
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Andy Levine <andy@betterroadssafestreets.com> 

Wednesday, July 8, 2026 1 :54 PM 
Clerk/BOS 

Economic Analysis study for the Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act 
measure 
FCTIA-IMPLAN Study-PenberaParis-FINAL.pdf 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL EMAIL-THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 
Report Suspicious 

Good Afternoon, Clerk of the Board-

In advance of next Tuesday's agenda item regarding the Fresno County Transportation Improvement 
Act measure, attached is an Economic Analysis study for inclusion with the item. Of course, please 
also feel free to share with the Supervisors directly. 

Thank you, 

Andy 

1 



P Bl: R 

IMPLAN Based Economic Analysis 
For the 

FRESNO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT ACT (FCTIA) MEASURE 

Prepared by: PenberaParis, LLC 
Joseph J. Penbera, Ph.D., Chairman 
Brian Ruditsky, M.B.A., Senior Research Associate 

~ 
l\JlFE 

National Associ.ation of 
Forensic Economics 

June 2026 

financia l executives 
inter n at i ona l 



Table of Contents 

Table of Tables .............. .... ....... ........... ....... ............................. ... ... ....... ............ .... ... ..................... .... - 3 -
Executive Summary of FCTIA Measure Economic Analysis: .......... ............ .. ...... ...... .... .......... ....... - 4 -
1. Reason for the Economic Impact Study: .. .. ................... .. ......................... .. .. .............. .................. - 6 -
2. The IMPLAN Methodology: ... ... ............. .. .... ... .. ... .... ........................... ................... .............. ... .... - 6 -
3. Credentials of Preparers: ................................... .. ....................... ........................................... ........ - 9 -
4. Materials Reviewed and Documentation of Key Inputs to IMPLAN: ....... .... ... ... ... ........... .... .. .. - 10 -
5. FCTIA Measure Revenue Assumptions: .... ... ............... .. .... ... .. .......... ... .. .. ..... ... .... ..... ................ - 13 -
6. Project Categories: ... ..... .. ...... ... ................... .... .. .......... .. ... ... .................... ... .... .. ............... ............ - 13 -
7. Regional Information: ..... ..... ... ...... .. .. ........ .. ....... ......................................... ...... .... ............. .... ..... - 15 -
8. Understanding the Measure: .. ... .... .. .. ........ .... .. ..................... ... .......................... .......... ................ - 22 -
9. IMPLAN and North American Industry Classification Sectors: .................... ... .. .. ............. .... .. .. - 23 -
10. Key Economic and Business Assumptions: ................. ....... .. ............ .............. ... ... ...... .. .... ........ - 24 -
11. Economic Inputs for IMPLAN: ........................... ............. ..... ... ....... .. ........... .. .. .... .. .... .. ...... ...... - 25 -
12. Job Creation Estimates: ... .... ..... ..... .... .. .............. .. .. ... ................................... ............ .... ....... ....... - 25 -
13 . Findings Relating to the Regional Economic Impact Analysis of the Measure: ... ................... - 27 -
14. Summary of Economic Impacts for the Measure: ... .... ....................................... ............... ....... - 35 -
15. Professional Opinions : .... .... ................ ....... .. ... .... ... ...................... .. .... .. ..... .. ................. ...... .. ..... - 36 -
Appendix A: Excerpts from Item 10, Fresno COG Regional Pavement Management Plan -Full 
Report, with Exhibits, 11/07/2025 ....... .. .... ....... .. ......... ...... ... ................. .. ..... ................. ................ . - 3 7 -
Appendix B: FRESNO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, AND U.S. CENSUS BUREAU 2025 (Vers 2 
Data) .. ............. ............ .......... .... ....... .. .... ........................................ ............ ... ............................. ... ... - 43 -
End of Study .... .. ................... ...... ....... ... ............ ..... ....... ...... .......... ..... .. ..... .. ................... ...... ........... - 48 -

- 2 -



Table of Tables 

Table 1: Summary of Economic Impacts for the FCTIA Measure for the 30-Year Period .............. - 5 -
Table 2 - Validation of the FCTIA Measure Revenue Growth Assumption .... .. .... ...... ............ .. ... - 13 -
Table 3 -FCTIA Measure Potential Construction Project Types .... .. ...................................... ...... - 14 -
Table 4 - Employment Multipliers .................................................................................. .............. .. - 20 -
Table 5 - Selected Data for Fresno County ............ .. ...................................................... ........ ......... - 21 -
Table 6 - Use of FCTIA Measure Funds ........................................................................................ - 25 -
Table 7 - IMPLAN Economic Inputs .............................................................................................. - 27 -
Table 8 - Jobs Created from the FCTIA Measure ........................................................................... - 27 -
Table 9 - Labor Income -FCTIA Measure .................................................................................... - 29 -
Table 10 - Employee Compensation - FCTIA Measure ................................................................ - 29 -
Table 11 - Proprietor Income - FCTIA Measure .............. .............................................. ................ - 30 -
Table 12 - Other Property Type Income - FCTIA Measure ............ .. ............................ ................. - 30 -
Table 13 - Indirect Business Tax - FCTIA Measure ...................................................................... - 31 -
Table 14 - Total Value Added-FCTIA Measure .............. ...... .. .... .... .. ................................ .......... - 31 -
Table 15 - Total Output - FCTIA Measure .................................................................................... - 32 -
Table 16 - Federal, State, and County Tax Impacts for FCTIA Measure .............. .. ....................... - 33 -
Table 17 - Federal Tax Impacts ...................................................................................................... - 34 -
Table 18 - State Tax Impacts ...... .............. ...................................................................................... - 34 -
Table 19 - County Tax Impacts ..... ... .............................................................................................. - 34 -
Table 20 - Summary of Economic Impacts for the FCTIA Measure for the 30-Year Period .. .. .... - 35 -

-3-



Executive Summary of FCTIA Measure Economic Analysis: 

• The Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act Measure ("Measure" or "FCTIA") is a ½ 
cent transaction and use tax (sales tax) proposed for Fresno County, California aimed at 
extending the benefits of the expiring Measure C. The proposed measure would fix 
neighborhood streets; repair and keep roads in good and safe condition; improve safety for 
children walking and biking to school; improve public transportation; including free transit 
services for seniors, veterans, people with disabilities, and students; and repair sidewalks and 
trails. The Measure would replace Fresno County 's existing half-cent transportation sales tax, 
set to expire in 2027, providing approximately $246 million annually and an estimated $7.4 
billion over 30 years. It would also require independent oversight, annual audits, and local 
control. 

• The wording of the Measure is as follows: This Act shall be known, and may be cited, as the 
"Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act." 

• Contained herein is an economic output analysis, including job creation estimate, utilizing the 
IMPLAN methodology first developed by the University of Minnesota (MIG, Inc.,) and now 
maintained by the IMPLAN Group, LLC (www.implan.com). IMPLAN is considered a 
reasonable methodology to detennine economic and job creation outputs in defined regions. 
The most recent IMPLAN software ( online version) was utilized, and the most recent data base 
was purchased (purchased June 2026, latest version 2024), to conduct this analysis. The 
analysis is based on average projected revenues of $246 million annually for a total of $7.4 
billion over the life of the sales tax. 

• This study was prepared by Dr. Joseph Penbera and Mr. Brian Ruditsky. Dr. Penbera is a well­
known economist and fonner Senior Fulbright Scholar who has both a long history of 
analyzing local, state, and federal economies and detennining their economic health, and, also, 
an in-depth understanding of Fresno County and the Central Valley of California. He has also 
authored and presented research comparing IMPLAN and RIMS II methodologies. Mr. 
Ruditsky acquired his economic training as an MBA student, and has, over the last decade, 
prepared IMPLAN and economic impact studies, including four projects in the Central Valley, 
approved by the U.S. Federal government. 

• As the Measure states, the use of funds are guaranteed to go directly to Fresno County 
transportation priorities and nothing else. Money cannot be taken by State or Federal officials. 
However, the economic impacts from the sales tax will have a larger economic reach, affecting 
the Central San Joaquin Valley Region (consisting of Fresno, Tulare, Kings, Mariposa, 
Merced, and Madera Counties) and California. 

• This economic impact study found significant economic and job creation activity related to the 
FCTIA Measure. Below is a Summary of the economic impacts of the Measure over the next 
30 years. 
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Table 1 
Summary of Economic Impacts for the FCTIA Measure for the 

30-Year Period 

Total Jobs Created 

Labor Income 
Employee Compensation 
Proprietor Income 

Impact - Jobs Created 
68,190.21 

Impact- By Category-in U.S. Dollars 
$5,060,443,076 
$3,532,568,624 
$1 ,527,874,453 

Other Property Type Income $2,125,605,171 

$520,635,088 

$7,706,683,335 

$13,458,684,684 

$1,150,949,519 

$478,785,562 

$61,739,762 

Indirect Business Taxes 

Total Value Added 

Total Output 

Federal Taxes 

State Taxes 

County Taxes 

Household Spending, Local Area $2,890,980,342 
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1. Reason for the Economic Impact Study: 

The purpose of this economic impact Study is two-fold: first, to systematically estimate the 
regional benefits of the Measure through the application of tested methodology which can be followed 
by professional economists such that they can duplicate the results, and, otherwise, attest that the find­
ings are valid; and, second, to provide the public - who are the ultimate stakeholders and generate the 
Measure tax revenue through their purchasing transactions - a work product which contains a narra­
tive of the pathway that the sales tax revenue will follow, specific tables and exhibits which quantify 
the outcomes, and a summary of these outcomes. The value of the Study, simply stated, is as a means 
of educating the public and many other stakeholders about what can happen if the funds are adminis­
tered as proposed in the Measure. It supports a fundamental precept of a democratic society upon 
which the United States was founded: that informed opinions lead to better decisions. 

The Study describes how the inputs to the IMPLAN Study relate to the Measure, traces the 
IMPLAN protocols utilized in accordance with the IMPLAN software and associated IMPLAN prac­
tices, and reports the specific findings in terms of the economic impact of the Measure. The Study 
strictly relies on the representations contained in the proposed Measure and corresponding public doc­
uments previously produced by the Fresno Council of Governments and the Measure proponents. The 
proponents have confirmed this reliance . Data inputs are based on information from reports and stud­
ies directly or indirectly related to the work of the Fresno Council of Governments, or from public 
documents provided by Measure proponents and accessible online. In the interest of transparency, all 
sources of information for this analysis are listed in the Exhibits. 

2. The IMPLAN Methodology: 

IMPLAN has long been accepted by many governmental agencies, the private sector, and many 
projects as a methodology to model economic findings. Dr. Penbera was invited to speak to Members 
of Congress in Washington, D.C. and advocated that IMPLAN be recognized as the preferred meth­
odology for studying economic outputs because it generated more valuable information and with fewer 
possibilities for distorting outputs if the methodology was applied appropriately. In 2012, after he 
delivered his paper comparing the various regional economic benefits models at the Global Finance 
Conference held in Chicago, the regional investment center he owns (the California Energy Investment 
Center), as well as the companies and projects he was advising, began shifting from other methodol­
ogies to IMPLAN. In 2022, during the passage of the Reform and Integrity Act, the U.S. Department 
of Homeland Security published regulations which advised adoption of IMPLAN as the preferred 
method. 

The IMPLAN database is quite rich, and it takes a level of sophistication and experience to 
understand the User Manual and the software and to apply the proper protocols to the analysis of both 
IMPLAN and project data. In addition, over the last several years, the IMPLAN Group has invested 
millions of dollars in updates and improvements. All of this has put a premium cost on the database 
and the preparation of a Study. It is important to note that for this Study, and as is customary for all 
of our studies, we have used the most recent software version of IMPLAN and the most current data 
sets 1 for the region under study. 

1 The most cWTent data was acquired in June 2026 . 
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The following information is derived from the IMPLAN User Guide, and from various other 
professional descriptions of the methodology as applied. The scientific efficacy of input/output mod­
eling is built on the theoretical constructs of two pioneering economists, Wassily Leontief and Leon 
Walras. Leontief received the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences for development of a 
national and regional framework for the prediction of the effect of changes in one industry on others, 
and on government, consumers, and suppliers. Leontief s research is traceable to the general equilib­
rium theory espoused by Leon Walras in his seminal work, Elements of Pure Economics, published in 
1874. 

The theoretical formats and formulations lead to practical mathematical modeling which utilize 
various empirical data bases. These core precepts of a disciplined approach include demonstrating the 
indirect demand for goods (Walras-Assel model), market flows and growth in the economy, how cap­
ital and the desire of capital is a predicate for future services, and the economic changes that are derived 
from economic choices (known as the Pareto efficiency). When properly applied, IMPLAN modeling 
can also resolve certain issues crucial to job creation estimation by clarifying how final demand mul­
tipliers for output and earnings can be used to estimate direct and indirect economic impacts in the 
form of direct, indirect, and induced jobs. 

The IMPLAN system is a menu-driven microcomputer program that performs complex calcu­
lations used to generate social accounts and input/output multipliers. The software performs the nec­
essary calculation -- using the study area data --to create the models. The system allows users to make 
in-depth examinations of regional, state, multi-county, county or sub-county economies and the im­
pacts that proposed activities are likely to have on these economies. 

The IMPLAN data base is second to none in terms of preparing a Study of this kind. Its initial 
applications were developed for the agricultural sector in the formative years of the national economy. 
As data collection and statistical analysis became more essential, modeling increased in other sectors 
and IMPLAN ownership and oversight developed from an academic research base to a more dynamic 
user base. The accounting conventions for the IMPLAN data track the annual industry accounts pro­
duced by the U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. This data is reported in the U.S. Benchmark Input­
Output Accounts. A benchmark input-output account is produced every five years, soon after the U. 
S. Economic Census is compiled jointly by the United States Census Bureau (USCB), the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA), and the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). In addition to this benchmark 
input-output account, BEA produces a set of annual industry accounts. Comprehensive and detailed 
data coverage of the entire U.S. by county, and the ability to incorporate user supplied data at each 
stage of the model building process, provides a high degree of flexibility both in terms of geographic 
coverage and model formulation. The basic data are collected by the U.S. Department of Commerce 
from a variety of sources, such as the Annual Survey of Manufacturers and various annual surveys of 
the service sector. The data are benchmarked to the Economic Census figures every five years and 
then updated annually. These figures comprise the national input/output model. 

All of this data is pre-processed within the IMPLAN software developed by The IMPLAN 
Group, LLC. The "processes and calculations" are thus embedded within the programming of the 
software which renders an "output" based on any "input" in the way a calculator contains mathematical 
rules for generating output based on data input. To fully understand the complexity of the IMPLAN 
software and the mathematical models utilized to generate output data requires a deep knowledge of 
applied economic theory, and experience in preparing and analyzing studies. 
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PenberaParis has a deep commitment to transparency in economic and financial reporting. Dr. 
Penbera was appointed Senior Fulbright Scholar in Economics and presented lectures on reporting 
transparency coincident with the passage of the Sarbannes Oxley Act. As a chairman of the audit 
committee of private and public companies and a director of two companies which were leaders in 
their respective industries, he focused on making financial reporting more understandable and account­
able. In 2005, he worked in the Office of the Economic Advisor of the President of Poland and was 
tasked to review the competitiveness of many former public enterprises who were being privatized 
following the withdrawal of the Soviets from Poland. His paper comparing results of IMPLAN and 
RIMS II was inspired by his work in Poland and by project analysis relating to the Foreign Immigrant 
Investor Program under the auspices of the U.S. Homeland Security. When comparing economic 
outputs of projects of varying sizes, but in the same region, he discovered that, in terms of the empirical 
results, the job creation outputs were not statistically significant, but the scope and even timeliness of 
the outputs demonstrated that for a better understanding of economic impacts on a region, there were 
practical differences which created a preference for the IMPLAN model, including: 

• 
• 

IMPLAN data is updated more frequently than the RIMS II tables . 
IMPLAN has developed an algorithm to fill in the missing numbers where data may be missing 
for new enterprises because of an absence of these enterprises in a given area. 

IMPLAN generates meaningful tables in a variety of important areas providing the reader with 
specific economic impacts of a project, thus satisfying the federal government's long recog­
nized requirement that an economic report provides two data sets of information, "job creation" 
and "economic impact" within the region under study. 
IMPLAN estimates three separate effects, labeled "direct", " indirect" and "induced". The di­
rect effects are based on the economics created by a specific project. The indirect and induced 
represent the multiplier effects and are usually combined in other input/output models. 

Briefly, the indirect effect represents purchases made by businesses when their sales rise. For 
example, a construction firm might order more steel sold in the region. The induced effect represents 
the additional household spending because income has risen. The workers of a construction firm would 
spend the income they earn from employment on various goods and services, some of which are pro­
duced in the region. In general, the larger the region under consideration, and the larger the scope of 
the underlying purchasing and spending, and depending on the sector, the larger the multipliers would 
be. In layman's terms, input/output modeling describes a regional or local economy under study in 
terms of the flow of dollars from purchaser to producers, tracks purchases of, and expenditures on, 
goods and services in dollars, and traces the flow of dollars between businesses and between businesses 
and final consumers. 

In preparation of the Study, there was a Study Draft offered to the Measure proponents to 
ensure completeness. Additionally, the Study Draft underwent several passes through the IMPLAN 
analysis to ensure consistent results. All purchases, including imported goods and services, are 
identified. When regional economic accounts are created, imports to the region are removed from the 
initial data, allowing examination oflocal inter-industry transactions and final purchases. The regional 
economic accounts are used to construct local level multipliers. Multipliers describe the response of 
the economy to a stimulus (a change in demand or production). The multipliers represent the Predictive 
Model. Purchases for final use (final demand) drive an input/output model. Industries producing goods 
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and services for consumption purchase goods and services from other producers. These other 
producers, in turn, purchase goods and services. These indirect purchases ( or indirect effects) continue 
until leakages from the region (imports, wages, profits, etc.) represent the end of the cycle. It should 
be noted that under National Association of Forensic Economists Ethical Precepts, no attempt was 
made by any person or group to modify the Study in any way that would reflect a departure from the 
objectivity of findings and professional standards or independence of PenberaParis 
(www.PenberaParis.com). 

The components of the Study include a Table of Contents, Executive Summary, a Summary 
Table of the Total Economic Impact by Output Category, A Narrative of Key Considerations, De­
scription of the Process and Protocols, Tables and Exhibits, and Attachments. Dr. Penbera has offered, 
time permitting, to speak with groups, officials, and the media to discuss the Study and its findings. 

3. Credentials of Preparers: 

Dr. Joseph Penbera. 
Dr. Penbera is Chairman of PenberaParis LLC, a California company based in the Fresno area 

but with a client base that has extended nationally and in foreign countries. He has been cited by 
Knight Kip linger, editor/publisher, The Kip linger Magazine, as one of the best forecast economists in 
the U.S., and (in 2017) as one of the top economists in the world by the Invest in the US Summit 
(broadcast by CBS Asia). His opinions are sought out on major economic policy issues facing the 
nation, state, region, and the world economy. He has been interviewed on KMJ 580/iHeart Radio, the 
MacNeil Lehrer NewsHour, PBS, and CBS and has been quoted in U.S.A. Today, and many other 
newspapers. For his ability to investigate complex issues and explain them in ways that are under­
standable and interesting to the general public, The Business Journal has called him the "Sleuth of the 
Economic Truth." Dr. Penbera published the first Statistical Abstracts for the Central Valley of Cali­
fornia, the first Fresno area CPI, and a series of Central Valley County Economic Forecasts. Dr. Pen­
bera served as Dean and Professor of The Craig School of Business at CSU Fresno, Eaton Fellow of 
The Futures Institute, and National Program Chairman of the AACSB, the accreditation body for uni­
versity business schools. He also served as Senior Fulbright Scholar. He co-founded Fresno Tomor­
row for at-risk youth, is Director Emeritus of the San Joaquin River Parkway, and served as the Chair­
man of the Mayor' s Council of Economic Advisors during both mayoral terms of Alan Autry. He is 
a member of the Financial Executives Institute and the National Association of Forensic Economists 
(NAFE) and abides by NAFE's Statement of Ethical Principles and Professional Practices. He com­
pleted the Senior Finance and Audit Programs at the Harvard Business School. He received his Ph.D. 
from American University, his MPA from the Baruch School, CUNY, and his BA from Rutgers Uni­
versity. He co-authored a book on Business Research which was a Bookwatch BestSeller. He is a 
U.S. Navy Veteran. 
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Brian Ruditsky, MBA. 
Mr. Ruditsky serves as Senior Research Associate. He received his B.S. from the U.S. Mer­

chant Marine Academy and completed his Master of Business Administration degree at California 
State University, Fresno. He was trained on the application of the IMPLAN modeling by Professor 
George Vozikis of The Craig School of Business. Mr. Ruditsky first study came as the head of an 
IMPLAN MBA team that produced a study of a bioenergy company in the Central Valley that is pro­
ducing ethanol fuel and jet fuel for the U.S. Navy green fleet initiative and biofuels produced by con­
verting methane from dairies through digestors and distributing energy to the Pacific Gas and Electric 
system through a state-of-the-art converter. Over the last several years, Mr. Ruditsky has performed 
many IMPLAN and RIMS II job creation studies both for regional investment centers under the aus­
pices of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, and for projects based in California and Hawaii. 
Mr. Ruditsky has worked with Dr. Penbera for more than a decade, and his work is guided by the 
NAFE's Statement of Ethical Principles and Professional Practices. He is a U.S. Navy Veteran. 

Staff Associates. 
Maryanne Banich served as Documents Manager and Michael Penbera ( director of the 

California and Hawaii regional investment centers) provided research support. 

Special Acknowledgment is made of the work and support of campaign proponents in gathering 
Measure-specific information. Acknowledgement is also made to those associated with the Fresno 
Council of Governments and others who prepared various analyses and survey data made available to 
the public over the course of the 2025 Fresno County Transportation Sales Tax renewal process un­
dertaken (aka Measure C renewal), which helped inform the need for the Measure and the revenue 
from the Measure that would meet the needs, and information required to develop project categories 
to which an estimate of spending could be applied. 

4. Materials Reviewed and Documentation of Key Inputs to IMPLAN: 

(a) Following is a list of publicly available materials that were reviewed: 

Exhibit 1: Materials Reviewed and Documentation of Key Inputs to IMPLAN 

A. Executive Summary & Core Measure 
1. Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act. County Counsel Title and Summary 

02/10/26 
2. Full Text of Measure from the Act. 

B. Revenue Forecasts & Financial Analysis Excel Spreadsheets 
3. 2026 Measure C Funding Allocations by Program and Jurisdiction, Nov-6-2025 Steering 

Committee Meeting.2 

4. Spreadsheet: Measure C Extension 2007-2027 Revenue (Final) 26-06-24.3 

5. PenberaParis 5-Year Banding by Categories.4 

2 Additional handout at Measure C Renewal Steering Committee meeting held on 11/06/2025. 
3 Provided by FCTA. Available upon request. 
• Document created by PenberaParis. Available upon request. 
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C. Regional Planning & Transportation Framework 
6. 2026 RTP Projects Dashboard 
7. Measure C Extension Strategic Implementation Plan. Plan Adopted in 2013 and revised in 

2024. FCTA-2024-Measure-C-SIP-Update-FV-l 
8. Fresno COG Regional Pavement Management Plan- Full Report, with Exhibits. 

11/07/2025. 
9. Fresno COG- 2019-2050 -County Regional Long Range Transit Plan. 6/2019. 
10. Selma ATP -Final. 2018. 
11. Fresno, Vision Zero Task Force, Action Plan. (Zero Fatalities). May 2026. 

D. Active Transportation & Safety Plans 
12. Fresno City Active Transportation Plan (ATP)- Final Draft 05/2026 
13. Ibid. ATP Appendix D, E, F, and H. 
14. Clovis ATP - Final 6/2023 
15. Reedley Moves -ATP and Parkway Master Plan- Final. Fall 2023 . 
16. Roads O&A Fact Sheet. Sept-25-2025 COG Policy Board Meeting. 
17. Public Transportation O&A Fact Sheet. Sept-25-2025 COG Policy Board Meeting. 
18. Fresno County Regional Active Transportation Plan (ATP), May 2024, Chapter 1 - 4. 

E. Steering Committee & Community Input 
19. Moving Forward Together. Four Phases. Community Findings. September 2025. 
20. COG Poll re: Opinions on a Fresno County Transportation Funding Measure. Nov-6-

2025 Steering Committee Meeting. 
21. Category Informational Presentations. Oct-9-2025 Steering Committee Meeting. 
22. Roads and Public Transportation Presentations. Sept-11-2025 Steering Committee 

Meeting. 
F. Public Health & Environmental Findings 

23. American Lung Association, State of the Air Report, Fresno, 2026. 
24. National Complete Streets Coalition and Smart Growth America: Dangerous by Design, 

Report, Deadliest Streets in the Deadliest States, Controls for Pedestrians and Bicycles. 
2026. 

G. BRSS and Other Materials 
25. BRSS campaign document: A Citizen-Led Effort for a Better Fresno County, 2026. 
26. Filed with County Clerk - 2024-25 Zoo Authority Annual Report. 

Items I through 5, and 26 were specific to forecasting of Revenue for the term of the Measure. 
Items 6 through 25 were integral to understanding the environmental, social and planning aspects 
documenting the transportation funding need overall, the general categories which encompass specific 
types of projects, and the estimated spending in each category. Items 4-5 are specific to estimating 
the timelines for spending in each category. 

(b) Some general comments on the source documents: 

As will be indicated in narratives that follow, the annualized revenue growth rates of previously 
approved sales tax measures were compared to the forecast growth rate for the proposed Measure, and 
we determined that the growth rate posited for the proposed Measure is within a historical range 
relative to other measures adopted in Fresno County. 
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We recognize that there are other funding sources that support transportation maintenance and 
development activities, but we assumed that the IMPLAN data base accounts already for the flow of 
funds derived from funding in various sectors associated with transportation in the region. If, for 
example, the Measure as proposed had included bonding or other borrowing authority, we would have 
included that additional funding in our analysis. However, it should be noted that the Measure does 
have bonding authority. 

The 2025 needs assessment was very thorough owing to the professional staff work of the 
Fresno County Council of Governments and its consultants. The information gathering process 
involved the identification of jurisdictional needs and plans. The COG astutely applied objective 
standards (PCI, or Pavement Condition Indexing) to establish current road and street conditions, and 
then identified the funding needed to bring the County from a fair condition status to a good condition 
status. Based on the growing gap between current spending and the funding needed, it is reasonable 
to assume that the current fair status will decline to poor status if the gap is not meaningfully addressed. 

It is important to note that to properly generate economic outputs through IMPLAN, we 
recommended that two practical assumptions be made: one relating to the use of general categories of 
spending and the other relating to dividing the timeline for spending into six, 5-year bands. 

These assumptions were made because the identification of specific projects, by date and 
estimated cost over the next thirty years, was not possible. When IMPLAN is run in a private sector 
setting, activities (financing, costs, planning, development, third-party interests, control, management, 
etc.) are defined within the context of a specific project and in a relatively closed, non-public process 
even when elements may require the public or public agency approval. But attempting to choose all 
of the Measure ' s projects now and assigning costs to each is highly problematic because it would both 
pre-empt the approval of specific projects under the powers, authority, and oversight stated in the 
Measure, and it would undermine the process of involving the jurisdictions, communities, and various 
other stakeholders. 

Therefore, in modeling the key inputs and outputs, revenue generation and spending was 
associated with broad categories of need which encompass types of projects. This decision did not 
inhibit the assignment of various industry codes which influence outputs such as estimating job 
creation. As to the timing of spending within these categories, (that is, allocating spending according 
to category over six, 5-year spending bands), this is not usual when a project encompasses a long 
period, in this instance over a 30-year period. 

Finally, we recognized that there might well be a carry-over of funds from one period to the 
next and interest would be earned on funds held. Using a conservative approach, two revenue scenarios 
were considered: one with no funds from interest earnings being included, and a second including 
estimates of interest earned. Due to the challenge of determining the timing of expenditures related to 
specific projects, a conservative approach was used. This approach assumed interested was earned on 
the tax revenue and spent the following year. 
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5. FCTIA Measure Revenue Assumptions: 

The estimate of the annual amount of revenue to be generated under the Measure was made by 
referring to current sales tax measures and associating their revenue generation with the percentage of 
sales tax as proposed under the Measure. The comparative revenue generated was derived from the 
fo Bowing database https :/ I cdtfa.ca.gov /DataPortal/dataset.htm ?url=TaxSalesB yCounty. 

An analysis was conducted using Measure C, Measure Z as well as the taxable sales from 
Fresno County5. The Measure as proposed has assumed an annual growth rate of 4%. After comparing 
the sales tax revenue from Measure C, Measure Z and the taxable sales from Fresno County, the 4.0% 
growth rate was found to be valid. Table 2 shows the comparison of the FCTIA Measure to Measure 
Z and the taxable sales. 

Therefore, there is a reasonable basis for assuming that $246 million will be generated annually 
under the FCTIA Measure. 

Table 2 -Validation of the FCTIA Measure Revenue Growth Assumption 

Fiscal Compound Annual 

Years6 Data Type Source Revenue Distributed Growth Rate 
(CAGR) 

2028-2058 County District FCTIA Measure Forecast 
$7,398,613,187 4.0% 

(Estimated) (Assumed) 
2005-20267 County District Measure C $1 514 818 6878 4.02% 

2005-2025 County District 
Zoo Authority 

$287,462,652 3.62% 
(Measure Z) 

1997-2025 
County Taxable 

Fresno County 
$395,404,589,391 

4.51% 
Sales <Total Revenue) 

The tax will expire on the 30th anniversary of the operative date. 

6. Project Categories: 

The Measure dictates that the money raised from the tax will be used for in one of five catego­
ries: Neighborhood Streets and Roads Repair and Maintenance Programs, Public Transportation Pro­
grams, Access and Innovation, Regional Connectivity, and Administration of the tax. To facilitate the 
IMPLAN analysis, the proposed Measure expenditures were consolidated into five major program 
categories. This approach was necessary because the specific projects that will ultimately be funded 
over the 30-year life of the measure have not yet been identified. Given the long planning horizon, 
accurately forecasting the type, scale, timing, and duration of individual projects decades into the fu-

' https://cdtfa.ca.gov/dataportal/dataset.htm?url=TaxSalesByCounty 
6 State fiscal years as defined from the state of July to June. For the years 2026-2027 that would be FY2027. 
7 Based upon information received from FCTA it has been documented that the rate is 4.02% 
8 Revenue from FY07-08 through May ofFY25-26 (11 of 12 months for FY25-26). 
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ture is not practical. Furthermore, maintaining expenditures at the program level preserves the flexi­
bility intended by the Measure, allowing the oversight committee, Fresno County, and local jurisdic­
tions to direct funding toward future transportation needs and priorities as conditions evolve over time. 

Below is a list of the types of projects being considered for funding by the FCTIA Measure 's 
tax revenue. 

T.ibk 3 

FCTI:\ J\frii, illl' Put.:11 l ii1l Co11 , trULl1on Pruj t:l' l T y pL'S 

C u11 .. , trudio11 l' ro jcd , IM l'L:\ 1\ S< ·tu r l\' A IC S 

Neig hborhood St reets and Roa ds Repair and Mai ntenance Prog ram 

Repai ring St reets and Roads 

Buil ding Bi ke Jr d Ped estriJn Facilit ie s 

Buil ding Regio al Trail Conne<.tions 

Adding Jr d Er bJncing Cross walks 

Fundi g Ir f ill ar d mixed use devc lopmc r t 

Planni ng Activities to get to shove l rea dy projects 

FAX En a cem ents 

Cl ovi s Transit er t·aNcmer ts 

FCRTA rural t raris it support al'd e~pa r·sior 

Microt rans it Services 

Or Demand Servi ces 

Ft. l ure tra r sit proj ec ts 

l' ublil' T ran., portal1un l' rusr.1111 

Ac cess and lnr)O'Vati on Program 

Eval uatio, of transportation projects 

Planning of construct ion of urba , ar d rural multi moda l regio al t ra nsportatio I ubs 

Zero-emiss io, infr as t ructure 

Digital connectivity 

Gri d capacity and energy storage 

Zero or low cost public tra ns porta t io fares for special populat ions 

Fremo Yosem ite I terr at io al Airport 

Regional Connectivity Projects 

57 
4') 

5 
57 

39 

.. H){} 

4lHI 

4 (.li l 

..lO{ I 

~lHJ 

..l l)fl 

439 

439 
47 

50 
4 

400 

55 

55 

Admi nistrat ion. Perform aoce Measures , Requirem ents, and Indica tors Program 

Administra ti on of the function associated w it the u.se of Measure fu ds 44-t 
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7. Regional Information: 

A. Study Region Defined: 

This tax measure has economic impacts that extend to the state of California. ft is assumed 
that the purchases made with the proceeds from the Measure will be transacted within the State of 
California to the maximum extent possible. Therefore, when conducting the study, California was 
used as the regional input in IMPLAN. However, it is important to note that the capital investment is 
to be within Fresno County. 

The IMPLAN model was developed using California as the study region through IMPLAN's 
Multi-Regional Input-Output (MRIO) framework. This approach allows economic activity generated 
by the FCTIA Measure expenditures to be traced throughout California while also identifying impacts 
occurring within Fresno County and the broader Central San Joaquin Valley Region. Because trans­
portation-related purchases and supply chains frequently extend beyond county boundaries, the MRIO 
framework provides a more comprehensive estimate of economic impacts than a single-county model. 
Unless otherwise noted, the economic impact tables presented in this study reflect statewide California 
impacts, while narrative discussions reference Fresno County as the location where the Measure in­
vestments occur. 

It is also important to note that as Fresno and the mid-section of the State began to experience 
significant population and commercial growth, there have been attempts to define the counties that 
should be included in a definition of the Central San Joaquin Valley Region. Some of these definitions 
included all counties touched by the San Joaquin River. Others seemed to be motivated by attempts 
to give rural areas a greater political voice and included almost half of the state's 58 counties stretching 
the region from as far north as Shasta all the way south to Los Angeles County. In the late 1990's, 
there was an effort to define the regions and develop a development plan for each, and while Fresno 
was defined as the hub county of the center of the State, the work group never completed its work or 
even clarified the area to be studied. Various government agencies drew boundaries based upon some 
sense of how services would be administered. For example, the area defined which applies to medical 
services included four counties: Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Madera counties; on the other hand, the 
Courts of Appeals -5 th District area includes nine counties: Fresno, Kings, Tulare, Kern, Madera, 
Merced, Mariposa, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus. 

Appointed as Eaton Fellow in the first think-tank in the CSU system, the Futures Institute, Dr. 
Penbera studied data sets on social, economic and political characteristics of counties, and authored 
the initial Statistical Abstracts defining the region as consisting of six core counties -Fresno, Tulare, 
Kings, Merced, Madera, and Mariposa counties, three extended counties- Kern, Stanislaus, and Tu­
olumne counties, and one county, San Joaquin, which has been transitioning towards the Sacramento 
region. It should be noted that the identification of the core counties is consistent with that of the Cen­
tral Valley Community Foundation's geographic definition of the Central Valley (https ://www.fres­
noregfoundation .org/communitiesweserve/overview.html) and has been adopted by various organiza­
tions studying some of the major planning and land use issues (https://civicwell.org/wp-content/up­
loads/2022/01/Central-Valley-Regional-Profile.pdf) . 

Although it may be reasonably assumed that the six core counties will see the bulk of the 
economic impacts and job creation, the tables in this study show that the economic impacts extend to 
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the entire state since the purchases related to the Measure will be conducted in California to the max­
imum extent possible. It is important to note that the region is the most productive agricultural region 
in the nation and the world, and the economic impacts extend to all areas of the state in terms of such 
things as value-added activities (for example, in processing, packaging, warehousing, transportation, 
distribution, wholesaling and retailing, and attendant investment and output in each activity). The area 
outputs also extend outside of the State, for example, the State of Hawaii is highly dependent on Cen­
tral California for its food supply. 

The IMPLAN software has provided the following regional statistics for the Central San 
Joaquin Valley Region. This data is also consistent with the most recent data provided by the U.S. 
Bureau of Census. 

Exhibit on Next Page 
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Exhibit 2 - IMPLAN Regional Statistics 
Fresno County 

Land Area: 
Total Population: 

Total Personal Income: 

Total Households: 
Gross Regional Product: 

Total Employed: 

5,963 
1,024,125 

67,034,943,368 

332,847 
64,817,380,998 

580,140 

Central San Joaquin Valley Region (without Fresno County) 
Land Area: 

Total Population: 
Total Personal Income: 

Total Households: 
Gross Regional Product: 

Total Employed: 

11,732 

1,117,713 

63,803,862,912 

341,239 

58,659,073,120 

531 ,794 

California (without Fresno County and the Central San Joaquin Valley Re­
gion) 

Land Area: 
Total Population: 

Total Personal Income: 

Total Households: 

Gross Regional Product: 

Total Employed: 

Land Area: 

Total Population: 

Total Personal Income: 

Total Households: 

Gross Regional Product: 

Total Employed: 

Combined Study Area 
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138,278 
37,289,425 

3,401 ,776,918,665 
13,130,631 

3,939,496,968,912 

24,698,357 

155,973 

39,431 ,263 

3,532,615,724,945 

13,804,717 

4,062,973,423,030 
25,810,291 



B. Fresno County Economic Conditions9 

Fresno County serves as the economic center of California's San Joaquin/Central Cali­
fornia region which is the most productive agricultural and food processing region in the State 
and the nation, and is developing into an important warehouse, logistics and transportation hub 
both regionally and in the western United States. The County's strategic location in terms of 
the movement of goods and services is already supported by major transportation corridors, 
including State Route 99 and connections to Interstate 5, and is being further enhanced by the 
multi-billion-dollar high speed rail project whose routing is directly through Fresno County 
and Central California and connects northern, central, and southern California. Fresno County 
has an estimated population of 1,035,456 residents in 2025, is among the largest counties in 
California, and continues to experience population growth despite slower growth trends in 
many other regions of the state. 

Fresno County's economy is supported by more than 19,000 employer establishments 
that provide employment for approximately 301 ,700 workers and generates over $16.7 billion 
in annual payroll. 10 Major industries include agriculture, food processing, healthcare, transpor­
tation and warehousing, retail trade, construction, education, and government services. The 
transportation and warehousing sector generated approximately $3.5 billion in annual reve­
nues, reflecting the County's importance as a regional distribution and logistics center. 

The County has also experienced growth trends in healthcare and social assistance ac­
tivities generating nearly $9.5 billion in annual revenues which makes these sectors drivers of 
economic activity and also reflective of several economic and social challenges. The County's 
median household income of $74,201 remains below levels found in many California metro­
politan regions. Approximately 18.2 percent of residents live below the federal poverty level. 
Only 24.3 percent of adults hold a bachelor's degree or higher. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
indicate that the Fresno Metropolitan Statistical Area continues to experience unemployment 
rates significantly above national averages with the April 2026 Fresno region reporting an un­
employment rate of approximately 8.1 percent. Average wages in the Fresno metropolitan 
area have also historically remained below the national average. I I 

Despite these challenges, Fresno County is seen as being fueled by it providing better 
housing availability and costs and opportunities for business investment in a lower expense 
environment when compared to the other population centers in the State. In economic terms, 
one of the major inhibitors to economic diversification and enhanced wage growth at the re­
gional and community level is the lack of capital investment in infrastructure. 

C. Economic Benefits of Capital Investments in Transportation Improvements 

The proposed transportation improvements sales tax Measure would provide an important 
source of long-term capital to address infrastructure, public facility, transportation, utility, and com­
munity development needs throughout Fresno County. Infrastructure investment is widely recognized 

9 U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts - Fresno County. California 
10 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics - Fresno Economy at a Glance 
11 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics - Occupational Employment and Wages in Fresno 
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as a catalyst for economic growth because it creates both immediate construction-related employment 
and long-term productivity benefits that support private-sector investment and business expansion. 

Projects developed in the course of the application of this capital investment would generate 
direct construction employment, professional services employment, supplier purchases, and induced 
spending throughout the local economy. These expenditures would support local contractors, engi­
neers, architects, material suppliers, equipment providers, and service businesses. Given Fresno Coun­
ty's unemployment rate and available workforce, capital investment can provide meaningful opportu­
nities for job creation and workforce participation. 

Over the longer term, transportation-related improvements can reduce transportation costs, im­
prove mobility, increase public safety, enhance utility reliability, expand economic development op­
portunities, and improve the efficiency of goods movement throughout the region. Investments in 
roads, streets and other transit facilities can assist in the development and maintenance of various other 
essential infrastructure elements, including water systems, wastewater systems, broadband connectiv­
ity, public safety, health care delivery, housing and commercial development, and entertainment and 
community amenities, among others. Roads and streets in good condition increase the attractiveness 
of Fresno County for business investment and promote positive perceptions about the quality of life. 

Fresno County's growing population, relatively young workforce, and expanding housing de­
mand place associated pressure on existing infrastructure systems. U.S. Census Bureau data indicate 
that Fresno County added more than 26,000 residents between 2020 and 2025 and issued more than 
2,200 building permits in 2025 alone. Ongoing investment in transportation networks is an essential 
part of the overall infrastructure of Fresno County, and the failure to make these investments would 
create capacity constraints that limit economic growth and reduce the quality of life for residents and 
businesses. 

Capital investment in transportation improvements can also help address persistent economic 
disparities by improving access to employment centers, supporting workforce development initiatives, 
encouraging private-sector investment in underserved areas, and creating construction and permanent 
employment opportunities. Such investments can strengthen Fresno County's competitive position 
within California, improve economic resilience, and support long-term increases in income, employ­
ment, and business activity. 

Given Fresno County's role as the economic hub of the Central Valley, strategic infrastructure 
investment has the potential to generate benefits extending beyond the County itself by supporting 
regional commerce, agricultural production, freight movement, business and public services and fa­
cilities, housing, intergovernmental planning, and population growth throughout the broader Central 
California region. As important, the economic benefits of capital investment in transportation im­
provements over the 30-year period of revenue generation and project spending will be on-going and 
sustained well beyond the initial construction period and will impact the lives of current and future 
generations. 

D. Industries Impacted and Associated Multipliers 

One of the most salient aspects of understanding the regional economy relates to the 
composition of industries contained within the region and how investments in the economy affect local 
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area businesses. The following table, taken directly from IMPLAN, shows the top employment 
multipliers ( excluding public sector employers) for the region. 12 
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The following table provides data which differentiates Fresno County from the rest of the State. 
It is informative in terms of demonstrating the need for the Measure in terms of promoting 
improvement and growth in several key social and economic dynamics affecting the regional 
economy. 

12 For employment multipliers, each direct job created by the project would create X number of jobs in the indicated industry. 
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Table 5 
Selected Data for Fresno Countv 

County of Fresno13 State of California 14 

Population 1,035,456 39,431,263 

Growth Rate (2020-2025) 2.7% -0.8% 

Under 18 27.2% 21.3% 

Hispanic15 55.3% 40.8% 

Asian 12.4% 17.0% 

American Indian16 3.2% 1.8% 

Veterans 3.2% 3.3% 

Land Area in Sq Miles 5,963 155,973 

Population/Sq Mile 169.3 252.8 

Housing Units/Population Median Value 353,491/$388,800 14,995,410/$734,700 

Owner Occupied 55 .5% 55.9% 

Owner Cost/w Mortgage $2,065 $2,946 

Median Mo. Gros Rent $1,392 2,036 

Building permits 2,271 103,856 

Households 324,702 13,548,091 

Persons/Household 3.07 2.84 

Median Household Income $74,201 $99,122 

H.S. Grad.,% >25 yrs. Old 79.1% 84.7% 

Bachelor's, % >25 yrs. Old 24.3% 37.1% 

% Persons in Poverty17 18.2% 11.8% 

Per Capita Income $32,963 $49,513 

Total Employer Establishments (2023) 19,144 1,029,689 

Employment Growth 2.7% 2.3% 

Unemployment %18.1 9 8.1% 5.4% 

Salient factors indicating a generalized need for the Measure: 
• Regional population is growing even in the face of a decline in the State's population 
• There is a higher percentage of pre-college-age persons versus the State 
• There is a higher percentage of persons from minority groups 
• 4 7 .8% of the Central San Joaquin Valley Region population is in Fresno County 

13 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/tab1c/CA/PST045224 Version I data. 
14 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/CA/PST045224 Version I data. 
" Includes Latino 
16 Include Alaska Native 
11 https://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/filc/lfinonth/frsnSpds .pdf 
18 bttps://labormarketinfo.cdd.ca.gov/filc/lfinonth/frsnSpds.pdf 
19 https://cdd.ca.gov/en/about_edd/news_relcascs_and_announcements/uncmployment-january-2026/ 
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• The population density, generally, is rural, but the Fresno metropolitan area is becoming more 
suburban 

• There is a shortage of housing units 
• Construction per capita is outpacing State construction 
• Housing costs have increased more recently, but are still lower than State-wide costs 
• Household size is about 9% larger than the State 's household size 
• Median household incomes are 25 .1 % lower than the State median household income 
• Per capita income is 33.4% lower than the State per capita income 
• The poverty rate is more than 1.5x that of the State rate 
• High school graduation rates are, in proportion to the population, 5.6% lower vs. State 
• College graduates are, in proportion to the population, 34.5% fewer vs. State 
• Small business firms are fewer in proportion to population vs. the State 
• The unemployment rate is more than 1.5 times greater than the State's 

8. Understanding the Measure: 

The following is taken directly from the full text of the FCTIA Measure. 

Through the Measure, it is the intent of the people of the County of Fresno in enacting this Act to do 
all of the following: 

a) Fix what matters most by repairing and maintaining existing local streets and roads first. 

b) Keep people and our kids safe by investing in safety improvements, including enhanced 
lighting, road safety, and safe routes to school. 

c) Get people where they need to go efficiently by improving the accessibility and affordability 
of public transit systems that connect the public to essential services and amenities. 

d) Improve transportation alternatives by building and maintaining bikeways, pedestrian 
facilities, and public transit options. 

e) Keep the transportation system safe with repairs, retrofits, and safety upgrades, allowing 
students, seniors, and people with disabilities to travel safely. 

t) Allow seniors, students, people with disabilities, veterans, and active military personnel to 
access public transit at no cost. 

g) Create thousands of local quality jobs that pay a living wage and provide healthcare and 
retirement benefits for workers. 

h) Build strong, vibrant communities by adding shade, trees, and other features to combat heat, 
beautify transportation corridors, and ensure no neighborhood is left behind. 

i) Foster innovation by making smart investments that keep our county competitive and 
connected - now and in the future. 
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j) Reduce air pollution to protect Fresno County's environment and quality of life. 

k) Protect taxpayers with strict accountability measures, including independent audits and 
citizens' oversight, to ensure funds are spent as intended by voters. 

The areas of improvement will be within the boundaries of Fresno County. Revenue from the 
tax will be distributed to the cities inside of Fresno County as well as the unincorporated portions of 
the County. The cities which will receive funds are: Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowler, Fresno, 
Huron, Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota, Orange Cove, Parlier, Reedley, San Joaquin, Sanger, and 
Selma. 

A Citizen's Oversight Committee will be formed to ensure the revenue raised through the or­
dinance is used for the specified purposes. The Citizens Oversight Committee will be formed within 
six months following the effective date of the Act. The committee will consist of 11 members and be 
responsible for the following: 

1. Receiving, reviewing, and recommending action on independent financial and performance 
audits. 

2. Receiving, reviewing, and recommending action on reports, studies, and plans directly 
related to programs, revenues, or expenditures. 

3. Reviewing and commenting on expenditures for consistency with this Act. 
4. Annually reviewing sales-tax expenditures and publicizing findings. 
5. Presenting recommendations and findings in a formal annual public report. 
6. Conducting the comprehensive review of the Act, at a minimum, every ten years pursuant to 

section 4.60.170. 
7. Referring any misuse of revenue to the Fresno County District Attorney, the Attorney 

General, and any other appropriate agency. 

9. IMPLAN and North American Industry Classification Sectors: 

There are multiple IMPLAN/North American Industry Classification Sectors (NAICS) 
primarily affected by the Measure. 

• 23 7310 (Highway, Street, and Bridge Construction) 
o This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in the construction of 

highways (including elevated), streets, roads, airport runways, public sidewalks, or 
bridges. The work performed may include new work, reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
repairs. Specialty trade contractors are included in this industry if they are engaged in 
activities primarily related to highway, street, and bridge construction (e.g., installing 
guardrails on highways). 

o This NAICS code was used for the following programs: 
■ Neighborhood Streets and Roads Repair and Maintenance Program 

• The funds will be used to improve roads, make repairs, and improve 
transportation in Fresno County. 

■ Access and Innovation Programs 
• The funds will be used for improving innovation and access points. 
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• Regional Connectivity Program 
• The funds will be used to improve connectivity between the airport and 

the surrounding areas as well as improve the overall infrastructure. 
• 485113 (Bus and Other Motor Vehicle Transit Systems) 

o This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in operating local and 
suburban passenger transportation systems using buses or other motor vehicles over 
regular routes and on regular schedules within a metropolitan area and its adjacent 
nonurban areas. 

o This NAICS code was used for the following programs: 
• Public Transportation Program 

• The funds will be used to expand bus routes, support carpools and 
vanpools, and the Senior Scrip program. 

• 541611 (Administrative Management and General Management Consulting Services) 
o This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing operating 

advice and assistance to businesses and other organizations on administrative 
management issues, such as financial planning and budgeting, equity and asset 
management, records management, office planning, strategic and organizational 
planning, site selection, new business start-up, and business process improvement. This 
industry also includes establishments of general management consultants that provide 
a full range of administrative, human resource, marketing, process, physical 
distribution, logistics, or other management consulting services to clients. 

o This NAICS code was used for the following program: 
• Administration, Performance Measures, Requirements, and Indicators Program 

• The funds will be used to administer the program and provide oversight. 

10. Key Economic and Business Assumptions: 

The following are a list of key economic and business assumptions used in the creation of this 
economic impact study. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The analysis evaluates the economic impacts associated with the proposed continuation of a 
half-cent sales tax dedicated to transportation investments over a 30-year period. 
FCTIA Measure revenues were projected using Fresno COG's estimated annual growth rate of 
4.0 percent. 
The 4.0 percent annual growth assumption was evaluated against historical economic data and 
was found to be consistent with long-term Fresno County taxable sales trends and the historical 
performance of comparable countywide sales tax measures. 
FCTIA Measure revenues were allocated among program categories based on the expenditure 
plan contained within the proposed measure and supporting information provided by Fresno 
COG. 

• All revenues were assumed to be expended in the year after they were collected. 
• IMPLAN industry sectors were assigned based on the predominant economic activity 

associated with each Measure program category. 
• As called for in the Measure, 1.0 percent will be allocated directly to the Fresno Yosemite 

International Airport for infrastructure and access improvement projects. 
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• All economic impacts are reported as the cumulative effects occurring within Fresno County 
over the 30-year analysis period. 

11. Economic Inputs for IMPLAN: 

Table 5 represents the revenues of the FCTIA Measure for the five periods based on antici­
pated distributions: 

Table 6 
Use of FCTIA Measure Funds 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Tax Revenues $714,510,475 $869,311,243 $1 ,057,650,047 $1 ,286,793,000 $1 ,565,580,438 $1 ,904,767,984 $7,398,6 I 3,187 

Roads Repair and 
Maintenance Pro- $464,431,809 $565,052,308 $687,472,531 $836,415,450 $1,017,627,285 $1,238,099,189 $4,809,098,572 
gram 

Public Transporta-
$178,627,619 $217,327,811 $264,412,512 $321,698,250 $391,395,109 $476,191,996 $1 ,849,653,297 

tion Program 

Access and Innova-
$28,580,419 $34,772,450 $42,306,002 $51 ,471,720 $62,623,218 $76,190,719 $295,944,527 

tion Program 

Regional Connectiv-
$35,725,524 $43,465,562 $52,882,502 $64,339,650 $78,279,022 $95,238,399 $369,930,659 

ity 

Administration $7,145,105 $8,693,112 $10,576,500 $12,867,930 $15,655,804 $19,047,680 $73,986,132 

12. Job Creation Estimates: 

1. The following summarize the key methodological protocols, and the data inputs previously 
described herein: 

A. Core Documents. This economic impact study was conducted using the IMPLAN 
methodology and references from various documents related to the FCTIA Measure and the 
IMP LAN User' s Manual. 20 

B. Database. In addition, the most recent IMPLAN data was used for this study (purchased 
2026) and has been certified by The IMPLAN Group, LLC as the most recent. 

C. Region. The study area includes the state of California. 

D. Inputs. To calculate the economic impact created, the following cash flows were analyzed. 

zo www.IMPLAN.com 
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a. Neighborhood Streets and Roads Repair and Maintenance Program 

Based on information provided at the time of the creation of this study and as 
specified in the ballot measure submitted to the County of Fresno, it is 
assumed that each year 65% of the tax revenue will be spent on the 
construction, repair, and maintenance activities related to both existing and 
new roads, streets, systems, and facilities. 

b. Public Transportation Program 

Based on information provided at the time of the creation of this study and as 
specified in the ballot measure submitted to the County of Fresno, it is 
assumed that each year 25% of the tax revenue will be spent on public 
transportation programs. 

c. Access and Innovation Program 

Based on information provided at the time of the creation of this study and as 
specified in the ballot measure submitted to the County of Fresno, it is 
assumed that each year 4% of the tax revenue will be spent on expanding 
access and innovation programs. 

d. Regional Connectivity Program 

Based on information provided at the time of the creation of this study and as 
specified in the ballot measure submitted to the County of Fresno, it is 
assumed that each year 5% of the tax revenue will be spent on regional 
connectivity programs. 

e. Administration, Performance Measures, Requirements, and Indicators 
Program 

Based on information provided at the time of the creation of this study and as 
specified in the ballot measure submitted to the County of Fresno, it is 
assumed that each year 1 % of the tax revenue will be spent on the 
administration and requirement of the program. 

Table 7 represents key data inputs to the IMPLAN model to determine the overall economic 
impact to the region from the FCTIA Measure. 
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Table 7 
IMPLAN Economic Inputs 

Period l Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054 -

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Roads Repair and $464,431 ,809 $565,052,308 $687,472,531 $836,415,450 $1 ,017,627,285 $1 ,238,099,189 
Maintenance Program 

Public Transportation $178,627,619 $217,327,811 $264,412,512 $321,698,250 $391,395,109 $476,191,996 
Program 

Access and Innovation $28,580,419 $34,772,450 $42,306,002 $51 ,471 ,720 $62,623,218 $76,190,719 
Program 

Regional Connectivity $35,725,524 $43,465,562 $52,882,502 $64,339,650 $78,279,022 $95,238,399 

Administration $7,145,105 $8,693,112 $10,576,500 $12,867,930 $15,655,804 $19,047,680 

Table 8 below reflects the number of jobs created by the FCTIA Measure in the five periods. 

Table 8 
Jobs Created from the FCTIA Measure 

Period l Period 2 Period 3 Period4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054 - Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 3,867.77 4,705 .74 5,725 .25 6,965 .64 8,474.77 10,310.85 40,050.02 

Indirect 1,242.95 1,512.45 1,840.32 2,239.25 2,724.64 3,315.20 12,874.82 

Induced 1,473 .99 1,793.46 2,182.13 2,655.01 3,230.38 3,930.40 15,265 .37 

Total 6,584.72 8,011.65 9,747.70 11 ,859.90 14,429.78 17,556.46 68,190.21 

13. Findings Relating to the Regional Economic Impact Analysis of the Measure: 

Terms and Definitions Used in the Tables 

Direct Effects - The set of expenditures applied to the 1-0 multipliers for impact analysis. It 
is one or more production changes or expenditures made by producers/consumers as a result of an 
activity or policy. Direct effects can be positive or negative.21 

21 https://support.implan.com/hc/en-us/articles/115009668548-Direct-Effects 
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Indirect Effects - Economic Effects stemming from business-to-business purchases in the 
supply chain.22 

Induced Effects - Economic Effects stemming from household spending of Labor Income, 
after removal of taxes, savings, and commuter income.23 

Labor Income - Labor Income changes examine how changes in Employee Compensation 
or Proprietor Income will affect the economy. They are especially useful in general cases, when the 
Industry in which the compensation change is taking place is unknown, or when a range of Industries 
are affected by the change, but the value of the change for each Industry Sector is unknown.24 

Employee Compensation -Employee compensation is the total payroll costs (including ben­
efits) of each industry in the region. It includes the wages and salaries of workers who are paid by 
employers, as well as benefits such as health and life insurance, retirement payments, and non-cash 
compensation. Employee compensation is derived for each industry from ES202 and REIS data.25 

Proprietary Income - Proprietary income consists of payments received by self-employed 
individuals as income. Any income received for payment of self-employed work, as reported on Fed­
eral tax forms, is counted here. This includes income received by private business owners, doctors, 
lawyers, and so forth .26 

Other Property Type Income - Other property type income consists of payments for rents, 
royalties, and dividends. Payments to individuals in the form of rents received on property, royalties 
from contracts, and dividends paid by corporations are included here as well as corporate profits 
earned by corporations. Other property type income numbers are derived from U.S. Bureau of Eco­
nomic Analysis Gross State Product data.27 

Indirect Business Taxes - Indirect business taxes consist of excise taxes, property taxes, fees, 
licenses, and sales taxes paid by businesses. These taxes occur during the normal operation of busi­
nesses but do not include taxes on profit or income. Indirect business tax numbers are derived from 
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Gross State Product data.28 

Total Value Added - The Total Value Added report gives the value added to intermediate 
goods and services. It is equal to employee compensation plus proprietor income plus other property 
income plus indirect business taxes.29 

Total Output - Output represents the value of industry production. Output includes the total 
production of an industry or project. 

Tax Impact - The Tax Impact report describes taxes related to the chosen impact analysis. 
These estimates are based strictly on the same data underlying the region SAM data (SAM is a set of 
regional economic accounts, which describe transfers between institutions, as well as, value added 
components). These values are based on the average for all industries within the model; the average 
taxes associated with each household income class; the average taxes and transfers associated with 
each of the government institutions defined by the model. 30 

22 https://support.implan.corn/hc/en-us/articles/115009499547-lndirect•Effects 
23 https ://support.implan.corn/hc/en-us/articles/l l 5009668568-lnduced-Effects 
24 https://support.implan.corn/hc/en-us/articles/ l !5009668468-Labor-lncome 
" https://support.implan.com/hc/en-us/articles/ l l 500950604 7-Elements-of-lMPLAN-SAM-Tables 
26 https:/ /support. implan.corn/hc/en-us/articles/11500950604 7-Elements-of-IMPLAN-SAM-Tables 
27 https://support.implan.corn/hc/en-us/articles/11500950604 7-Elements-of-IMPLAN-SAM-Tables 
21 https://support. implan.corn/hc/en-us/articles/1 1500950604 7-Elements-of-IMPLAN-SAM-Tables 
29 https:/ /support. implan.com/hc/en-us/articles/ 1150094 9884 7 •Value-Added 
30 https :/ /support.implan.com/hc/en-us/articles/ 1150096795 88-T ax-Impact-Report 
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1. Labor Income and EmploFee Compensation Produced 

Table 9 below identifies the direct, indirect, and induced labor income generated. The total 
column represents the total labor income generated for the 30-year period, for a total of 
$5,060,443,076. 

Table 9 
Labor Income - FCTIA Measure 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 306,910,618 373,403,694 454,302,689 552,728,685 672,478,958 818,173,477 3,177,998,121 

Indirect 91 ,901,823 111,832,390 136,079,171 165,579,610 201,475,627 245,149,558 952,018,180 

Induced 89,837,309 109,309,672 133,000,202 161,823,544 196,893,539 239,562,509 930,426,776 

Totals 488,649,751 594,545,757 723,382,061 880,131,839 1,070,848,125 1,302,885,544 5,060,443,076 

Table 10 below identifies the employee compensation generated for the 30-year period, which 
is a total of $3,532,568,624. 

Table 10 
Employee Compensation-FCTIA Measure 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 184,265,569 224,187,240 272,758,056 331,851,880 403,748,553 491,221,849 1,908,033,148 

Indirect 78,322,021 95,307,385 115,970,826 141,112,226 171,704,272 208,924,612 811 ,341,341 

Induced 78,517,887 95,536,766 116,242,328 141,433,975 172,085,212 209,377,967 813,194,135 

Totals 341,105,477 415,031 ,391 504,971 ,210 614,398,08 l 747,538,037 909,524,428 3,532,568,624 
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2. Proprietor and Other Propern: l';·pe Income Produced. 

Table 11 below identifies income generated for proprietors in the defined region. The total for 
the 30-year period is $1,527,874,453. 

Table 11 
Proprietor Income - FCTIA Measure 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 122,645,049 149,216,455 181 ,544,633 220,876,804 268,730,405 326,951,627 1,269,964,973 

Indirect 13,579,803 16,525,005 20,108,345 24,467,384 29,771,355 36,224,947 140,676,839 

Induced 11 ,319,422 13,772,907 16,757,874 20,389,569 24,808,328 30,184,541 117,232,641 

Totals 147,544,274 179,514,367 218,410,851 265,733,758 323,310,088 393,361,115 1,527,874,453 

Table 12 below indicates the economic impacts relating to property type income for the meas­
ure for the 30-year period. This totals $2,125,605,171 . 

Table 12 
Other Property Type Income - FCTIA Measure 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 82,495,989 100,368,985 122,114,217 148,570,616 180,758,871 219,920,806 854,229,484 

Indirect 55,826,256 67,931,269 82,658,652 100,577,127 122,380,093 148,905,059 578,278,456 

Induced 66,921 ,871 81,427,330 99,074,997 120,546,247 146,670,790 178,455,996 693,097,230 

Totals 205,244,117 249,727,584 303,847,866 369,693,990 449,809,755 547,281,860 2,125,605,171 
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3. Indirect Business Taxes Genernted 

Table 13 below identifies the indirect business tax revenues produced during the 30-year pe­
riod. The total indirect business taxes generated is $520,635,088. 

Period 

Direct 

Indirect 

Induced 

Totals 

Period 1 
FY2029-
FY2033 

9,674,422 

21,569,560 

19,027,376 

50,271 ,357 

4. Total Value Added. 

Table 13 
Indirect Business Tax - FCTIA Measure 

Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 
FY2034 - FY2039- FY2044 - FY2049-
FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 

11,770,413 14,320,508 17,423,087 21 ,197,850 

26,245,050 31,934,022 38,854,903 47,276,002 

23,151,295 28,168,588 34,272,921 41,700,133 

61 ,166,759 74,423,117 90,550,911 110,173,985 

Period 6 
FY2054- Totals 
FY2058 

25,790,425 100,176,705 

57,521 ,883 223,401,419 

50,736,651 197,056,964 

134,048,959 520,635,088 

Table 14 below identifies the direct, indirect, and induced total value added during the 30-year 
period, for a total of $7,706,683,335. 

Table 14 
Total Value Added - FCTIA Measure 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 399,081 ,029 485,543,093 590,737,413 718,722,388 874,435,679 1,063,884,707 4,132,404,309 

Indirect 169,297,640 206,008,709 250,671 ,845 305,011 ,639 371,131 ,723 451,576,500 1,753,698,056 

Induced 175,786,556 213,888,298 260,243,787 316,642,712 385,264,463 468,755,155 1,820,580,970 

Totals 744,165,225 905,440,100 1,101,653,044 1,340,376,739 1,630,831,865 1,984,216,363 7,706,683,335 
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5. Total Output. 

As indicated in Table 15, the total economic output for the measure during the 30-year period 
is $13,458,684,684. 

Table 15 
Total Output - FCTIA Measure 

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5 Period 6 
Period FY2029- FY2034- FY2039- FY2044- FY2049- FY2054- Totals 

FY2033 FY2038 FY2043 FY2048 FY2053 FY2058 

Direct 714,510,475 869,3 I 1,243 1,057,650,047 1,286,793,000 1,565,580,438 1,904,767,984 7,398,6!3,!87 

Indirect 305,912,288 372,260,470 452,977,269 551,184,144 670,684,520 816,072,464 3,169,091 ,155 

Induced 279,140,306 339,643,384 4 I 3,252,948 502,8 I 0,8 I 5 611,777,616 744,355,273 2,890,980,342 

Totals 1,299,563,070 1,581,215,097 1,923,880,265 2,340,787,959 2,848,042,574 3,465,195,721 13,458,684,684 

6. Federal, State, and Cot111ti Tax ImpaL!s". All Tux Categories. 

Following is a summary of the Federal, State, and County tax impacts specified by social se­
curity, personal, business, and corporate tax generated for the Measure project for the 30-year pe­
riod. 

- 32 -



Tax lmo■ct for lhe FC.TIA Measure Tu 
f'edtra l Tax lmo■ct (2026 Oollan) 

ln.s litution RL-'i.'.£'ipts Tram fer TyJ>c Description Emplo)'« Compau:ation Pro1,rictor Income Tax on Prollw .. 'lion and lmporu Jlouscl10IJ..i Corporations To1al 

11001 150 14 SIX.-ial Ins Ta., - Employt..-c Contribution 5222.634.247 S66.427.742 S2~9.06 I. 11M9 

I 1001 15015 SO(ial Ins Tax- Employer Contribution S198.'1'.12 .157 Sl1J8.9 1J:!. l57 

11001 15017 Ta:< on Ptodw .. 1ion and lmpo1ts : Exci.sc Til.\.ci: S17.518.617 $1 7.5 18,617 

1l00 1 15018 Ta.'( on Prolluction and Imports : Custom Duty S14.420.632 Sl4A 2U.6J1 

11001 15026 Corpora1c Profits Tax 5100.383.105 SIU0 .310 . 105 

11 00 1 15027 Personal Tax: lm.xHnc Tax 5530.573.0 18 S530.57J .Ul X 

11 00 1 1502X Personal Tax : E:a a11.: and Gif\ Ta:\ $1, 

11001 99999 Totul h •ikral TaA 5421,626.404 S66,427.742 S31.939.249 5530.5 73.0IX Sl00.383.105 51.1 50.949.519 

State Tu lmoact• (2026 Oollanl 
5001 6001 MOOt 13001 

Justilution Rea.·1.•,ipts Transfcr Tyl)\: DeslTiptiou Employc.'IC Compensation Proprit1or Income Ta., on Production a.nd Import~ ilt:,usd wlds Corpo rations To tal 

12001 150 14 Social In .. ~ Tax- Emplo)'L"\: Contribution S 10.389.442 Sl 0,389,442 

12001 15015 Social hu Tax- Employt:..'f Contribu1ion 58.988.173 $8,988,173 

1200 1 15020 Tax on rrodm.1ion and Imports : Sales Tax 5187. 753.240 $187,753,240 

1200 1 15021 Ta.x on Produl·tion and lnl1k)1U: Property Tit.\. S7,957.427 $7,957.427 

11001 15022 Tax on Prot.luc."tion anJ Imports : MtllOr Vehicle Li(: 56.881,656 $6,881,656 

12001 15023 Tax on Produt1ion a.nd Imports : Stverauct· Ta., 527 1,729 $271,729 

1200 1 1502J Tax on Prodt1l'1.ion :md Imports : Other Tu.d 528.371.402 $28.371.402 

12001 15025 Tax on ProJuction and Imports : S/L Non Taxes so so 
1200 1 15026 Corporah: Profits Ta.\. S60.13 1.873 $60,131.873 

12001 15027 Pc1·iwnal Tax: Income Ta.'< 51 61.681.356.42 $161 .681,356 

12001 1S030 Personal Tax: Motor' Vehicle: Lil·c1isc 55,508.164.84 $5,508,165 

1200 1 15031 P1e'l'Su11al Tax: PrOJk.Tt)' Ta.'<cs S1 17.262.31 $117,262 

12001 15032 Pt.TSonal Tax: O th ..:r Tax ff1.s lllllunt) S733.K36. IO $733,836 

1200 1 9'1'.199 Tolal State and Local Tax S lY,377.61 5 5231 ,235.455 5168,040.620 S60.131.873 S47U85.562 

Countv Tu lmoacls 12026 Oollanl 
5001 600 1 8001 1300 1 

hBtitution Rt.~cipts Transft.T Type Dt:..-scriplion Employa: Con11Ktuation Prutnietor lnl"OnlC Tax on Produl.1ion and lmporu Households C oq>0rations TOl'al 

1200 1 150 14 S1.X·ial h L"' T:u.- Employ« Contnbu1ion so 
12001 15015 StXi.al Ju.s Tax- EmplO)'c.'f Contl'ibutiou $0 

1200 1 15020 Tax on rrodul·tion and Imports : Sales Ta.\. 58.701.846 $8,701,846 

12001 15021 Tax on rroduction and hnports: Pro(>\-'11)' Ta.\. 546.2S3.505 $46,253,505 

12001 15022 Ta.\: on Produe1ion and Import.~: Motor Vell id~ Lil- so $0 

1200 1 15023 TiL\. uu Prudul·tion and Imports : Sevc.'fanc~ Tax so so 
12001 15024 Tax un Production and Import.~: O thl'f Tues S5 .N 33.408 SS,833,408 

12001 15025 Tax un Producl1on and Impo rts : SIL Non Taxes 5276.943 S276,943 

1200 1 15026 Corpo rate Profits Tax $0 

1200 1 15027 Personal Tax : lnt~ nk: Ta.x so 
12001 15030 Personal Tax: MOlor Vehicle Llcc.'ftil.': so 
12001 1503 1 Personal Tax: Propt..-ny Ta:tes 5674,060 $674.060 

12001 15032 Personal Ta.x: Other Tax (f1:dLIH untJ so 
1200 1 99999 Tow State and Local Tax so S61 .065.702 S674.060 so S61.739.762 
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The total Federal Tax impacts are as follows : 

Table 17 
Federal Tax Im pacts 

Employee Compensation 

Proprietor Income Taxes 

Indirect Business Taxes 

Households, Personal Income Taxes 

Corporation Taxes 

Total Federal Tax Impact 

The total State and Local Tax impacts are as follows : 

Employee Compensation 

Proprietor Income Taxes 

Tax on Production and Imports 

Household Taxes 

Corporation Taxes 

Total State Tax Impact 

Table 18 
State Tax Impacts 

The total County Tax impacts for are as follows: 

$421,626,404 

$66,427,742 

$319,392,349 

$530,573,018 

$100,383,105 

$1 ,150,949,519 

$19,377,615 

$0 

$231 ,235,455 

$168,040,620 

$60,131 ,873 

$478,785,562 

Table 19 
County Tax Impacts 

Employee Compensation 

Proprietor Income Taxes 
Tax on Production and Imports 

Household Taxes 

Corporation Taxes 

County Tax Impact 

$0 

$0 
$61 ,605,702 

$674,060 

$0 

$61 ,739,762 

The total of Federal, State, and County tax impacts are: $1,691,474,842. 
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7. Local Spending-Household Income Effect. 

The total Local Spending-Household Income Effect for the measure during the 30-year 
period is $2,890,980,342. 

Economic impacts generated through household spending are reflected in the induced ef­
fects estimated by the IMPLAN model. IMPLAN utilizes Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer 
Expenditure Survey data, regional purchasing patterns, and local trade-flow relationships to esti­
mate the portion of labor income that is spent within the study area and subsequently recirculates 
through the local economy. Based on the estimated $4.130 billion in labor income generated by 
the FCTIA Measure expenditures, household spending by employees and business proprietors is 
projected to exceed $2.89 billion in additional economic output within Fresno County over the 30-
year analysis period. These induced impacts reflect local expenditures on housing, healthcare, re­
tail purchases, food services, transportation, entertainment, and other household goods and ser­
vices, after accounting for spending leakages outside the region. The induced output generated by 
household spending is equivalent to approximately 70.0% of the labor income created by the pro­
ject, indicating a substantial recirculation of income within the Fresno County economy. 

14. Summary of Economic Impacts for the Measure: 

Table 20 shown on following page summarizes the economic impacts specifically identi­
fied in each of the tables above of the IMPLAN Study for The FCTIA Measure. 

Table 20 
Summary of Economic Impacts for Measure for the 

30-Y ear Period 

Total Jobs Created 

Labor Income 
Employee Compensation 
Proprietor Income 

Impact - Jobs Created 
68,190.21 

Impact- By Category-in U.S . Dollars 
$5,060,443,076 
$3,532,568,624 
$1 ,527,874,453 

Other Property Type Income $2,125,605,171 

$520,635,088 

$7,706,683,335 

$13,458,684,684 

$1 ,150,949,519 

$478,785,562 

$61 ,739,762 

$2,890,980,342 

Indirect Business Taxes 

Total Value Added 

Total Output 

Federal Taxes 

State Taxes 

County Taxes 

Household Spending, Local Area 
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15. Professional Opinions: 

Based on the operational, economic, and financial assumptions derived from all data 
sources, this IMPLAN analysis demonstrates that the Measure creates a substantial impact to the 
cities of Fresno County, Fresno County, the Central San Joaquin Valley Region, and the State of 
California. Clearly, the Measure has substantial economic benefit to households, businesses, and 
governmental institutions in the region, and creates substantial employment, income, and tax ben­
efits. 
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Appendix A: Excerpts from Item 10, Fresno COG Regional Pavement 

Management Plan - Full Report, with Exhibits, 11/07/2025 
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1. The Fresno Council of Governments (COG) is the state-designated public entity providing 
oversight for regional transportation planning. COG encompasses cities within Fresno County 
and the unincorporated parts of Fresno County and includes sixteen member jurisdictions. 
Historically, Fresno COG's sixteen-member jurisdictions have employed a variety of ap­
proaches to determine what pavement treatments to perform and where to apply them. While 
some jurisdictions have used pavement management programs (PMPs ), others have employed 
more traditional approaches. Maintaining an up-to-date PMP is essential for local governments 
to effectively track road inventories, evaluate pavement conditions, identify maintenance and 
repair needs, estimate associated costs, prioritize projects, and plan budgets accordingly. 

Due to limited funding, pavement maintenance and repairs have been insufficient throughout 
Fresno County, with small cities being particularly affected. In 2008, the Countywide average 
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) was 74, indicating a "good" condition. However, by 2021 , it 
had declined to 57, placing it in the "at risk" category. 

In 2025, Nichols Consulting Engineers Chtd. (NCE) assisted all sixteen member jurisdictions 
in implementing their PMPs using StreetSaver®, a pavement management decision-support 
tool developed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. All Fresno COG jurisdictions 
have access to the StreetSaver® PMP to help manage their network. It was therefore possible 
for Fresno COG to utilize the StreetSaver regional license and perform regional funding 
analyses. As part of this study, NCE aggregated the PMP databases from all sixteen member 
jurisdictions to perform the regional analyses. This memorandum presents a compilation of 
those results, focusing on the budget needs and funding analyses. These analyses illustrate the 
effects of various funding scenarios on pavement condition and deferred maintenance over a 
10-year period. This compiled approach ensures the report can be easily referenced in the 
future to track regional trends. Fresno COG Regional PMP Update.pd[ 

2. COG's member jurisdictions maintain approximately 6,283 centerline miles of streets and 
roads. The majority of the countywide network (97 .1 % ) is composed of asphalt concrete pave­
ments. Of the remaining portion, approximately 2. 7% are surface treated roads owned and 
managed by Fresno County, 0.2% are gravel roads, and less than 0.1 % are concrete roads. The 
PCI is a measure of pavement condition and ranges from O to 100. A newly constructed road 
has a PCI of 100, while a failed road has a PCI of25 or less. Pavement conditions are affected 
by the environment, traffic loads and volumes, construction materials, and age. The PCI for 
the countywide network is 64.8. This value is an area-weighted calculation. The definitions of 
the pavement condition categories and PCI ranges are shown in Table 2. These are the PCI 
"breakpoints" used in StreetSaver®. 
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9,396 
20.7 165 67,238 54 

Fowler 37.5 260 0 63 
Fresno (City) 1805.3 -·- 19,628 ___ -- 354,633,213 ·-- _ ---· 25,500 64 

.. ·-·- -·-· - ··---····"·"" ... 
Fresno (County) 3388.7 8,266 428,481,730 431,012 66 

Huron 11.l 90 2,324,152 595,034 46 
Kerman 60.8 565 12,152,573 0 71 

Kingsburg 46.0 319 9,379,632 0 66 
Mendota 27.6 225 5,918,760 328,525 40 

Orange Cove 33.4 169 6,207,592 327,486 34 
Parlier 36.9 340 8,040,438 0 69 

Reedley 98.6 1,150 19,528,938 43,300 51 
San Joaquin 13.5 95 2,836,451 44,636 34 

Sanger 87.2 586 17,694,229 36,256 67 
Selma 81.4 537 16,832,112 0 60 

Countywide 6,283 36,075 993,002,285 1,908,382 64.8 

The current overall weighted average PCI for the network is 64.8, which places the overall 
street network pavement condition in the "Fair" category. Figure 1 shows the current 
pavement conditions of all jurisdictions, as well as the overall network conditions. The overall 
street condition assessment was calculated based on each jurisdiction' s paved area and it shows 
that 43.9% of the pavement network is in "Good" condition, 30.7% is in "Fair" condition, and 
25 .4 % is in "Poor" and "Very Poor" conditions. Note that labels smaller than 10% are not 
shown on the chart for readability (Figure 1). 

Table 1. Pavement Condition by Category 
Condition Category PCI Range 

' Good 70-100 

Fair 50-69 

Poor 25-49 

1 

_ Very Poor , ~ 0-24 

Description 

Pavements with minimal surface distress t hat may include some hairline 
longitudinal/transverse cracks and/or weathering. The pavement structure is 
sound, and minor oxidation may occur. 

Pavements w ith significant d istress that is predominantly non-load-related, such 
as longitudinal/transverse cracks, bleeding, block cracking, weathering, raveling, 
etc. The pavement structure is sound, and some oxidation has occurred . 

Pavements with moderate to severe surface dist resses . Extensive weathering or 
raveling, block cracking, and load-related distresses such as alligator cracking, 
rutting, and potholes may occur. 

Pavements w ith severe weather-related distress and large quantities of load­
related distress. These pavements are nearing the end of thei r service life . 

- 39 -



Fig. 2: Pavement Condition By Jurisdiction 
Clov is , .. ,, :• Condition 

Kennan ... : ■ - Good 
- Fair 

Sanger , ... :- Poor 

Parlier - ~ I - Very Poor 

Fresno County . ~ ........ : ■ 

Kingsburg ··- : ■ 

Fresno City ·-

Fowler ,----;;r.:: -~ Firebaug/1 -~ -~ 

"' u Selma 3 
. ~::.. •• 

Mendota . 
Coalinga :1:1 
Reed ley . . .. 

Huron ' .• ' 

San Joaquin ~ 

Orange Cove ,. 

Overall Network -0% 20% 40% 60 % 80% 100% 
Percent of Area (%1 

Table 2. Budgetary Needs By Jurisdiction 

Clovis 431.7 

Coalinga 61.6 

Firebaugh 26.8 

Fowler 40.0 

Fresno City 1,988.3 

Fresno County 2,162 . 9 

Huron 16.9 

Kerman 39.2 

K i ngsburg 44 . 2 

Mendota S4.8 

Orange Cove 60 . S 

Parlier 38.1 

Reedley 1S8. 2 

San Joaquin 26.0 

Sanger 108.6 

Selma 103.2 

NCE met with individual jurisdictions to evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of various 
pavement treatment strategies. A customized decision tree was developed for each agency, and 
this was reviewed and formally approved by local agency representatives. The unit costs were 
estimated using bid tabs from local and neighboring jurisdictions. 
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3. Discussion of Revenue Sources 

The Fresno COG member jurisdictions obtain pavement funding from five primary sources. 

The Highway User Tax Account (HUTA) is the California State per-gallon tax on gasoline and 
diesel fuels. This tax has been the primary source of funding for road maintenance throughout 
the state for many years. However, the rise of alternative fuels, electric vehicles, and more 
efficient gasoline-powered vehicles has led to reduced gas consumption and is therefore 
projected to be a declining revenue source. 

The Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Act (RMRA or SBl), passed in 2017, created a new 
state revenue source funded by an additional per gallon gas tax as well as a new vehicle­
registration tax. This funding source is expected to provide Fresno COG member jurisdictions 
with more than $49 million per year for road maintenance. As with HUTA, it is expected to be 
a declining revenue source. 

Measure C is a half-cent sales tax passed by Fresno County voters in 1986. This source of 
revenue provided approximately $1 billion during the first 20 years (Measure CI) for road and 
street maintenance and construction, and $1.4 billion during the reauthorization period from 
2007 to 2026 (Measure C II) for multimodal transportation improvements. The current measure 
(Measure C II) was extended in 2006 and will be sunset in 2027. A minimum of 15% of the 
Measure C II funding currently goes to local street and road maintenance. 

Local Transportation Fund (L TF) is a statewide 0.25 cent general sales tax. It provides transit 
planning and operation for public transit operators. Local governments receive L TF funds for 
street and road improvements when there are no unmet transit needs that are deemed reasonable 
to meet in the areas. 

Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) is a federal funding source that provides flexible 
funds for states and local jurisdictions. The STBG can be used to fund a variety of projects 
including highways, bridges, public roads, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit. 
Because of its flexibility, STBG has served different purposes over time. Due to the high 
roadway maintenance needs in the Fresno region in recent years, local jurisdictions in Fresno 
region have chosen to focus on street and road maintenance with STBG funding. The Regional 
STBG program is competitive and the funding for each jurisdiction may vary from year to 
year. 

4. Funding Analyses Three funding scenarios were selected for analysis to determine the impact 
of current funding on the countywide condition of streets and roads and on the deferred mainte­
nance (the maintenance and rehabilitation pavement treatments not performed due to insuffi­
cient funding) and to determine the funding needed to maintain or improve the current condi­
tion of the countywide network. Scenario 1: Current funding levels; Scenario 2: Funding re­
quired to maintain the current PCI; Scenario 3: Funding required to improve the current pave­
ment network to PCI of 70, which is Fresno COG's goal Each funding scenario was analyzed 
over a 10-year period and includes inflation. The projected regional funding for each scenario 
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and the projected deferred maintenance are shown in Figures 3 to 8. The total 10-year funding 
for Scenarios 1, 2, 3 are $436.2 million, $3.l billion and $3.8 billion, respectively. 

Dr. Penbera's Comment: An evident and rather large amount of funding is needed to 
accomplish a PCI of 70 which is just the lowest point of the Good range in Table 1 above. 
As indicated by Figure 10 below and excerpted from the COG Report, the gap between 
the current trajectory of conditions and the targeted PCI of 70 is estimated to widen such 
that in 7 years the PCI will have fallen into the Poor category. 

lUU 

95 

90 

80 

60 

55 

50 

45 

Scenario 

-- SL 1: Current Fundin 
Sc 2 Ma intain Curre nt PC 

-- Sc 3 lilrger ~•CJ ID 

0.1 
••• ·o.c 

IZI.I 

40 ~ -.-----,.------,,-----.----,,----~- ------r---~----r---' 

Year 
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Appendix B: FRESNO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, AND U.S. CENSUS BUREAU 2025 

(Vers 2 Data) 
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Population estimates, July I, 2025, (V2025) 
Population estimates, July I, 2024, (V2024) 

Population estimates base, April I, 2020, (V2025) 

Population estimates base, April 1, 2020, (V2024) 

Population, percent change - April 1, 2020 (estimates base) to July 1, 2025, (V21 
Population, percent change - April 1, 2020 (estimates base) to July 1, 2024, (V21 

Population, Census, April 1, 2020 

Population, Census, April I, 2010 

Fresno County, 
California 
1,035,456 
1,024,125 

1,008,661 

1,008,649 

2.70% 
1.50% 

1,008,654 

930,450 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communi V202S Estimates 

U.S. 

341,784,857 
340,110,988 

331,516,113 

331 ,515,736 

3.10% 
2.60% 

331,449,281 

308,745,538 

~: .. : ... -a., ........... -._ •• ~ ... -- .. ,77~':••';-·•~--. .... ..:' .. ':~,. --~,~:.~f'C, ........ r ···r -,., - ....... ,.~•tw,_•·· .,... ... -~---.--..11·:•-., :,· 

,iv-;;~,~~-~'\-, '"~.l-~~;'I••\~•~~- .. "' i'?"r~~-.:cAGE&., SEX •· .. -.w::-,--..-1,']'t •.• ~ r • ·<-~1,4'~ .,.. 
• At-,:·· ' .... .ti.Jl""'--~-A"'•J .. •t·. •• .i1 .. t~~·~~ ..... - .. ~. ~- , - , ..... ~!t, .. :.,~ ,,: • -~ ..... .., .... 

Persons under 5 years, percent 

Persons under 18 years, percent 

Persons 65 years and over, percent 

Female persons, percent 

White alone, percent 

Black alone, percent 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone, percent 

Asian alone, percent 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, percent 

Two or More Races, percent 

Hispanic or Latino, percent 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communi 
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Fresno County, 
California 

6.80% 

27.20% 

13.40% 

49.90% 

V202S Estimates 

Fresno County, 
California 

74.60% 

5.90% 

3.20% 

12.40% 

0.30% 

3.50% 

55 .30% 

25.80% 

V202S Estimates 

U.S. 

5.50% 

21.50% 

18.00% 

50.50% 

U.S. 

74.80% 

13.70% 

1.40% 

6.70% 

0.30% 

3.10% 

20.00% 

57.50% 



POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Veterans, 2020-2024 

Foreign-born persons, percent, 2020-2024 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communi 

Housing Units, July 1, 2025, (V2025) 

Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 2020-2024 

HOUSING 

Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2020-2024 

Median selected monthly owner costs - with a mortgage, 2020-2024 

Median selected monthly owner costs - without a mortgage, 2020-2024 

Median gross rent, 2020-2024 

Building Permits, 2025 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communi 

Fresno County, 
California 

32,718 

20.00% 

V2025 Estimates 

Fresno County, 
California 
353,491 

55.50% 

$388,800 

$2,065 

$673 

$1 ,392 

2,271 

V2025 Estimates 

FAMILIES & LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 

Households, 2020-2024 

Persons per household, 2020-2024 

Living in the same house 1 year ago, percent of persons age 1 year+ , 2020-2024 

Language other than English spoken at home, percent of persons age 5 years+, 2020-2024 

Fresno County, 
California 
324,702 

3.07 

89.80% 

43.70% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communi Surve V2025 Estimates 

COMPUTER & INTERNET USE 

Households with a computer, percent, 2020-2024 

Households with a broadband Internet subscription, percent, 2020-2024 
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Fresno County, 
California 

94.40% 

88.90% 

U.S. 

16,185,883 

14.10% 

U.S. 

148,260,882 

65.20% 

$332,700 

$1 ,963 

$638 

$1,413 

1,431,616 

U.S. 

129,227,496 

2.53 

87.70% 

22.30% 

U.S. 

95.50% 

91.00% 



, ' • ' •- t' I " ~ ' • ~ ' ' ~ } 

. • .. •. • . . . • .. : EDUCATION ' •• ' • • 
' . . • ' *, • • ' • , 

High school graduate or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2020-2024 

Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2020-2024 

Fresno County, 
California 

79.10% 

U.S. 

89.60% 

35 .70% 

. . 

HEALTH 

With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2020-2024 

Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 

24.30% 

Fresno County, 
California 

9.60% 

8.30% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communit Surve V2025 Estimates 

In civilian labor force, total, percent of population age 16 years+, 2020-2024 

In civilian labor force, female, percent of population age 16 years+, 2020-2024 

Total accommodation and food services sales, 2022 ($1 ,000) 

Total health care and social assistance receipts/revenue, 2022 ($1 ,000) 

Total transportation and warehousing receipts/revenue, 2022 ($1 ,000) 

Total retail sales, 2022 ($1 ,000) 

Total retail sales per capita, 2022 

Fresno County, 
California 

61.50% 

56.60% 

2,679,390 

9,473,385 

3,453,014 

15,435,333 

$15,202 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communit Surve V2025 Estimates 

Mean travel time to work (minutes}, workers age 16 years+, 2020-2024 

Fresno County, 
California 

23.5 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communit Surve V2025 Estimates 
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U.S. 

9.30% 

9.60% 

U.S. 

63.00% 

58.80% 

1,196,315,575 

3,330,304,719 

1,316,303,546 

6,974,691 ,329 

$20,928 

U.S. 

26.4 



INCOME & POVERTY 

Median households income (in 2024 dollars), 2020-2024 

Per capita income in past 12 months (in 2024 dollars), 2020-2024 
Persons in poverty, percent 

Fresno County, 
California 

$74,201 

$32,963 
18.20% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communit Surve 2025 Estimates 

Total employer establishments, 2023 
Total employment, 2023 
Total annual payroll, 2023 {$1 ,000) 

Total employment, percent change, 2022-2023 
Total non-employer establishments, 2023 

All employer firms, Reference year 2023 

BUSINESSES 

Male-owned employer firms, Reference year 2023 
Female-owned employer firms, Reference year 2023 
Minority-owned employer firms, Reference year 2023 
Nonminority-owned employer firms, Reference year 2023 
Veteran-owned employer firms, Reference year 2023 
Nonveteran-owned employer firms, Reference year 2023 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Communi 

GEOGRAPHY 

Fresno County, 
California 

19,144 
301,731 

16,686,744 
2.70% 
65,587 
14,464 
8,655 

Not Available (S) 
5,426 
7,317 
514 

12,465 

2025 Estimates 

Fresno County, 
California 

Population per square mile, 2020 169.3 

Population per square mile, 2010 156.2 

Land area in square miles, 2020 5,958.38 

Land area in square miles, 2010 5,957.99 

FIPS Code "06019" 

NOTE: FIPS Code values are enclosed in quotes to ensure leading zeros remain intact. 

2025 Estimates 
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U.S. 

$80,734 

$44,673 

10.60% 

U.S. 

8,361 ,342 
139,831,742 

9,556,351,319 
3.00% 

30,427,808 
5,934,950 
3,638,693 
1,356,990 
1,400,775 
4,202,325 
261,330 

5,343,976 

U.S. 

93.8 

87.4 

3,533,038.28 

3,531,905.43 

"I" 



End of Study 



From: Lauren Lowe <la uren. lowe@scccd.edu> 
Sent: Friday, Ju ly 10, 2026 10:54 AM 

To: Magsig, Nathan <nmagsig@fresnocountyca.gov>; District 5 <Distr ict5@fresnocountyca.gov> 
Cc : Carole Goldsmith <caro le.go ldsmith@scccd.edu> 
Subject: Thinking of You Before Tuesday's Vote [Sent on behalf of Dr. Carole Goldsmith] 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL EMAIL - THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 

This message is being sent on behalf of Chancellor Goldsmith 

Hi Supervisor Magsig, 

ITEM •1-. t 

o -=, O':t Ws2<e 

Report Suspicious 

I just wanted to let you know I've been thinking about you. I know Tuesday's decision regarding the 
cit izen-led ballot initiative to extend the half-cent transportation sales tax is an important one, and I'm 
sure you're hearing from people on all sides of the issue. 

As a fellow educator, I know you've always cared deeply about students and the opportunities education 
can create. That's something I've always admired about your public service. I think it' s important to 
con side r the impact this could have on the lives of our young people ... especially students for whom 
transportat ion is the one barrier standing between them and a college class, a career pathway, or a 
brighter future. Even a relatively small investment in helping students get where they need to go can 
make an ext raordinary difference in the course of a young person's life. 

I wanted to share my perspective because I hope you'll support allowing this measure to go before the 
voters in 2026. Whatever someone's position on the measure itself, I believe there's real value in letting 
the people have their say. In the spirit of representative government, this feels like the kind of question 
that belongs before the voters . 

There are also several aspects of the measure that I believe are especially worthwhile. Its emphasis on 
improving local streets and ne ighborhood infrastructure is something Melissa and I both care deeply 
about. As a real estate agent, she sees every day how the condition of neighborhood streets affects 
resale values, families and communities . 

I'm also especially supportive of the provision providing free transportation for students. While the cost 
of that program is relatively modest, the impact can be life-changing for students who depend on reliable 
transportation to reach community college classes and other educational opportunities. Sometimes a 
simple bus ride can be the difference between a student pursuing a better future or missing that 
opportu nity altogether. 

From my perspective, this isn't an investment we should postpone. As you know, if the measure doesn't 
move forward now, it will almost certainly return in 2028. My concern is that delaying it could create 
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competing measures, which might divide support and ultimately jeopardize both . That seems like an 
unnecessary risk when the voters could weigh in now. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my thoughts. I know th is isn't an easy decision, and I appreciate 
the care you put into serving Fresno County. If there's ever anything I can do to help, please don't hesitate 
to let me know. 

Respectfully, 
Carole 

Dr. Carole Goldsmith 

Chancellor 

ST TE CENTER _COMMUN ltY_C_O_LLE_G_EJ)LSTRIC_I 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this email, including attachments , may be confidential and/or privileged and may contain confidential 
in formation . This email is intended to be reviewed only by the individual or organization named as addressee. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify State Center Community College District (SCCCD) immediately- by return message to the sender and destroy all copies of this message and any 
attachments. Please note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of SCCCD . 
Confidential inform ation is protected by sta te and fed eral law. 
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From: Dezmarie Hedrick <dez@fresnorealtors.com> 
Sent: Friday, Ju ly 10, 2026 12:05 PM 

ITIM -it t-. / 

O] lt'-f l@fo 

To: Magsig, Nathan <nmagsig@fresnocountyca.gov>; District 5 <district5@fresnocountyca .gov>; Kyle Chaney 
<kc@fresnorealtors.com> 
Subject: Support for Better Roads, Safe Streets Measure and placement on the November 2026 Ballot 

CAUTION!! ! - EXTERNAL EMAIL -THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 

**Sent on Behalf of Fresno Association of REAL TORS® 
LCRC Committee ** 

The Honorable Nathan Magsig, Supervisor, District 5 

County of Fresno 

2281 Tulare Street 

Fresno, California 93721 

Report Suspicious 

Re: Su pport for Better Roads, Safe Streets Measure and Placement on the November 2026 Ballot 

Dear Supervisor Magsig: 

On behalf of the Fresno Association of REALTORS®, I am writing in support of the Better Roads, 

Safe Streets measure and to urge your support of its placement on the November 2026 ballot . 

The Fresno Association of REALTORS® was one of the first civic organizations in Fresno County to 

endorse this proposed ballot measure . We are now one of nearly four dozen civic and community 

organizations that are supporting the measure, in addition to dozens of elected officials and over 

22,000 Fresno County registered voters who signed a petition indicating their support for placing 

this measure before the voters in November 2026. 

The Fresno Association of REALTORS® represents over 3,500 REALTORS® who work with 

homebuyers and renters every day in every part of Fresno County. We support the Better Roads, 
Safe Streets measure because it nearly doubles the amount of funding available from the current 

measure for local streets and roads. For the first time since our County enacted a half-cent sales 

tax for our transportation system 40 years ago, this measure focuses on local streets and roads, 

includes performance metrics that require our streets to be maintained in good condition, and 

gives local governments the flexibility they need to handle all aspects of road repair and 

maintenance. This measure puts local dollars to work in local neighborhoods, which helps 

improve neighborhood quality and property values. In doing so, the measure will generate more 

than $13.Sb in economic activity over the life of the measure and create more than 65,000 
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jobs. For all these reasons and more, the Fresno Association of REALTORS® is proud to support 
this ballot measure. 

However, as you know, that is not the issue in front of your board next week. Instead, the issue is 
simply whether you will allow this measure to be placed on the November 2026 ballot for the 
voters to make the decision . Delaying the vote for any reason puts our County's transportation 
funding at risk resulting in further degradation of neighborhood streets, a lack of basic services, 
and cuts to local governments across Fresno County. 

On behalf of the people who are working every day to promote Fresno County, we urge you to 
support the democratic process and allow voters to make the decision on the Better Roads, Safe 
Streets measure. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Domnigos 2026 LCRC Chair, Kyle Chaney Government Affairs Director, 
Jason Farris 2026 President, Dezmarie Hedrick Cheif Executive Officer 

DEZ M ARIE HE DR ICK 

FRESNO 
REAL TORS 

FRESNOREALTORS . COM 

i1 
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July 9, 2026 

The Honorable Natnan Magsig, Supervisor, District 5 

County of fresno 

2281 Tulare Street 

Fresno, California 93721 

Re: Support for B'€tter !Roads, Safe Streets Measure and Placement on the 

November 2026 Ball,ot 

Dear Supervisor Magsig: 

On behalf of the fresno Assodation of REALTORS®, I am writing in support of the 

Better Roads, Safe Streets measure and to urge your support of its placement on 

the November 2.026 ballot. 

T'he Fresno Association of REALTORS® was one of the first dvic organizations in 

Fresno County to endorse this proposed ballot me,asure. We are now one of nearly 

four dozen civic and community organizations tflat are sl!lpporting the measure, in 

add ition to dozens of elected officials and 011er 22,000 Fresno County reg.istered 

voters who signed a ipetition indicating their support for placing this measure 

before the voters in November 2.026. 

The Fresno Association of REALTORS® represents over 3,500 REALTORS® who work 

with homebuyers and renters every day in eve.ry part ot fresno County. We support 

the Setter Roads, Safe Streets measure because it nearly doubles the amount of 

funding available from the cum:!nt measure for local streets and roads. For the first 

time since our County enacted a haff-cent sales tax for our transportation system 40 

years ago, this measure focuses on local streets and mads, indudes performanoe 

metrics that require our streets to be maintained in good condition, and gives local 

governments the flex,ibi'liity they need to handle all aspects of road repa1ir and 

maintenance. Th1is measure puts local do'lllars to work 1i:n loca,I neighborhoods, 

which helps improve ne1ighborh ood qua!,ity and ,property values. In doing so, the 

FRESNO AS OCI TION Of REAL TOR " 



measure will generate more than $13.Sb in ecorwmic activity over the life of t,he 

measure and ere.ate more than 65,000 jobs. for all these reasons and mone, the 

Fresno Association of REALTORS® is proud to support this ballot measure. 

However, as you know, that is not the issue in front of your board next week. 

Instead, the issue is simply whether you will all'Glw this measure to be placed on the 

November 2'026 ballot for the voters to make the decision. Delaying the vot1e for 

any reason puts our County's transportation funding at risk resulting in further 

degradation of neighborhood streets, a lack of bas·ic services, and cuts to local 

governments across Fresno County. 

On behalf of the peop'le who are working even/ day ito 1promote Fresno County, we 

urge you to support the democratic process and a!low voters to make the decis1ion 

on the Better Roads, Safe Streets measure. 

Sincerely, 

Jull0,2026 

Date 

Jull0,2026 

Date 

Jull0,2026 

Date 

Jul 10, 2026 

Date 

Brian Domingos, 2026 LCRC Chair 

Jason Farris, 2026 President 

+ 

Kyle Chaney, Government Affairs Director 

Oezmarie Hedrick, Chief ExecUJtiv.e Officer 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS. 

The Honorable Garry Bredefeld, Chair 
The Honorable Luis Chavez, Vice-chair 
The Honorable Nathan Magsig 
The Honorable Buddy Mendes 
The Honorable Brian Pacheco 
c/o Clerk of the BOS 
County of Fresno 
Hall of Records 
2281 Tulare St., Rm 301 
Fresno, CA. 93721 

Sent via email 

Dear Members of the Board: 

July 12, 2026 

Last Wednesday, the Better Roads-Safe Streets Initiative, the replacement for Fresno County's 
Measure C, qualified for the ballot. Over 22000 County residents have asked to put this 
measure, created with the input of 3000+ resident voices, on the November, 2026 ballot. 
You may object to th is measure, and as a voter, you surely can vote against it come election 
time. However, if you pursue denying this initiative it's place on this November's ballot for no 
reason other than your own opinion, you confirm that you are unwilling to listen to your 
constituents, many of whom signed petitions for this issue. 

If you and other Fresno County residents agree that this measure wh ich directs 65% of it's 
expenditures to local road repairs, is not a worthy use of tax revenue, then defeat it at the 
ballot box. Do not use procedural non-issues to deny County residents the right to weigh in on 
this measure in November. 

Further, your decision to delay the vote on this measure will cost the County upwards of $1M 
while the current Meiasure C expires, as well as missed opportunities to use our County 
transportation tax revenue to open additional state and federal funding opportunities. 

Sincerely, 

Marianne Kast, Director 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

andrea De Zubiria <afarberdezub@gmai l.com> 
Monday, July 13, 2026 6:53 AM 
Clerk/BOS 
Better Roads Initiative 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL EMAIL-THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 

To the Fresno County Board of Supervisors, 

~"+-1. 
-://II(/~~ !£CF.> ~cf 

Report Suspicious 

I' ll keep this short and sweet : as a resident and homeowner in Fresno County I think it is appalling that 
you would consider wasting our time and money on a study, preventing a ballot initiative with lots of 
commun ity input from getting onto the November ballot. 

Andrea De Zubiria 
Fresno 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Stetler Brown <stetlerbrown@gmail.com> 
Monday, July 13, 2026 9:38 AM 
District 5; Clerk/BOS 
Ashley Swearengin 
Better Roads Safer Streets Public Comment 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL E:MAIL-THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 

Dear Supervisor Magsig, 

:r +Lwi -:/. 4. 

-:,./11dto-z1o ~ ~1-

Report Suspicious 

I am reaching out to request that you vote to approve the Fresno County Transportation Plan "Better 
Roads Safer Streets" at tomorrow's Board of Supervisors meeting. This is the product of years of 
organizing, working with coalition groups, elected officials, and businesses in the area. Since 2020, 
Fresno County has seen population growth driven by our comparatively affordable housing, strong K-12 
education districts, and recreation opportunities. Because of this population growth through the county, 
it is imperative that our transportation infrastructure have a funding mechanism to support this growth. 

The Better Roads Safer Streets initiative supports local goals for transportation, ensures that road quality 
can meet the needs of residents and tourists, and that projects have future funding in the midst of 
federal and state uncertainty. 

I ask that the citizens who put this initiative together be able to have this voted on by the county in the 
November election. 

Cordially, 
Stetler Brown 
District 5 

Stetler Brown, MA/ CWY/ Sronol~ : He/Him/His (What is this?) 
stetlerbrown@gmail.com 
(559) 905-4650 

Clovis, CA - Indigenous Residence: Yokuts 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

District 5 
Monday, July 13, 2026 10:13 AM 
Clerk/BOS 
FW: Better Roads Safer Streets 

From: Patricia Duvet <duvetpatricia54@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2026 9:56 AM 
To: District 5 <District5@fresnocountyca.gov> 
Subject: Better Roads Safer Streets 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL EMAIL -THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 

Hello, 

~ -:,.I 
~/ltflZtJl~ f.,tJ.S ~~ 

Report Suspicious 

Please, allow the Better Roads Safer Streets initiative on the ballot in November. 

Thank you, 

Patricia Duvet 
27888 Burrough north road 
Tollhouse, <;a 93667 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Andy Levine <andy@betterroadssafestreets.com > 
Monday, July 13, 2026 11 :24 AM 
Clerk/BOS 

J.,--fC-1,v\ 1-•.J. 

"":f/lt(/q,;71,, ,k6 ).Alu,'v--« , 

Letter from Mayors re: Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act ballot measure 
Mayors letter 071326.pdf 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL E:MAIL -THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 
Report Suspicious 

Good Morning, Clerk of the Board-

On behalf of the Mayors listed , I am attaching here a letter from them regarding the July 14th agenda 
item on the Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act measure ballot placement. 

Thank you , 

Andy 
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July 13, 2026 

The Honorable Fresno County Board of Supervisors 
County of Fresno 
2281 Tulare Street, Suite 301 
Fresno, CA 93721 

RE: Support for Placement of the Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act on the 
November 2026 Ballot 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

Fresno County residonts understand the importance of safe, reliable roads and transportation 
infrastructure because they experience its challenges every day. Whether commuting to work, 
taking children to school, operating a business, transporting agricultural products, or simply 
driving across town, people throughout our county rely on roads and transportation 
infrastructure that am increasingly strained by age, growth, and years of deferred investment. 

Today, we respectfully request your vote to advance the Fresno County Transportation 
Improvement Act to the November 2026 ballot. The action before you is simply the next step in 
the democratic process - a process we all believe in as elected officials ourselves. This measure 
is before you today because voters participated in and followed our democratic process - they 
gathered the necessary signatures from registered voters to qualify this measure for the 
November ballot. That's democracy at work. 

This is not the time to relitigate the merits of the measure. It is up to the voters to debate and 
decide the future of this measure at the ballot box. We must respect their voice and participation 
in the democratic process. 

Voters have spoken. The Fresno County Transportation Improvement Act deserves to be 
placed on the November 2026 ballot. 

Respectfully, 

~ 
Mayor Vong Mouanoutoua 
City of Clovis 

·-7;, y r'{ 
'\. .. l , ,,. \ ' -

Mayor Jerry Dyer 
City of Fresno 

;Jt 
Mayor ~rf Vosburg 
City of Coalinga 

a,q,,tedVaMvz, 

Mayor Freddy Valdez 
City of Firebaugh 

Viclwt Mwdinu 
Mayor Victor Martinez 
City of Mendota 



~(jaJtcia 
Mayor Gilbert Garcia 
City of Orange Cove 

.A,ta,aa fl'aclieco. 
Mayor Maria Pacheco 
City of Kerman 

...... ,,...... 
. /; , ,, / 

' j;\ ,,,. / 
i .i .r--r .. : 11, 11 -./ 
\ vl . /,!'r:;r_tp::71 
~ 't_./\~ . '• . ., '-.....___..-

----
Mayor Alma Beltran 
City of Parlier 

Mtlua[ejia 
City of Fowler 

0 

Mayor Adam Flores-Cornejo 
City of San Joaquin 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Nathan Vosburg <nvosburg@coalinga.com> 
Tuesday, July 14, 2026 12:34 AM 
District 1; District 2; District 3; District 4; District 5 

r~ -::,. t 

'=!/NIZozb ~ ~a-

Clerk/BOS; Victor@CITYOFMEN DOT A.COM; almabeltran95@yahoo.com; 
vgaribay@leadershipcounsel.org; Robert R. Phipps 
Let the Voters Decide: Place the Better Roads, Safe Streets Initiative on the Ballot 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL EMAIL -THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 
Report Suspicious 

To the Fresno County Board of Supervisors: 

Today, I respectfully ask you to support the democratic process and allow the Better Roads, Safe Streets Initiative, 
a proposed replacement for Measure C, to be placed on the ballot so the voters of Fresno County can decide its 
future . 

This initiative represents years of work and is supported by a majority of the mayors throughout Fresno County­
including the mayors of Fresno and Clovis-who represent many of the same residents you do. Thousands of 
Fresno County residents also participated in the democratic process by signing petitions to put this measure 
before the voters . 

We can agree to disagree on the merits of the measure. But disagreement should not be used as a reason to 
prevent the public from voting on it . 

The Board may have the legal authority to request additional information and reports, but the timing and 
consequences cannot be ignored. If requesting a report pushes the initiative beyond the ballot deadline, then it is 
no longer simply an informational tool-it becomes the mechanism that prevents voters from deciding. 

And respectfully, if those requesting the report are already likely to oppose the initiative regardless of what the 
report says, then the delay begins to look less like a search for information and more like a procedural way to stop 
the measure from reaching the ballot. 

Everyone should have the opportunity to make their case to the voters, whether in support of or opposition to this 
measure. But the initiative has met the requirements to move forward . Let the people vote, hear both sides, and 
make their own decision. 

The Better Roads, Safe Streets Init iative wou ld significantly increase fund ing for local roads, prioritize fixing the 
infrastructure we already have, support safer routes to schools, and provide greater accountability for how 
transportation dollars are spent. 

You do not have to support this measure to support the public's right to vote on it. 

Respect the process . Trust the voters . Put the measure on the ballot and let the people of Fresno County decide. 

Respectfully, 

Nathan Vosburg 
Mayor of Coalinga 
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Coalinga City Council - District 3 
Email: n~ bu_rg@.g_oali nga.com 
Phone: 559-935-1533, ext. 403 

--- --------- --------

CITY Or- r" •"", A • , ·,; r~ , 
r- ~-~ •J /~, L.; l'~ 1._, /l. 

Tt.e .Su111i:; .Sile e,/ /t,. lh//e!J 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

District 5 
Tuesday, July 14, 2026 8:15 AM 
Clerk/BOS 

~ +-1 
r/J4 / 'u)-u, ~ ~ 

Subject: FW: Fresno COG "Better Roads, Safe Streets" memo to County of Fresno Supervisors 
and staff 

Attachments: 7-13-26 Better Roads memo to County.pdf 

From: Robert R. Phipps <robert@fresnocog.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2026 5:09 PM 
To: Nerland, Paul <pnerland@fn~snocountyca.gov>; District 5 <District5@fresnocountyca .gov> 
Cc: Buck, Samantha <sbuck@fresnocountyca.gov>; District 1 <District1@fresnocountyca .gov>; Mendes, Buddy 
<bmendes@fresnocountyca.gov>; Bredefeld, Garry <gbredefeld@fresnocountyca.gov>; Chavez, Luis 
<lchavez@fresnocountyca .gov>; Victor Martinez <victor@cityofmendota .com> 
Subject: Fresno COG "Better Roads, Safe Streets" memo to County of Fresno Supervisors and staff 

CAUTION!!! - EXTERNAL EMAIL -THINK BEFORE YOU CLICK 
Report Suspicious 

Supervisor Magsig and Mr. Nerland: 

I have crafted a memo explaining Fresno COG's interpretation and analysis of several key concerns 
expressed to our staff over the last several days, leading up to tomorrow's meeting. Hopefully, it speaks 
for itself, although I'm sure there will be many other questions or concerns that will need to be 
addressed. 

Please reach out at your convenience if I can provide any more information or assistance whatsoever. 

Thanks. 

Robert R Phipps 
__ Executive Director 

FRESNO 
Counci l o f Governments 

Phone: 
5!i9-233-4148 ext. 210 

Address: 
2035 Tulare Street 
Suite 201 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Websites: 
www.fresnocoq.org 
www.planfresno.com 
www, vaJleyrides.com 

1 



(~ fu8S~~S? 
July 13, 2026 

TO: COUNTY OF FRESNO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FROM: ROBERT PHIPPS, Executive Director 

2035 Tulare St., Ste. 20 l tel 559-233-4148 
Fresno, California 93721 fax 559-233-9645 
www.fresnocog .org 

SUBJECT: Questions/clarifications, re: "Better Roads, Safe Streets" Initiative 

Honorable Supervisors: 

Fresno Council of Governments {Fresno COG) is aware of multiple concerns surrounding the "Better 
Roads, Safe Streets" citizens initiative to be considered at your Tues., July 14 regular meeting. This 
memo intends to address those concerns to the extent possible at this time. 

Broadly speaking, from the perspective of Fresno COG staff who worked closely with all stakeholders and 
interested parties in negotiating the funding formulas and implementing guidelines, the "Better Roads, 
Safe Streets" initiative was a long process and exercise in balancing a desire for more local transportation 
revenue - and the flexibility to spend that revenue - with a desire for greater accountability on the part 
of local jurisdictions. 

As presented, the initiative language fundamentally mirrors implementing guidelines approved by a 36-
member steering committee at Fresno COG, as well as the Fresno COG Board itself. While no document 
is perfect, our staff believes the initiative - as written - includes the essential elements necessary to 
further refine and define those guidelines into a "strategic implementation plan" or SIP. That SIP is a 
considerably larger reference document that addresses any points of ambiguity. 

This approach follows precedent from the two, prior Measure C sales tax initiatives that relied on similar 
SIP documents, developed only after the previous Measures were adopted, to clarify and strengthen 
language in the guidelines that formed the basis of the proposal for voters. While it is a public 
document, the SIP is primarily intended as a reference guide for jurisdiction planners, engineers and 
administrators to address voter intent, allowances, guardrails and restrictions in how local transportation 
funding is to be spent - with the ordinance itself serving as the inspiration and intent. 

Nevertheless, Fresno COG understands and appreciates the angst that comes with deciding whether to 
approve an initiative for the ballot while relying on "guidelines" that will clearly require more 
refinement. In that vein, Fresno COG staff attempt here to address some of the most often-cited 
concerns, particularly for County of Fresno elected officials and their staff. 



No. 1: Under the "Better Roads, Safer Streets" initiative, the County of Fresnowl/Toring in less revenue than the 
current Measure C allocates. 

Answer: This concern is categorically unfounded even when accounting for the "regional" program that was 
reduced to allow for more funding to flow directly to the jurisdictions. As the table labeled Attachment A to this 
memo demonstrates, by virtue of its emphasis on local road repairs, the "Better Roads" initiative is anticipated to 
provide $454,821,383 more funding over its 30-year lifespan than the County would be expected to receive under 
the current Measure C's allocation formula. 

While it is true that much of that money came from a reduction in anticipated major capital expenditures and 
improvements in what we call the "regional" program, even when accounting for "regional" funding the County 
received directly through that program, the difference is still a net positive of approximately $350 million over 30 
years . 

There are also concerns that much of that difference will not be realized until the last 10 years of the new 
initiative; however, this point is offset by the percentage - 65 vs. 34 - that the County and other jurisdictions will 
be receiving directly. So, while the current Measure C generated approximately $113 million for FY 25-26 (not 
including interest) - a number not expected to grow substantially through June 2027 - under the 65 vs. 34 percent 
formula, the Fresno region's 15 incorporated cities and the County can anticipate directly receiving $73.4 million 
vs. $38.4 million in Year One. 

No. 2: Multiple restrictions in the guidelines make it difficult for the County of Fresno to spend the funding it will 
receive. 

Answer: In response to jurisdictions' collective refrain for flexibility, the steering committee's intent was to grant 
as much flexibility as practical to the cities and County staff, while also introducing greater transparency and 
accountability measures to ensure voter intent was addressed. Consequently, the initiative's "guidelines" are 
often far more specific than in previous Measure iterations. 

The notion of flexibility is demonstrated most readily by the listing of eligible expenses beginning on Page 7 under 
Section Band continuing throughout Page 8. This list includes more expenses and eligibility than in the current 
Measure, which specifies particular suballocations for some of these programs or projects. 

Also, many of the accountability measures, or restrictions, include caveats or exceptions under certain conditions . 
For example, Page 9, Section 3, specifies that "Each jurisdiction may spend no more than 5 percent of its allocation 
under the Existing Neighborhood Streets and Roads Repair and Maintenance Program on road expansion or 
capacity-increasing projects per year." It goes on to call for a minimum pavement condition index (PCI) of 65 or 
higher for each local street or road before the 5 percent for expansion efforts may be accessed. 

However, while highly specific, the guidelines further explain (also Page 9) that Item No. 3 shall NOT be prohibited 
if projects "involve significant safety or mobility benefits, as supported by traffic studies that demonstrate 
reductions in fatalities and serious injuries of all road users." Section 4 includes the conditions eligible for 
capacity-increasing projects, including: 1) dedicated public transportation lanes, 2) dedicated and protected Class I 
or Class IV (bicycle) facilities or 3) "safety-motivated turn lanes or intersection improvements that protect all road 
users and that do not impede bicycle or pedestrian facilities." 

These three examples are not intended to be read in a collective fashion requiring that all three be met before 
undertaking a project but rather at least one of the three. Fresno COG anticipates this ambiguity is one of the 
issues that will have to be addressed through the SIP document. 



No. 3: Determining whether a project element is '1easible" 

Answer: There are at least 15 references across 34 pages of the expression "where feasible" or "if feasible" 
regarding mandates across multiple sections. Concerns about this expression and its intent are best addressed 
under Section 4.60.130 Design and Implementation Elements beginning on Page 21. 

Under Item G on Page 22, the proposed ordinance states: "Jurisdictions or agencies shall use best efforts to 
implement projects consistent with the intent of this Act. In the event a jurisdiction or agency determines that a 
proposed project or project requirement is not feasible, the jurisdiction or agency shall, following a duly noticed 
public hearing, formally declare and document the reasons for such infeasibility." 

Another example occurs on Page 10, Section C, which states: "Every street or road constructed or reconstructed in 
whole or in part with revenue from the Fund pursuant to this subsection shall include sidewalks, paths, walkways 
or equivalent facilities, where feasible and according to the Adopted Transportation Plan in each jurisdiction." 

These two citations support Fresno COG staff's understanding that the intent of "where feasible" clauses in the 
initiative pointed directly to jurisdictional staff to make that determination. This is another issue that will need to 
be further clarified and supported in the SIP. 

In conclusion, this memo has attempted to address just a few of the specific concerns of which Fresno COG staff 
are aware from the Board of Supervisors itself, as well as County of Fresno personnel and others. While we 
anticipate multiple other points that will need to be answered and clarified through the SIP process, we look 
forward to addressing other issues regarding intent or otherwise that we are able. 

Thank you for your timei and consideration . 

Sincerely, 

µ 
Robert Phipps Executive Director 
Fresno Council of Governments 



Attachment A 

Current Measure C Roads+ Active 2007-2027* (34.6%) 30-Year Future Measure C Roads+ Active at Current% (34.6%} 30-Year Future Measure C Total Roads at 65% Difference (34.6% vs. 65%} 
Fresno County $129,456,852 $630,279,319 $1,085,100,702 $454,821,383 
Clovis $48,838,161 $284,796,757 $542,286,175 $257,489,418 
Coalinga $9,200,714 $39,836,463 $81,331,354 $41,494,891 
Firebaugh $5,342,918 $20,866,793 $45,660,858 $24,794,065 
Fowler $4,878,118 $20,516,549 $44,154,635 $23,638,086 
Fresno $225,892,496 $1,193,955,179 $2,263,210,175 $1,069,254,996 
Huron $4,803,401 $17,144,635 $36,685,625 $19,540,990 
Kerman $8,223,929 $40,576,717 $83,491,043 $42,914,326 
Kingsburg $7,381,677 $31,595,236 $66,067,293 $34,472,057 
Mendota $6,936,550 $29,095,895 $61,376,751 $32,280,856 
Orange Cove $6,035,900 $24,240,637 $51,420,104 $27,179,467 
Parlier $8,010,725 $33,200,249 $69,658,882 $36,458,633 
Reedley $12,774,582 $60,832,333 $119,637,116 $58,804,783 
San Joaquin $3,796,142 $10,995,756 $27,182,214 $16,186,458 
Sanger $12,899,275 $66,276,046 $120,247,925 $53,971,879 
Selma $12,370,470 $55,711,596 $111,587,723 $55,876,127 
Total $506,841,910 $2,559,920,160 $4,809,098,575 $2,249,178,415 

•Actual ~ev~ 2007·2024, proJKted ravemie lOlS-2027 based on 1ver11• annual revfllue by J1.1,lsdlctlon 




