Project Funds Interest Project Status
MPO ID Number Project Name Received Income Expenditures June 30, 2025
Congestion Relief:
ENC14A CS23A FY 22/23 Annual Street Overlay $ 2,065,163 4,870 $ (2,070,033) $ -
ENC14A CS24A FY 23/24 Annual Street Overlay 1,961,759 3,514 (1,967,520) (2,247)
ENC14A CS25A FY 24/25 Annual Street Overlay 157,028 20 (227,294) (70,246)
Total ENC14A Projects 4,183,950 8,404 (4,264,847) (72,493)
Total Congestion Relief 4,183,950 8,404 (4,264,847) (72,493)
Subtotal Cumulative TransNet Extension 4,183,950 8,404 (4,264,847) (72,493)
Completed Projects:
Congestion Relief Pass-Through 88,800 - (88,800) -
Congestion Relief 24,987,504 50,782 (25,038,286) -
Maintenance 1,117,046 - (1,117,046) -
Environmental Mitigation Grant 52,744 - (52,744) -
Total Completed Projects 26,246,094 50,782 (26,296,876) -
Total Cumulative TransNet Extension $ 30,430,044 $ 59,186 $ (30,561,723) $ (72,493)
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SCHEDULE C

CITY OF ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA
TransNet Extension Activities
RTCIP Fund
Year Ended June 30, 2025

Cumulative
Last Date to Funds Interest Project City Funds Committed Cumulative Status

Project Year Commit funds MPO ID Received Income Expenditures Adjustments June 30, 2025 June 30, 2025 June 30, 2024

Year Ended June 30, 2018 June 30, 2025 ENC28/ENC46 $ 125,062 $ - $ (125,062) $ - $ - $ - $ -

Year Ended June 30, 2019 June 30, 2026 ENC28 151,651 - (151,651) - - - -
Year Ended June 30, 2020 June 30, 2027 ENC28 157,055 - (107,627) - - 49,428 71,403
Year Ended June 30, 2021 June 30, 2028 98,317 - - - - 98,317 98,317
Year Ended June 30, 2022 June 30, 2029 89,720 - - - - 89,720 89,720
Year Ended June 30, 2023 June 30, 2030 259,177 - - - - 259,177 259,177
Year Ended June 30, 2024 June 30, 2031 392,499 - - - - 392,499 392,499

Year Ended June 30, 2025 June 30, 2032 1,016,762 - - - - 1,016,762 -
Interest Income - 214,626 - - - 214,626 136,834
Total RTCIP Funds $ 2,290,243 $ 214,626 $ (384,340) $ - $ - $ 2,120,529 $ 1,047,950
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CITY OF ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA

Report on Agreed-Upon Procedures
Applied to the TransNet Fund

Year Ended June 30, 2025



°
Daviskarr e Caoptt
18201 Von Karman Avenue | Suite 1100 | Irvine, CA 92612

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Main: 949.474.2020 | Fax: 949.263.5520

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT

Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
San Diego Association of Governments
San Diego, California

We have performed the procedures enumerated below in reviewing the City of Escondido,
California’s (City’s or recipient agency’s) compliance with the TransNet Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension Ordinance, and the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) Board Policy No. 031 with respect to the TransNet Program
Schedules A, B, and C, as applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. The City’s
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinances and Board Policy.

The Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) has agreed to and acknowledged
that the procedures performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating
compliance by the City with respect to the TransNet Program Schedules A, B, and C, as
applicable, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2025. This report may not be suitable for any
other purpose. The procedures performed may not address all the items of interest to a user
of this report and may not meet the needs of all users of this report and, as such, users are
responsible for determining whether the procedures performed are appropriate for their
purposes.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows. A Glossary of Terms is included
as Attachment A.

1. We obtained the TransNet Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, TransNet Extension
Ordinance and SANDAG Board Policy No. 031.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

2. We obtained from SANDAG staff the applicable approved RTIP.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

3. We obtained from SANDAG staff the TransNet Grant Program spreadsheet.
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.

4. We inquired of the recipient agency’s management and determined whether the
recipient agency maintains a separate fund for TransNet revenues or has an

alternative approach to maintaining separate accountability for reasonableness.

Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.
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‘H REWDLQHG D GHWDLOHG JAQBQ D ODHMHHEQIXHVIBQ@G H[SHQGLWXUHV
WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ IRU WKH FXUUHQW ILVFDO \HDU
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‘H VXEVWDQWLDWHG DOO IRRWQRWHYV UHTXLUHG LQ 6FKHGXOF
5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU
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‘H DJUHHG WKH EHJLQQLQJ EDODQFH IURP WKH SULRU \HDU RU
DIJHQF\ SURYLGHG D IRRWQRWH IRU DQ\ UHVWDWHPHQWYV *H
WKH UHDVRQV IRU GLIITHUHQFHV ZHUH YDOLG

5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

‘H REWDLQHG D OALWVMQAWVIFHRIPHQWY PDGH WR WKH UHFLSLHQW
I[URP 6%$1'$* VWDII ‘H FRPSODUBQWWKHAY HQXH UHFRUGHG E\ WK
UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ WR WKH OLVWLQJ RI SD\PHQWYV UHFHLYHG

QRWLILHG WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ RI DQ\ YDULDWLRQV DQG
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5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

‘HLGHQWLILHG WKH LQWHUHVW LQFRPH UHSRUWHG IRU WKH Il

L ‘HLQVSHFWHG LOQOWHUHVW LQFRPH UHSRUWHG RQ 6FKHGXO
UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\TY JHQHUDO OHGJHU
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UHSRUWHG RQ 6FKHGXOH $

LL ‘:H LQVSHFWHG WKH LQWHUHVW DOORFDWLRQ PHWKRGROR
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‘H LGHQWLILHG WKKHQWRNYWAEFHD GLWXUHV IRU WKH ILVFDO \HDU



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

L

LL

LLL

LY

YL

YLL

‘HLQVSHFWHG WKH WRWDO SURMHFW H[SHQGLWXUHV SHU
WR WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\fV JHQHUDO OHGJHU

BHVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

‘H VHOHFWHG LQGLYLGXDO H[SHQGLWXUHYV RI DW OHDVW
DPRXQW RI H[SHQGLWXUHV IURP WKH JHQHUDO OHGJH
VXSSRUWLQJ GRFEXPHQWDWLRQ L H LQYRLFH DQG FRS\ RI

5HYXOWYV 7KH &LW\ UHRRDUGCHE WHRYELDLW XUHY LQ WKH DPR?
R ‘H VHOHFWHG IRU WHVWLQJ .
HIFHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU SURFHGXU

JRU WKH H[SHQGLWXUHV VHOHFWHG ZH LGHQWLILHG WKk
H[SHQGLWXUHV DUH FKDUJHG DJDLQVW DQG GHWHUPLQH
LQFOXGHG LQ WKH 57,3 VHH SURFHGXUH DERYH DQG WK
DQ HOLJLEOH FRAMW GWDHMEUD QVIHMHQVLRQ 2UGLQDQFH DQ
([SHQGLWXUH 30DQ UHTXLUHPHQWYV

BHVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

,I XQDOORZDEOH H[SHQGLWXUHV ZHUH LGHQWLILHG LQ ¢
HISDQGHG WKH VDPSOH WR LQFOXGH DQ DGGLWLRQDO
DPRXQW RI H[SHQGLWXUHY DQG GRFXPHQWHG WKH UHFLSL
FXUH WKH XQDOORZDEOH H[SHQGLWXUHV ,I DGGLW|
HISHQGLWXUHY ZHUH LGHQWLILHG ZH FRQWDFWHG \
6 XEFRPPLWWHH &KDLU WR GHWHUPLQH ZKHWKHU DGGLWLF
UHTXLUHG

5HYVXOWYVY 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHL
HISHQGLWXUHYVY LGHQWLILHG LQ SURFHGXUH I LLL

%DVHG RQ WKH SURMHFW GHVFULSWLRQ DQG H[SHQGLWXU'L
GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU WKH 032 ' LV SURSHUO\ FODV!
ODLQWHQDQFH RU &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI EDVHG RQ WKH GHII

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

,I SD\UROO H[SHQGLWXUHV H[FHHGHG RI WKH WRWDO
HISHQGLWXUHYV ZH VHOHFWHG D VDPSOH RI SD\UROO WUDQC
VXSSRUWLQJ GRFXPHQWDWLRQ L H SDV\UROO UHJILVWH
SHUVRQQHO DFWLRQ IRUP ‘H GRFXPHQWHG ZKHWKHU W
FKDUJH ZDV FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH SURMHFW VHOHFWHG

5HVXOWY 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV SD\UR
HIFHHG RI WKH WRWDO GROODU DPRXQW RI H[SHQGLWXL

‘H LQTXLUHG RI PDQDIJHPHQW ZKHWKHU LQGLUHFW FRVWYV
WKH SURMHFWY LQFOXGHG LQ WKH 57,3 , I VR ZH GRFXP
FRVW UDWH WKH GROODU DPRXQW RI WKH L/QU®&IQMLIFHW FRV W
SURJUDP WKH SHUFHQWDJH RI LQGLUHFW HARDV/QWLHWPSDU
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HISHQGLWXUHVY DQG WKH GDWH WKH LQGLUHFW FRVW SOD
GRFXPHQWHG WKH EDVLV RI DOORFDWLRQ DQG WKH UHI
PHWKRGRORJ\ ‘H GRFXPHQWHG ZKHWKHU WKH UHFLSLHQV
FRVW SODQ KDG EHHQ DSSURYHG E\ D )HGHUDO RU 6WDWH
DQ LQGHSHQGHQW FHUWLILHG SXEOLF DFFRXQWLQJ ILUP &
DQ H[SODQDWLRQ LI LQGLUHFW FRVWYV H/FBg&HGW R
HISHQGLWXUHYV

S5HVXOWYV 7KH &LW\ DOORFDWHG LQGLUHFW FRVWV WR S
57,3 IRU WKH \HDU HQGHG -XQH 7KH &LW\ DOORFDW
WKH YDULRXV GHSDUWPHQWY DQG LQWR FDSLWDO SUR
HQJLQHHULQJ WLPH GLUHFWO\ FKDUJHG WR D SURMHFW LC
PXOWLSO\LQJ LW E\ D VHW SHUFHQWDJH DVVRFLDWHG ZLWk
LQGLUHFW FRVW SHUFHQWDJH FKDUJHG E\ GHSDUWPHQWYV °

DQG 7KH &LW\ DOORFDWHG D WRWDO RI RI LQGI
RI WRWDOQVIHHWHQGLWXUHYV 7KH &LW\TV LQGLUHFW F|
ODVW XSGDWHG -XQH E\ WKH )LOQDQFH 'LUHFWRU

‘H LQVSHFWHG DQ\ DPRXQWV UHIOHFWHG LQ WKH 3$GMXVWF
H[SODLQHG LQ WKH IRUP RI D IRRWQRWH DQG WKDW WKH DGMX
ZLWK 6%$1'$* %RDUG 3ROLF\ 1R 5X0OH 6HFWLRQ ,,, LQFO:
RU H[SHFWHG W\SH RI DXWKRUL]DWLRQ DQG GDWH RI DXWKR!
ZLWKLQ WKH VDPH 032 ,'" GR QRW UHTXLUH D IRRWQRWH

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

‘H REWDLQHG D OLVW RI FRPSOHWHG SURMHFWY IURP WKH UH
UHSRUWHG BODQWHSHMRIUDP DQG 032 ,' ‘H GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWK
UHPDLQLWIQVIWQYGY IRU FRPSOHWHG SURMHFWY ZHUH WUDQVI
TUDQVIHONLIJLEOH SURMHFW ZLWKLQ WKH VDPH 3URJUDP RU UH
GHWHUPLQHG WKDW FRPSOHWHG SURMHFWY IURP WKH SUHYLE
VKRZQ LQ WKH FXUUHQW \HDU 6FKHGXOH $

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

L ,I WKH EDODQFH RI D FRPSOHWHG SURMHFW KDG QRW E
DOQRWKHWQVIHWILEOH SURMHFW ZH HQVXUHG WKDW D
SURYLGHG WKDW LQFOXGHG WKH VXEVHTXHQW \HDUfV
DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK 6%1'$* %RDUG 3ROLF\ 1R 5XOH €
LQFOXGLQJ WKH H[SHFWHG W\SH RI DXWKRUL]DWLRQ DQG (

BHVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F
, ] D SURMHFW HQGLQJ EDODQFH LV QHIJDWLYH ZH HQVXUHG WK
IRUP RI D IRRWQRWH WR 6FKHGXOH $ ZDV SURYLGHG WKDW LQ
\HDUTV LOWHQGHG DFWLRQ LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK 6%$1'$* %RDU
6HFWLRQ ,,,
5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

L ‘H VXEVWDQWLDWHG WKDW DGGLWLRQDO IXQGLQJ ZDV DY
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BHVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

‘H FRQILUPHG ZKHWKHU LQDFWLYH SURMHFWY ZKLFK KDYH KD
SDVW WZR \HDUV RWKHU WKDQ LQWHUHVW HDUQLQJV ZHUH
UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ KDG SURYLGHG D IRRWQRWH DV WR WKH V
LOQFOXGHYV ZKHQ WKH SURMHFW ZLOO EH FRPSOHWHG

5HVXOWV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHUH 2
GXULQJ )<

‘H REWDLQHG DSSURYDO IURP 6%$1'$* VWDII IRU WKH UHDVRQ R

5HVXOWV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHUH 2
GXULQJ )<

‘H REWDLQHG D VLIJQHG VWDIl UHSRUW RU UHVROXWLRQ IURP
JRYHUQLQJ ERG\ FRQVHQWLQJ WMRDW K HM@GN VIR FRRQH SURMHF\
WR DQRWKHU :H GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU WUDQVIHUV UHTXLUL
57,3 IROORZHG WKH DPHQGPHQW SURFHVV RXWOLQHG LQ 5XOH
3ROLF\ 1R

SHVXOWV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHUH ZI
DQ DPHQGPHQW

‘H GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU WKH UHFLSLHQW DUD@QPAIHWSRUW
DFWLYLW\ VHSDUDMWHY IHRWLYLW\ LQ 6FKHGXOH $

SHVXOWYV 7KLY SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKH &LV
7TUDQVIDHAWLYLW\ GXULQJ )<

‘H REWDLQHG IURP WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ 6FKHGXOH % ZKLFK
LQIRUPDWLRQ URQ \DIGI@HQVLRQ SURMHF WV DIQFBNGEAWQUHFHLYHG
H[SHQGLWXUHV LQWHUHVW LQFRPH HLWKHU OLVWHG E\ SURMHFW
EDODQFH OLVWHG DOSKD QXPHULF E\ 032 ,°

D

‘H LQVSHFWHG 6FKHGXOH % DQG GHWHUPLQHG WKDW SURN
FODVVLILHG DQG UHDRUMSH)R EUDP L H ORFDO VWUHHW LPSUR
LQFOXGLQJ FRQJHVWLRQ UHOLHI YV PDLQWHQDQFH PDWN
HQYLURQPHQWDO PLWLJDWLRQ SURJUDP HWF ‘H LQVSHFWH
DW -XQH DQG HQVXUHG WKH EDODQFHYV DJUHHG IRU WKR\
LQ ERWK 6FKHGXOH $ DQG 6FKHGXOH %

5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

‘H UHFODVVLILHG DOO DPRXQWYV OLVWHG LQ WKH $GMXVWPHQ
WR IXQGVY UHFHLYHG H[SHQGLWXUHV RU LQWHUHVW LQFRPH

5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

F ‘H LGHQWLILHG DQ\ FRPSOHWHG SURMHFWY UHSRUWHG LQ WKI
DQG HQVXUHG WKDW DOO FRPSOHWHG SURMHFWY ZHUH UHSRL
6FKHGXOH % E\ FDWHJRU\

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

‘H LQVSHFWHG WKH HQGLQJ SURMHFW VWDWXV SHU 6FKHGXOH $ IR
GHULYHG IURP WKH UHFLSLHQWUDIHQFHSBR DWQRQPHQW ZDV QRW P
WKDQ RI WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\fV FXUUHQW ILVFDO \HDU DQQX
GHEW VHUYLFH SD\PHQWVY :H GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU WKH UHFLS
VFKHGXOH VKRZLQJ WKH DQQXDO DSSRUWLRQPHQW GHEW VHUYLF}
QHW DQQXDO DSSRUWLRQPHQW EDODQFH WKUHVKROG DSSOLFD!
DQG EDODQFH RYHU XQGHU WKH WKUHVKROG

5HVXOWYV 7KH &LW\ LV LQ FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK WKH UHTXLUHPHOQ\

JLVFDO \HDU DSSRUWLRQPHQW
/[HVV GHEW VHUYLFH SD\PHQW

1HW HVWLPDWHG DSSRUWLRQPHQW
EDVH

JLVFEDO \HDU WKUHVKROG

IHVV
/RFDO 6WUHHWYVY DQG 5RDGV IXQG EDODQFH
/RFDO 6WUHHW ,PSURYHPHQW
&RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI IXQG EDODQFH
ODLQWHQDQFH IXQG EDODQFH

7TRWDO /RFDO 6WUHHWY DQG 5RDGYV DQG /RFDO 6WUHHW
,PSURYHPHQW IXQG EDODQFH

)XQG EDODQFH XQGHU DSSRUWLRQPHQW

‘H UHSRUWHG WKH HQGLQJ EDODQFH IURP 6FKHGXOH $ RI /RFDO
/6, DQG &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI DQG ODLQWHQDQFH :H UHSRUWHG V
&RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI DQG ODLQWHQDQFH | URM QYKHREDIOSFWYHHW V
,PSURYHPHQWY $OORFDWLRQ 6FKHGXOH

5HVXOWY 7KH HQGLQJ EDODQFHV IRU &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI DQG 0O
DUH DV IROORZV
)XQGV +HOG )XQGV +HOG
E\ &L W\ E\ 6$1'$* 7RWDO
&RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI
ODLQWHQDQFH

TRWDOV



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

‘H GRFXPHQWHG WKH SHUFHQWDJH RI ORFDO VWUHHW DQG URDC
H[SHQGHG IRU PDLQWHQDQFH I WKH SHUFHQWDJH ZDV JUHD!'
GRFXPHQWHG WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\TfVY SODQ WR FXUH WKH H[FHV

5HVXOWYV 7KH &LW\ KDV H[SHQGHG RI FXPXODWLYH ORFDO VW
IRU PDLQWHQDQFH DV LQGLFDWHG EHORZ

&LW\ 651'$* 7RWDO
&RQJHVWLRQ UHOLH
ODLQWHQDQFH
L, QWHUHVW

7TRWDO ORFDO VWUHHW DQG URDG
UHYHQXH

RI WRWDO ORFDO VWUHHW DQG
URDG UHYHQXH
/IHVV PDLQWHQDQFH
H[SHQGLWXUHV LQFXUUHG WR GDWH

$YDLODEOH PDLQWHQDQFH IXQGYV
&XPXODWLYH SHUFHQWDJH H[SHQGHG
IRU PDLQWHQDQFH

| DSSOLFDEOH ZH FRPSDUHG ORQJ WHUP GHEW LQIRUPDWLRQ UH:
WKH VFKHGXOH Rl ORQJ WHUP GHEW IRU HDFK UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ S
5HVXOWYV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHUH LV QR
DV RI -XQH
‘LWK UHVSHFW WR WKH 02( UHTXLUHPHQW

D ‘H REWDLQHG WKH FXUUHQW 02( UHTXLUHPHQWY IRU HDFK UH
6$1'$* VWDII

E :H REWDLQHG B6FKHGXOH RI WKH $QQXDO 6WUHHW 5HSRUW
DJHQF\

L ,] DQ HUURU WR WKH $QQXDO 6WUHHW 5HSRUW LV UHSRI
DIJHQF\ VXEVHTXHQW WR VXEPLVVLRQ RI WKH 5HSRUW WR W
2I'"LFH ZH SHUIRUPHG DGGLWLRQDO VWHSV DV IROORZV

‘H REWDLQHG DQ XSGDWHG $QQXDO 6WUHHW 5HSRUW D
6WDWH &RQWUROOHUS|V 2IILFH RU

‘H REWDLQHG QRWLFH IURP WKH 6WDWH &RQWUROOHI
FKDQJHV ZLOO EH LQFOXGHG LQ WKH VXEVHTXHQW \HL
5HSRUW DQG



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

‘H FRPSDUHG WKH DGMXVWHG DPRXQW WR SURFHGXUH
D EULHI HISODQDWLRQ RI DGMXVWPHQWY LQ 5HVXOWYV

‘H UHSRUWHG WKH H[FHVV GHILFLW RI GLVFUHWLRQDU\ H[SH
EDVH ZKLFK LV HTXDO WR WKH DPRXQW RI GLVFUHWLRQDU\ 1]
/IRFDO 6 WUHHW ,PSURYHPHQW 3URJUDP OHVYV WKH 02( EDVH DP

‘H UHSRUWHG DQ\ RXWVWDQGLQJ XQPHW UHTXLUHPHQW IURI
DPRXQW RI WLPH WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ KDV UHPDLQLQJ WR
DQG UHSRUWHG D UROO IRUZDUG VFKHGXOH

5HVXOWY 7KH &LW\ ZzDV LQ FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK WKH 02( UHTXLI
QRW KDYH DQ RXWVWDQGLQJ XQPHW 02( UHTXLUHPHQW IRU W
DFWLYLW\ IRU WKH \HDU HQGHG -XQH LV VXPPDUL]HG D\

&XUUHQW \HDU ORFDO GLVFUHWLRQDU\ H[SHQGLWXUHV
/HVV 02( EDVH \HDU UHTXLUHPHQW

([FHVV 02( IRU WKH \HDU HQGHG -XQH

‘H REWDLQHG IURP 6%$1'$* VWDII| WKH DSSURYHG 57&,3 )XQGLQJ 3URJ
ILVFDO \HDU

D

YRU WKH 57&,3 IXQG ZH REWDLQHG D GHWDLOHG JHQHUDO OHC
DIJHQF\

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU

‘H REWDLQHG IURP WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ WKH 57&,3 DSSU
FROOHFWLQJ DQG RU FRQWULEXWLQJ SULYDWH VHFWRU H[DFW

5HVXOWYV 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI RXU
‘H REWDLQHG WKH 57&,3 VFKHGXOH LQFOXGLQJ FXPXODWLYH
FXPXODWLYH LOQWHUHVW HDUQHG FXPXODWLYH HI[SHQC
FRPPLWPHQWY DQG FXPXODWLYH HQGLQJ EDODQFH

L ‘H LQVSHFWHG HI[DFWLRQV FROOHFWHG WR HQVXUH WKDW
ZDV XVLQJ WKH PRVW FXUUHQW DSSURYHG IHH DPRXQW

BHVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

LL :HLQTXLUHG RI PDQDJHPHQW DV WR ZKHWKHU SURFHGXUH
WUDFN HDFK H[DFWLRQ IHH SDLG E\ GHYHORSPHQW

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F
LL.L :H GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU DOO H[DFWLRQ IHHV KDYH Et}
FRPPLWWHG ZLWKLQ VHYHQ \HDUV RI FROOHFWLRQ

BHYVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

LY

YL

YLL

YLLL

LI

, ] HIDFWLRQ IHHY DUH FRPPLWWHG EXW QRW H[SHQGHG Z
ZH REWDLQHG HYLGHQFH WKH XQH[SHQGHG 57&,3 UHYHQXH
LQ WKH 57,3 EHIRUH WKH H[SLUDWLRQ RI WKH VHYHQ \HDU
HQVXUHG WKDW D IRRWQRWH ZDV SURYLGHG RQ WKH VWDW

BHVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

‘H REWDLQHG IURP 6%$1'$* WKH OLVW RI 57&,3 DSSURYHG U
VI\VWHP SURMHFWVY DQG VHOHFWHG DW OHDVW RI WKH HJ
WKDW WKH H[SHQGLWXUHYVY ZHUH IRU SURMHFWY LQ WKH DS
VI\VWHP SURMHFW OLVW

BHVXOWV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKH &
H[SHQGLWXUHV IRU )<

, I XQDOORZDEOH H[SHQGLWXUHV ZHUH LGHQWLILHG LQ S
HISDQGHG WKH VDPSOH WR LQFOXGH DQ DGGLWLRQDO F
DQG GRFXPHQWHG WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\fV SODQ WR F
HISHQGLWXUHYV ,|] DGGLWLRQDO XQDOORZDEOH H[SHQGL!
ZH FRQWDFWHG WKH ,72& $XGLW 6XEFRPPLWWHH &KDLU WR
DGGLWLRQDO SURFHGXUHYV ZHUH UHTXLUHG

5HVXOWV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKH &
H[SHQGLWXUHV IRU )<

,I SD\UROO H[SHQGLWXUHV H[FHHGHG RI WKH WRWDO
HISHQGLWXUHYV ZH VHOHFWHG D VDPSOH RI SD\UROO WUDQC
VXSSRUWLQJ GRFXPHQWDWLRQ L H SDV\UROO UHJILVWH
SHUVRQQHO DFWLRQ IRUP ‘H GRFXPHQWHG ZKHWKHU W
FKDUJH DSSHDUHG UHDVRQDEOH IRU WKH SURMHFW

5HYvXOwWYV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHU
DPRXQWY FKDUJHG GXULQJ )<

‘H GRFXPHQWHG WKH SHUFHQWDJH RI SURJUDP UHYHQXH
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ RULQGLUHFW FRVWY ‘H GHWHUPLQHG .
ZDV OHVV WKDQ SHU 6HFWLRQ RI WKH 57&,3 DWWDI
7TUDQV2HWLQDQFH I HITSHQGLWXUHV H[FHHGHG ZH GRF>
HIFHVVY DQG WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\fVY SODQ WR FXUH WKF

5HYXOWYV 7KLY SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKI
UHYHQXH VSHQW IRU IXQG DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ RU LQGLUHF\

‘H GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\ SURYLG
FRQWULEXWLRQ UHTXLUHG E\ 6HRFWDRE 1 KW HRIV IWRIQH

2UGLQDQFH :H LQTXLUHG RI PDQDJHPHQW DV WR ZKHW
H[LVWHG WR HQVXUH DOO TXDOLILHG SURSHUWLHV ZHUH L

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

‘H LGHQWLILHG LQWHUHVW LQFRPH IRU WKH ILVFDO \HDU
WKH LQWHUHVW LQFRPH DPRXQW SHU WKH 57&,3 VFKHGXOH



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

[L

[LL

[LLL

[LY

JHQHUDO OHGJHU ‘H LQVSHFWHG WKH LQWHUHVW DOORI
HQVXUH WKDW LW ZDV LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK WKH SURYLV
DQG %RDUG 3ROLF\ 1R

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI Fk

)RU DQ\ 57&,3 IXQGVY WKDW KDYH EHHQ WUDQVIHUUHG OREL
ZH GHWHUPLQHG ZKHWKHU WKH UHTXLUHPHQW®VRIHEBWHFW LF
2UGLQDQFH KDG EHHQ PHW ,I VR ZH GRFXPHQWHG GHWDL
ORDQ DQG RU H[FKDQJH

BHVXOWYV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKH
ORDQ RU H[FKDQJH DQ\ 57&,3 IXQGYV

‘H LQTXLUHG RI PDQDJHPHQW DV WR ZKHWKHU DQ\ GHYHO
DOORZHG FUHGLWY LQ OLHX RI SD\LQJ WKH H[DFWLRQ IHH
WKH FUHGLWY JUDQWHG DQG ZKHWKHU 6HFWLRQ ) RI WKH
WKH 2UGLQDQFH KDG EHHQ IROORZHG

S5HVXOWYV 3HU LQTXLU\ ZLWK PDQDJHPHQW QR GHYHOF
DOORZHG FUHGLWY LQ OLHX RI SD\LQJ WKH H[DFWLRQ IHH

‘H GRFXPHQWHG WKH GDWH WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\
GRFXPHQWDWLRQ WR XV IRU LQVSHFWLRQ

SHVXOWYV 7KH &LW\ SURYLGHG 57&,3 GRFXPHQWDWLRQ RQ
‘H VXPPDUL]JHG WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\fV FRPSOLDQ
UHTXLUHPHQWYV RI 6HFWLRQ * RI WKH 57&78D0QWWBWKPHQ!
(IWHQVLRQ 2UGLQDQFH

5HVXOWY 1R H[FHSWLRQV ZHUH QRWHG DV D UHVXOW RI F

‘H LQVSHFWHG WKH 57,3 DQG LGHQWLILHG DQ\ DGPLQLVWUDWLYH

57,3 |

DGPLQLVWUDWLYH SURMHFWYVY ZHUH LQFOXGHG LQ WKH

DGPLQLVWUDWLYH FRVWY LQFOXGHG LQ /RFDO 6WUHHW ,PSURYHPH
RI WKH DQQXDO DSSRUWLRQPHQW

5HVXOWY 7KH &LW\ GLG QRW LQFOXGH DQ\ DGPLQLVWUDWLYH SUR

‘H GRFXPHQWHG WKH VWDWXV RI DQ\ SULRU \HDU ILQGLQJVY DQG UH

SHVXOWV 7KLV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHUH ZHUH
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV

‘H SURSRVHG FXUUHQW \HDU ILQGLQJY DV D UHVXOW RI SHUIRUPLQ
SURFHGXUHV :‘H LQFOXGHG WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\TV UHVSRQVH



,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH
6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *RYHUQPHQWYV
6DQ 'LHIJR &DOLIRUQLD

SHVXOWYV 7KLYV SURFHGXUH LV QRW DSSOLFDEOH DV WKHUH
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV UHTXLUHG WR EH SUHSDUHG IRU WKH \HDU HQC

‘H ZHUH HQJDJHG E\ ,72& WR SHUIRUP WKLV DJUHHG XSRQ SURFHGXU
FRQGXFWHG RXU HQJDJHPHQW LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK DWWHVWDWLRQ V
$PHULFDQ ,QVWLWXWH RI &HUWLILHG 3XEOLF $FFRXQWDQWV :H ZHUH
FRQGXFW DQ H[DPLQDWLRQ RU UHYLHZ HQJDJHPHQW WKH REMHFWLYF
H[SUHVVLRQ RI DQ RSLQLRQ RU FRQFOXVLRQ UHVSHFWLYHO\ RQ WKH
7UDQVIHMELQDQFHUD@Y IHWHQVLRQ 2UGLQDQFH DV RI -XQH $FFRUG
GR QRW H[SUHVV VXFK DQ RSLQLRQ RU FRQFOXVLRQ +DG ZH SHUIRUPHG
PDWWHUV PLJKW KDYH FRPH WR RXU DWWHQWLRQ WKDW ZRXOG KDYH EHFE

‘H DUH UHTXLUHG WR EH LQGHSHQGHQW RI WKH &LW\ DQG WR PHHW RXU
LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK WKH UHOHYDQW HWKLFDO UHTXLUHPHQWY UHODW#F
HQJDJHPHQW 7KLV UHSRUW LV LQWHQGHG VROHO\ IRU WKH LQIRUPDWLR
DQG LV QRW LQWHQGHG WR EH DQG VKRXOG QRW EH XVHG E\ DQ\RQH RWKF

,UYLQH &DOLIRUQLD
-XQH



$77$&+0(17 $

*/266$5< 2) 7(506

3$QQXDO 6WUHHW PHEIRYWWWVKH 6WDWH RI &DOLIRUQLD $QQXDO 6WUHHW 5H
3&XUUHQW )LVFD® KBH@W WKH ILVFDO SHULRG RI -XO\ WKURXJK -XQH
3,72& PHDQV WKH ,QGHSHQGHQW 7D[SD\HU 2YHUVLJKW &RPPLWWHH

302(° PHDQV ODLQWHQDQFH RI (IIRUW DV H[SODLQHW® QQIPWAQYYRRQ RI W
2UGLQDQFH DQG ([SHQGLWXUH 30DQ

3032 ,'" PHDQV OHWURSROLWDQ 30DQQLQJ 2UJDQL]IDWLRQ ,GHQWLILFDW
DVVLIQHG WR DSSURYHG 57,3 SURMHFWYV

S5HFLSLHQW $JHPQI\QV DQ DJHQF\ LQFOXGLQJ WKH &RXQW\ RI 6DQ 'LHJR |
&DUOVEDG &KXOD 9LVWD &RURQDGR 'HO 0ODU (O &DMRQ (QFLQLWDV (V
OHVD /HPRQ *URYH 1DWLRQDO &LW\ 2FHDQVLGH 3RZD\ 6DQ 'LHJR 6DQW
%HDFK DQG 9LVWD WEKDMQUVHR@GYAY RQ DQ DQQXDO EDVLV IRU RQH RU |
7UDQVBWWJIUDPYV

357&,3° PHDQV WKH 5HJLRQDO 7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ &RQJHVWLRQ ,PSURYHF
GHYHORSPHQW H[DFWLRQV UHTXLUH G UHQV § WAMWQ RIOR QR WEBK. 19 D Q F H

3567,3" PHDQV WKH 5HJLRQDO 7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ ,PSURYHPHQW 3URJUDP |
SURMHFWYV IRU PDMRU WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ SURMHFWY LQ WKH 6DQ 'LHJR &

36$1'$*" PHDQV 6DQ 'LHJR $VVRFLDWLRQ Rl *RYHUQPHQWV WKH UHVSR(
DGPLQLVWUDWEZRQ QRMPMMH QDQFHV

36$1'$* %RDUG 3ROLF\ 1R PHDQV WKH 6$1'$* %RDUG 3ROZBDQR1IHW
2UGLQDQFH DQG ([SHQGLWXUH 30DQ 5XOHV

36 FKHGXOHPHDQV WKH $QQXDO 6FKHGXOH RI 6WDWXV RI )XQGV E\ 3URMHFV
RI DOO UHFLSLHQW U U@ BEMNWLH W V

36FKHGXOHPHDQV WKH &XPXODWLYH 6FKHGXOH RI 6WDWXV RI )XQGV E\ 3!
UROO IRUZDUG OLVWLQJ RI DOUDQHWEHBHBPWRDIHDELQDQFH SURMHFWYV

S6 FKHGXOHP&DQV WKH &XPXODWLYH 6FKHGXOH RI 6WDWXV RI )XQGV D FXI
FROOHFWLRQV DQG H[SHQGLWXUHV RI WKH UHFLSLHQW DJHQF\fV 57&,3 )X

37UDQVIHWHQVLRQ 2UGLQTHDRH WKH B3URSRVLWLRQ $

37UDQV1IBWGLQDQFH DQG ([SHQGLWRXMBQ3OW®H 3URSRVLWLRQ $ 6DQ '
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ ,PSURYHPHQW 30DQ



&,7< 2) (6&21','2 &$/,)251,9
7UDQV ([WHQVLRQ $I
6FKHGXOH RI 6WDWXV RI )
<HDU (QGHG -XQH

6&+('8/( $

&, 3URMHFW YXQC ,QWH 3URNM &L 3URMHFW
032 | 1XPEHU 3URMHFW -XQH SHFEHL L,OFR_ _([SHQGLV $GMXVW|  -XQH 1RW
7UDQV: ([WHOQVL
/RFDO 6WUHHW ,PSUR
&RQJIJHVWLRQ
(6& ¢ (DVW 9DOOH\ 9DOOH\ D
(6& &LWUDFDGR +DUPRQ\ *URYH W D |
(6& (O TIRUWH 3NZ\ %ULGJH DW ( D &
(6& JHOLFLWD $YH -XQLSHU 6WUHHW E
(6& &HQWUH &LW\ +LJKZD\ WR OLVVLRQ $YH D E
(6& *UDQG $YH BWUHHWVFDSH ,PSURYHPHQWYV
(6& 4XLQFH 7XOLS 3HGHVWULDQ 6LJQDO E
(6& &RPSUHKHQVLYH $FWLYH 71
(6& (VFRQGLGR &UHHN 7UDLO %LNH 3DWK ,PSURYHPHQWYV
(6& (VFRQGLGR &UHHN 'UDLQDJH &DSDF F
6XEWRWDO &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOL E ¢
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOL H
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOL E
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOL E
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOL E
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOL F
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )< I
7RWDO (6& 3URMHFW
(6& 7UDIILF 6LJQD
(6& 7UDIILF 6LJQD
(6& 7UDIILF 6LJQDOV )< F

7TRWDO (6& 3URMHFW

,QWHUHVW ,QFRPH

7TRWDO &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI

&RQWLQXHG



6&+('8/( $
&,7< 2) (6&21','2 &$/,)251,%
7UDQV ([WHQVLRQ $
6FKHGXOH RI 6WDWXV RI )XQGV E\
<HDU (QGHG -XQH

&,

3URMHFW YXQGC ,QWH 3URNM &L 3URMHFW
032, 1XPEHU 3URMHFW -XQH 5HFHL ,QFR ([SHQGLV _$GMXVW _ -XQH 1RW
ODLQWHQDQFH
(6& 3DYHPHQW ODLQWHQDQFH )< E
(6& 3DYHPHQW ODLQWHC E
(6& 3DYHPHQW ODLQWHQDQFH )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW ODLQWHC
7RWDO (6& 3URMHFW
,QWHUHVW ,QFRPH
7RWDO ODLQWHQDQFH
7RWDO /RFDO 6WUHHW ,PSURYHPHQWYV
6PDUW *UR.
(6& 7UDQVLW &HQWHU $FWLYH 7UDQV [
(6& *HQHUDO 30DQ $PHQGPHQWYV 6*,3 F J

7TRWDO 6PDUW *URZWK

7RWDWODQV IHWHQVLRQ

RW

D )XQGV ZHUH UH SURJUDPPHG LQ )< WRZDUGV WKH &LWUD

E 3URMHFW LV

F ORUH SURMHFW H[SHQGLWXUHV LQFXUUHG LQ -XQH WKDQ DQWLFLSDWHG GUDZGRZQV ZHUH UHTXHVWHG LG
G $Q DFFRXQWLQJ DGMXVWPHQW ZDV PDGH GXULQJ )<

WR UHFRUG D UH \HDU FRQVWUXFWLRQ FRVWY RQ D SURMHFW
EH UHSURJUDPPHG LQ WKH 57,3

7KH SURMHFW VWLOO KDV DQ RSHQ FRQVXOWLQJ DJUHHPHQW WR SHUIRUP D SDYHPHQW FRQGLWLRQ VXUYH\ WR JDWKHU
DQG XSGDWH WKH &LW\ V VWUHHW LQYHQWRU\

&RVWYV ZHUH HUURQHRXVO\ FKDUJHG WR DGMXVWLQJ MRX
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&,7< 2) (6&21','2 &$/,)251,%
7UDQVIHWHQVLRQ $FWLYLWLHV
&XPXODWLYH 6FKHGXOH RI 6WDWXV RI )XQGV E\ 3URMHFW
<HDU (QGHG -XQH

&,3 )XQGV ,QWHUHVW BURMHFW SURMHFW 6WDWXYV
032 ,' 1XPEHU SURMHFW 1DPH SHFHLYHG ,QFRPH ([SHQGLWXUHMH

7UDQV1IKMWHQVLRQ
/IRFDO 6WUHHW ,PSURYHPHQWYV
&RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI

(6& $ (DVW 9DOOH\ 9DOOH\ &HQWHU 5RDG

(6& &LWUDFDGR +DUPRQ\ *URYH WR : 9DOOH\ 3N2Z\

(6& (O 1RUWH 3NZ\ %ULGJH DW (VFRQGLGR &UHHN

(6& JHOLFLWD $YH -XQLSHU 6WUHHW

(6& &HQWUH &LW\ +LIJKZD\ WR OLVVLRQ $YH

(6& *UDQG $YH 6WUHHWVFDSH ,PSURYHPHQWYV

(6& 4XLQFH 7XOLS 3HGHVWULDQ 6LJQDO

(6& &RPSUHKHQVLYH $FWLYH 7UDQVS 6WUDWHIJ\

(6& (VFRQGLGR &UHHN 7UDLO %LNH 3DWK ,PSURYHPHQWYV
(6& (VFRQGLGR &UHHN 'UDLQDJH &DSDF

6XEWRWDO &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI

(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<
(6& 3DYHPHQW 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ )<

7TRWDO (6& 3URMHFW

(6& 7UDIILF 6LJQDOV )<
(6& 7UDIILF 6LJQDOV )<
(6& 7UDIILF 6LJQDOV )<

7TRWDO (6& 3URMHFW

,QWHUHVW ,QFRPH

7TRWDO &RQJHVWLRQ 5HOLHI

&RQWLQXHG











