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L-1 

Appendix L - Non-Residential Fee Calculation 
 
The non-residential fee was calculated by multiplying the estimated Regional System of 
Highways and Arterials improvements cost attributable to new development (Section 
4.0) by the proportion of all regional trips that are generated by non-residential land 
uses (Section 5.3), and dividing this number by the projected increase in non-residential 
land use between 2018 and 2045 (Table 2.3, Section 2.0) and the proportional share of 
new employees in each sector. 
 
In preparation for the fee calculation, SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS employment data by sector 
was first converted to land use as square feet of gross floor area (SF GFA).  Non-
residential employee to gross floor area conversion factors were derived from four 
sources.  These sources are: 

 Cordoba Corporation/Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc. (PBQD), 
Land Use Density Conversion Factors For The Long-Range Corridor Study San 
Bernardino and Riverside Counties, August 20, 1990. Table 8. 

 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Orange County Subarea 
Modeling Guidelines Manual, June 2001. Appendix C. 

 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), Employment Density 
Study, October 31, 2001, Table IIB         

 County of Riverside, General Plan, As Amended December 15, 2015, Appendix E: 
Socioeconomic Build-Out Projections Assumptions & Methodology, Table E-5 
       

The employment conversion factors developed for use in the calculation of the non-
residential fee are tabulated in Exhibits L-1 through L-4.  The relevant sections of these 
respective publications are included in this Appendix as Exhibits L-5 through L-8.   
 
To account for the difference in trip generation rates between the various employment 
sectors, the non-residential fee value for each sector was normalized by multiplying by 
the respective median trip generation rate for the range of associated land use types 
as published in the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, Eleventh Edition, 
2021.  The respective fee values are presented in Section 6.2.  The table detailing the 
calculation of the non-residential fee (and residential fee) is included in Appendix K as 
Exhibit K-1. 
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EXHIBIT L-1     Employment Conversion Factors

Employment Sector Employees Gross Floor Area (TSF)
Conversion Rate 
(Employees/TSF)

Land Use Category 
(2)

Minimum Range 
Conversion Rate 
(Employees/TSF)

Land Use Category 
(3)

SF per Employee 
based on Average 

Employees per Acre 
and Average FAR 
(Riverside County)

Employees/TSF Land Use Category (4) SF per Employee Employees/TSF

TUMF Median 
Employment 

Conversion Factors 
(Employees/TSF)

6,379 5,117 1.25 R&D/LI/BP 2.50 R&D/Flex Space 867 Light Industrial 1030
11,603 6,103 1.90 Heavy Industry 2.00 Light Manufacturing 1548 Heavy Industry 1500
8,624 3,962 2.18 Warehouse 1.00 Warehouse 1195
5,559 3,038 1.83

954 411 2.32
6,120 4,140 1.48

119 279 0.43
1,023 917 1.12

1.65 Median 2.00 Median 1195.0 0.84 Median 1265.0 0.79
34,821 20,125 1.73 Regional Retail 268 Commercial Retail 500
3,452 1,590 2.17 Other Retail/Service 629
1,080 453 2.38

12,978 17,023 0.76

1.95 Median 448.5 2.23 Median 500.0 2.00
7,738 1,095 7.07 Office 3.00 Low-Rise Office 481 Commercial Office 300
3,945 548 7.20 Medical/PO/Bank 3.50 Hotel/Motel 3476 Business Park 600
5,470 1,529 3.58 Hospital 2.50
6,680 1,966 3.40 Restaurant 3.00
8,900 3,886 2.29
9,006 3,201 2.81

23,345 4,061 5.75
3.58 Median 3.00 Median 1978.5 0.51 Median 450.0 2.22

Government/Civic 3.00 Government Offices 208
Library 1.50

Median 2.25 Median 208.0 4.81
Notes:

3.53

General Offices

2.61

(3) SCAG, Employment Density Study, October 31, 2001, Table IIB

Service

(2) OCTA, Orange County Subarea Model Guidelines Manual, June 2001. Appendix C. 
(1) Cordoba Corporation/PBQD, Land Use Density Conversion Factors For Long Range Corridor Study San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, August 20, 1990. Table 8.
- TUMF Median Employment Conversion Factor is the median of (1) through (4) Conversion Rates

- OCTA Typical Employment Conversion Factors for Commercial excluded as it potentially covers uses in both Retail and Service categories; Hotel/Motel, Schools, Golf Course, Developed Park, Park and 
Agricultural were excluded as they are calculated from units other than TSF.

Government/Public Sector

Professional Services

Medical Services

Median

(4) County of Riverside, General Plan, As Amended December 15, 2015, Appendix E: Socioeconomic Build-Out Projections Assumptions & Methodology, Table E-5

Retail 

1.25

2.00

Equipment Rental

Retail Trade

Median

Personnal, Rental and Repair

General Commercial

Light Manufacturing
Manufacturing, Small Module

Wholesale, Trade Industry

- Business by Land Use Categories Wholesale Trade Commercial and Automotive Repair were excluded as there is inconsistencies between the Land Use Density Conversion Factors For Long Range Corridor 
Study San Bernardino and Riverside Counties categorization, and the NAICS Major Group categorization.

Business by Land Use Category (1)

Industrial High Tech/Research

Median

Heavy Manufacturing
General Manufacturing

Warehousing
General Industry

Financial/Insurance/Real Estate
Small Office

Restaurant

Business Services
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EXHIBIT L-2     Population and Employment Estimates 

Sector 2018 2045 Change Employee Conversion 
Factor / TSF

Change in SF of GFA

Population 1,905,440                                              2,533,876          628,436              
Households

Single-Family 397,407                                                 564,898             167,491              
Multi-Family 157,166                                                 247,501             90,335                

Totals 554,573                                                 812,399             257,826              
Employees

Industrial 169,334                                                 245,915 76,581 1.25 61,489,565                
Retail 73,814                                                   86,929 13,115 2.00 6,557,500                  

Service 308,703                                                 482,958 174,255 2.61 66,735,957                
Government/Public Sector 18,569                                                   30,640 12,071 3.53 3,420,665                  

Totals 570,420                                                 846,442             276,022              138,203,688              
Source: SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS; RivCOM
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EXHIBIT L-3     Trip Generation Rate Comparison

Non-Residential

Employee Growth SF Growth

ITE Median PM 
Peak Hour Trips 
Per Employee

ITE Median PM Peak 
Hour Trips per TSF

Trip Growth 
(SFGrowth * 
ITEMedian)

Calculated PM 
Peak Hour Trips per 

Employee 

Weighted Median 
PM Peak Hour Trips 

Per Employee

Median Share PM 
Peak Period Pass By 

Trips (Retail and 
Service Uses)

Adjusted PM Peak 
Hour Trips Per 

Employee
Industrial 76,581 61,489,565        0.7                      0.6                                 36,894                       0.5 0.6                             0.6 
Retail 13,115 6,557,500          3.3                      5.0                                 32,788                       2.5 2.9                             37% 1.8 
Service 174,255 66,735,957        2.2                      5.7                                 380,395                     2.2 2.2                             44% 1.2 
Government/Public Sector 12,071 3,420,665          3.3                      3.2                                 10,946                       0.9 2.1                             2.1 

276,022                                                 138,203,688      461,022                     
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EXHIBIT L-4    Representative ITE Weekday PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Rates

RESIDENTIAL
PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Category ITE Reference Trip Ends per DU Trip Ends per Residents
Single Family Residential
Single Family Detached Housing 210 0.99 0.28
Multi Family
Single-Family Attached Housing 215 0.61 0.44
Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) Not Close to Rail Transit 220 0.57 0.27
Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) Not Close to Rail Transit 221 0.39 0.23
Multifamily Housing (High-Rise) Not Close to Rail Transit 222 0.40
Affordable Housing - Income Limits 223 0.50 0.14
Average 0.49 0.27
Median 0.50 0.25

NON-RESIDENTIAL
PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour PM Peak Period

Land Use Category ITE Reference Trip Ends per TSF* Trip Ends per Employee*Pass by Trips** 
Industrial
Intermodal Truck Terminal 30 1.89 0.72
General Light Industry 110 0.80 0.69
Industrial Park 130 0.40 0.42
Manufacturing 140 0.80 0.40
Warehousing 150 0.23 0.68
High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage 154 0.17
High-Cube Fulfillment Center Warehouse - Non-Sort 155 0.27
High-Cube Parcel Hib Warehouse 156 0.71
Average 0.66 0.58
Median 0.56 0.68
Retail
Building Materials and Lumber 812 2.65 3.30
Free-Standing Discount Superstore 813 4.39 1.75 29%
Variety Store 814 7.42 12.65 34%
Free-Standing Discount Store 815 5.42 2.36 20%
Hardware/Paint Store 816 1.10 3.77 26%
Nursery (Garden Center) 817 8.37 2.55
Nursery (Wholesale) 818 5.01 0.59
Shopping Center 820 4.09 1.91
Shopping Center (150K to 300K) 820 29%
Shopping Center (300K to 900 K) 820 19%
Shopping Plaza with Supermarket 821 9.72
Shopping Plaza without Supermarket 821 5.40 1.80
Shopping Plaza 821 40%
Strip Retail Plaza 822 13.24 10.15
Factory Outlet Center 823 1.94
Automobile Sales (New) 840 2.65 1.10
Automobile Sales (Used) 841 4.92 2.27
Automobile Parts Sales 843 5.88 4.27 43%
Tire Store 848 3.72 3.05 25%
Supermarket 850 9.19 3.37 24%
Convenience Store 851 53.51 34.33
Convenience Market with Gasoline Pumps 853
Discount Supermarket 854
Discount Club 857 4.62 3.49 34%
Sporting Goods Superstore 861 2.58 0.93
Home Improvement Superstore 862 3.21 42%
Electronics Superstore 863 4.48 40%
Pet Supply Superstore 866 2.19
Book Superstore 868 14.00
Department Store 875 2.81
Apparel Store 876 4.20
Pharmacy/Drugstore without Drive Through Window 880 8.62 53%
Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive Through Window 881 11.23 7.79 49%
Marijuana Dispensary 882 24.57
Furniture Store 890 0.70 1.01 53%
Liquor Store 899 17.00 5.98
Gasoline/Service Station 944 28.39 57%
Convenience Store/Gas Station (none) 945 21.31
Convenience Store/Gas Station (9 - 15 vehicle fueling positions) 945 56.38 75%
Average 9.54 6.87 38%
Median 4.97 3.30 37%
Service
Data Center 160 0.13
Specialty Trade Contractor 180 2.18 0.80
Movie Theatre 445 14.06 9.56
Health/Fitness Club 492 3.92
Day Care Center 565 11.82 4.66 44%
Hospital 610 0.98 0.33
Nursing Home 620 0.82 0.45
Clinic 630 4.22 2.49
Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 640 3.83 2.26
Free Standing Emergency Room 650 2.24
Small Office Building 712 3.15 1.90
Medical-Dentist Office Building (Stand-Alone) 720 4.79 1.26
Medical-Dentist Office Building (Within/Near Hospital Campus) 720 3.78 1.03
Walk-in Bank 911 26.40 6.18
Drive-in Bank 912 20.92 4.36 35%
Hair Salon 918 1.94
Copy, Print and Express Ship Store 920 12.30 6.63
Fast Casual Restaurant 930 18.57
Fine Dining Restaurant 931 8.28 1.79 44%
High Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant 932 16.35 3.66 43%
Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Through 934 50.94 5.45 55%
Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Through No Seating 935 31%
Coffee/Donut Shop with Drive Through 937 43.65
Coffee/Donut Shop with Drive Through No Seating 938 98%
Quick Lube Vehicle Shop 941 9.42 2.17
Automobile Care Center 942 3.51 1.43
Automobile Parts and Service Center 943 2.61 1.80
Wine Tasting Room 970 6.60
Brewery Tap Room 971 10.93
Drinking Place 975 15.53
Average 10.85 3.06 50%
Median 5.70 2.17 44%
Government/Public Sector
Recreational Community Center 495 2.53 2.71
Elementary School 520 4.60
Middle/Junior High School 522 4.83
High School 525 3.32
School District Office 528 2.37 0.84
Private School (K-8) 530 5.72
Private School (K-12) 532 2.82
Private High School 534 2.49
Charter Elementary School 536 10.64
Charter School (K-12) 538 10.66
Junior/Community College 540 1.63
University/College 550 0.81
Adult Detention Facility 571 0.94 0.51
Library 590 8.53 6.81
Government Office Building 730 3.19 0.91
State Motor Vehicles Department 731 7.68 4.27
Post Office 732 15.11 3.29
Average 5.76 3.93
Median 3.19 3.29
Notes:
* - Average weekday PM peak hour of generator trip end data derived from ITE Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition), September 2021
** - Average weekday PM peak pass-by trip rates derived from ITE Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition), September 2021
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EXHIBIT L-5 
Land Use Density Conversion Factors for the Long-Range Corridor Study San 
Bernardino and Riverside Counties, Table 8 
Cordoba Corporation/Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc. (PBQD), August 20, 
1990. 
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EXHIBIT L-6 
Orange County Subarea Modeling Guidelines Manual, Appendix C 
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 
June 2001 
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EXHIBIT L-7 
Employment Density Study, Table IIB 
Southern California, October 31, 2001 
 

444



THE NATELSON COMPANY, INC. 
Summary Report - Page 4 

Employment Density Study 

Table II-A
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--MEDIAN EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--MEDIAN FAR

Land Use Category
Los 

Angeles Orange Riverside
San 

Bernardino Ventura Imperial Region

Regional Retail -- 2,322 165 1,392 990 -- 1,023
Other Retail/Svc. 730 450 1,148 432 412 796 585
Low-Rise Office 471 352 598 1,014 659 415 466
High-Rise Office 377 235 -- -- -- -- 300
Hotel/Motel 1,179 -- 5,273 1,747 -- 808 1,804
R & D/Flex Space 1,717 511 1,121 1,833 277 -- 527
Light Manufacturing 1,214 786 2,221 1,538 202 2,230 924
Heavy Manufacuring -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Warehouse 1,518 1,350 819 2,111 149 3,257 1,225
Government Offices 2,182 408 1,475 851 120 407 672

Table II-B
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--AVERAGE EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--AVERAGE FAR

Land Use Category
Los 

Angeles Orange Riverside
San 

Bernardino Ventura Imperial Region

Regional Retail -- 704 268 1,009 1,165 -- 857
Other Retail/Svc. 424 325 629 124 271 255 344
Low-Rise Office 319 287 481 697 389 632 288
High-Rise Office 440 218 -- -- -- -- 311
Hotel/Motel -- -- 3,476 2,544 -- 311 1,152
R & D/Flex Space 1,796 466 867 834 269 -- 344
Light Manufacturing 829 558 1,548 705 189 994 439
Heavy Manufacuring -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Warehouse 1,518 979 581 1,195 131 450 814
Government Offices 1,442 206 208 188 94 322 261

Notes:
"--" = Data not available.

Square Feet per Employee

Square Feet per Employee
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EXHIBIT L-8 
General Plan, As Amended December 15, 2015. 
Appendix E: Socioeconomic Build-Out Projections Assumptions & Methodology, 
Table E-5 
County of Riverside, 2015 
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County of Riverside General Plan 
Socioeconomic Build-out Assumptions and Methodology 

Appendix E-1 Page 3 
December 8, 2015 County of Riverside General Plan 

Table E-3: Net Parcel Acre Factors 
Land Use Designation Net Parcel Area 
Commercial Retail (CR) 0.75 
Commercial Tourist (CT) 0.75 
Commercial Office (CO) 0.75 

Light Industrial (LI) 0.80 
Heavy Industrial (HI) 0.75 
Business Park (BP) 0.75 

Net Parcel Square Feet: To convert net acres to net square feet, net acres are multiplied by 43,560 feet per acre. 
For example, 50 net acres of Commercial Office (66.66 gross acres) equals 2,178,000 net square feet. 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR): Floor Area Ratio, or FAR, indicates the ratio of gross building square footage 
permitted on a parcel to net square footage of the parcel. FAR's for Commercial, Industrial and Business Park 
land uses are identified, in Table E-4, below. See General Plan Glossary for full definition of FAR. 

Table E-4: Development FAR Factors 

Land Use Designation 
FAR 

Minimum Probable* Maximum 
Commercial Retail (CR) 0.20 0.23 0.35 
Commercial Tourist (CT) 0.20 0.25 0.35 
Commercial Office (CO) 0.25 0.35 1.00 

Light Industrial (LI) 0.25 0.38 0.60 
Heavy Industrial (HI) 0.15 0.40 0.50 
Business Park (BP) 0.25 0.30 0.60 

*Factor used for theoretical planning estimates. 

Building Square Footage: Building square footage for the land use designations listed in the table above are 
calculated by multiplying the Net Square Feet of each land use designation by the corresponding FAR. For 
instance, 20,000 square feet of Commercial Retail with an FAR of 0.23 would yield 4,600 square feet of building 
space. 

Square Feet (SF)/Employee Factor: This factor indicates the number of employees typically associated with a 
given amount of square feet of building space per employee. It is used to estimate the number of jobs resulting 
for a given land use designation. These factors for the commercial land use designations are listed in Table E-5 
below. 

Table E-5: Commercial Employment Factors 
Land Use Designation SF/Employee 
Commercial Retail (CR)* 500 
Commercial Tourist (CT) 500 
Commercial Office (CO) 300 

Light Industrial (LI) 1,030 
Heavy Industrial (HI) 1,500 
Business Park (BP) 600 

*It is assumed that CR designated lands will build out at 40% CR and 60% MDR. 

Employment: Employment for commercial, industrial, and business park land uses is calculated by dividing the 
total number of building square feet by the SF/Employee factor. For example, 300,000 square feet of commercial 
office building space would yield 1,000 employees. 
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June 10, 2024 

 

 

Mr. Cameron Brown 

TUMF Program Manager 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 

3390 University Ave., Suite 200 

Riverside, Ca. 92501 

 

Via Email: Cbrown@wrcog.us 

 

RE:  2024 Draft Nexus Study Comments 

 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

 

On behalf of the Riverside County Chapter of the Building Industry Association of Southern California 

and our hundreds of home builders, trade partners, and suppliers throughout our region we are writing 

today to provide initial comments on the 2024 Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Nexus 

Study.  

 

First, we want to thank Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) for its early outreach to 

our industry regarding the 2024 TUMF Nexus Study.  The two workshops held in advance of the close of 

the initial comment period were beneficial to our members and we appreciate the education and outreach 

efforts.   

 

The proposed single-family residential fee of $15,025 per dwelling is a 48% increase from the current fee 

level and will increase new home prices already burdened by a difficult interest rate environment.  While 

we understand the costs of roadway design and construction have increased, we would respectfully ask 

WRCOG to carefully examine the scope and pricing of its roadway network proposal, to seek savings that 

will reduce the new fee as much as possible. 

 

We appreciate WRCOG’s attention to the new fee requirements under AB 602.  The AB 602 analysis 

included as a part of this study was informative.  The findings related to home square footage and trip 

generation resemble what our builders find anecdotally in the regional home marketplace.  We believe 

additional refinement of the proposed Fee Tiers in the AB 602 proposed fee would be important.  Home 

buyers in the lower Fee Tier homes, tend to be first time buyers and are more sensitive to even modest 

price increases.  Additionally, our members might be able to assist WRCOG as you look at regional 

trends in home size looking forward and we would be pleased to assist you in this regard.   

 

Finally, implementation timing of the proposed TUMF increase is of critical importance to our members.  

As you know, the pipeline to project approvals is often 3 to 4 years out given the challenge CEQA poses 

in the entitlement process.  Economic assumptions of any given housing proposal have been fixed long 

before homes are built, so fee increases late in the process can burden or even render some projects 

infeasible.  A TUMF increase of this magnitude will have significant economic impacts to projects 

currently in the development process.  We would respectfully ask that WRCOG consider a phase in 
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approach to the new fee that is moderate and gradual.  Additionally, we would ask that no new increase to 

the TUMF fee occur any earlier than July 1, 2025 to allow ample time for builders to prepare for the 

increase and factor it into their economic models moving forward.     

   

We appreciate the opportunity to provide initial comments on the 2024 TUMF Nexus Study.  We look 

forward to further dialogue and collaboration as the process moves forward.  Our industry stands ready to 

assist WRCOG with market data and insights that might be helpful as you consider the new fee and its 

implementation.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Lou Monville 

Senior Vice President, Riverside County Chapter 

Building Industry Association of Southern California 
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July 22, 2024 

Lou Monville 

Southern California Building Industry Association (BIA) 

Senior Vice President, Riverside Chapter 

Dear Mr. Monville, 

Thank you for your thoughtful comments regarding the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee 

(TUMF) Nexus Study. We appreciate the Southern California BIA’s involvement and your detailed 

feedback.  We would like to address a few of the comments you made in your letter. 

Comment: Fee Increase and Cost Savings 

You expressed concern about the significant increase in fees and suggested looking for cost savings 

by eliminating other facilities. 

Response: We have already taken steps to address this concern. Our team thoroughly analyzed the 

network and eliminated unneeded projects, ensuring that the TUMF only includes necessary and 

justified projects. 

Comment: New Fee Requirements of AB 602 

You thanked WRCOG for addressing the new fee requirements of AB 602 regarding home square 

footage and trip generation and suggested further refinement of the proposed Fee Tiers, particularly 

for lower Fee Tier homes that often attract first-time buyers. 

Response: We would like to give a through response on AB-602 as this questions seems to arise 

often. 

AB 602 has been in effect since January 1, 2022.   This legislation imposes several requirements on 

mitigation programs and nexus studies.   One of the most impactful changes was a requirement that 

fees for residential uses be assessed proportional to the size of the dwelling unit instead of a uniform 

fee.   Like many fee programs, the TUMF program has historically assessed a consistent fee for all 

residential units with only a distinction between single-family homes and multi-family units.   

Since 2022, WRCOG has evaluated the impacts of AB 602 and determined how best to comply with 

these requirements.   This process has included a detailed analytical study regarding travel behavior 

in the WRCOG region, which determined that there was a relationship between the size of a single-

family home and the number of trips generated by that home.   

This data, combined with historical data regarding residential development patterns for the past three 

years, allowed WRCOG to develop a potential approach to comply with AB 602.  This approach 

creates a series of 4 tiers which pivot off a standard single-family rate to account for homes which are 

both smaller and larger than the average new home in the WRCOG region.   

 
 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 
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One significant benefit to this approach is that it lessens the impact of any TUMF increase on first-

time home buyers, who are often the most price-sensitive home buyers.  These home buyers often 

purchase the least expensive homes, which are also the smaller homes.     

It was also determined that the best approach to implement these tiers would be as follows: 

1. Calculate the base single-family fee in the Nexus Study as is our traditional practice 

2. Determine the appropriate tiers based on current data related to travel behavior and 

development trends.   Homes smaller than the current average for new homes would pay less than the 

base single-family rate while homes larger than the current average would pay more than the base 

single-family rate 

3. Implement these tiers through an update to the Fee Calculation Handbook, as is the case with 

any specialized fee calculation for TUMF applications 

4. The fees would be paid for each single-family home based on the size of the dwelling unit, 

which is similar to how many of the non-residential TUMF fees are calculated.  The fee payment 

portal maintained by WRCOG automatically calculates the fee based on the actual size of each 

single-family home.  This approach ensures that there is no additional work required by our member 

agency staff or WRCOG staff.  

This approach requires an update to the Fee Calculation Handbook, which is a routine activity that 

always follows any TUMF Nexus Study updates.    This updated Fee Calculation Handbook will 

require review and approval by WRCOG’s various staff and elected official committees prior to the 

implementation of any new fees. 

Comment: Impact on Current Projects and Phased Implementation 

You raised concerns that a significant TUMF increase could profoundly impact projects currently in 

development, given the extended timeline for project approvals due to CEQA challenges and prior 

economic projections for housing projects. You requested that WRCOG consider a phased and 

gradual approach to implementing the new fee, with no increase until at least July 1, 2025. 

Response: The Executive Committee will determine the implementation approach for the fees, 

including the possibility of a phased introduction. The date of implementation will also be decided by 

our Executive Committee, but given the regulatory requirements for new fees, any changes will likely 

not take effect until February 2025 at the earliest, with a later implementation very likely. 

Thank you again for your valuable input and for your continued collaboration. If you have any further 

questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to reach out. 

Sincerely, 
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Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cameron Brown

From: A.I.M. <ianthe83@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2024 3:42 PM

To: Cameron Brown

Subject: TUMF Nexus Study Comments

Good afternoon,  

 

I am a resident of Riverside County (Riverside City specifically) and in reviewing your PowerPoint 

Presentation of your study outcomes justifying the increase in building fees, I fail to see how retail, 

commercial, and warehouses should be paying the lowest fees.  The majority of the presentation seems 

to focus on this.  Warehouses, Commercial businesses, and developers cause significant impact to the 

roads and increase in traffic to the community and also make the most profit from the improvement of 

roads and transportation.  They should incur fees that are significantly higher than home 

buyers.  California is already an incredibly expensive place to live and we are losing our population as it 

ages or is priced out of the state.  I realize these costs impact both the individual and businesses, but 

businesses are typically able to weather these cost of living increases if they are sustainable, non-

exploitative businesses to begin with (this is often the case that they rather make exorbitant profits than 

care about the community they are impacting).  The larger burden to make these important 

improvements should not be placed on the shoulders of individual community members who are barely 

surviving in these times. Do we need improved roads and transportation, yes.  But we only need these 

improvements at the levels we need them due to an increase of traffic often spurred by business and big 

builders.  The burden needs to land with them.  Just my two cents as a concerned homeowner.  

 

Thank you,  

Alesha Marshall  
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July 22, 2024 

Dear Ms. Marshall 

Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding the construction of warehouses in Jurupa Valley and 

the benefits provided to facilitate their development. We appreciate your engagement and the time 

you have taken to express your views. 

You raised valid points about the potential negative impacts of warehouses, including congestion, air 

pollution, and general nuisance. These concerns are important and need to be addressed as part of our 

planning and community development processes. 

Warehouse and all industrial development projects are required to pay their fair share based on the 

traffic they generate. By law, the Nexus Study cannot assign fees beyond what the development use 

generates in traffic congestion. It's important to note that the Nexus Study focuses on traffic-related 

impacts and does not mitigate other effects such as air pollution and public nuisance. 

We understand the need for a balanced approach to development that considers all impacts, and we 

are committed to exploring additional measures to address the concerns you and other community 

members have raised. 

Thank you again for your valuable input. If you have any further questions or need additional 

information, please feel free to reach out. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cameron Brown

From: Savat Khamphou <Savat.Khamphou@CoronaCA.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 7:46 AM

To: Chris Gray

Cc: Cameron Brown; Karla Felix; Pedro Cevallos; Kenny Nguyen; Brett Channing

Subject: RE: Draft TUMF Nexus Study

Good morning, Chris. 

 

Thank you for sending the Draft Nexus study.  I did notice that the City of Corona’s project cost for the McKinley 

Grade Separation at BNSF is estimated at $105 million, yet no TUMF share is associated with it.  Could it be that 

the study is assuming the project is complete?  Since the project is not yet completed and funds are still needed, 

I’d like to continue discussions with WRCOG about whether TUMF funds are still an option for our project. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Savat Khamphou 
Public Works Director  
P: (951) 279-3604   C: (951) 264-8907 
400 South Vicentia Avenue 
Corona, CA 92882  
www.coronaca.gov 

 

 

 

 

  
City Hall hours are Monday-Thursday, 7 AM-6 PM. Closed Fridays  
 

From: Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us>  

Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2024 10:56 PM 

To: Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us> 

Cc: Cameron Brown <cbrown@wrcog.us>; Karla Felix <kfelix@wrcog.us> 

Subject: Draft TUMF Nexus Study 

 

[CAUTION] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Evening Everyone, 
 
The Draft TUMF Nexus Study has been posted to WRCOG’s website and can be found here: 
 
https://www.wrcog.us/201/Studies-Documents 
 
Please let Cameron Brown know if you have any questions or comments on the study.  
 
WRCOG will be hosting two public informational meetings on the Draft Nexus Study over the next 3 
weeks.  The first meeting is on May 21st and you can access the meeting link here: 
 
Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89591934134?pwd=dkJGdGo2d0d5OE1MUW53NkM1NlYzUT09 
 

 You don't often get email from cgray@wrcog.us. Learn why this is important  
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July 22, 2024 

Savat Khamphou 
Public Works Director 
City of Corona 
Corona, CA 92882 
400 South Vicentia Avenue 
 
Dear Mr. Khamphou, 

Thank you for your comments regarding the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Nexus 
Study. We appreciate the City of Corona’s involvement and your attention to detail in reviewing the 
study. 

The City of Corona noticed that the McKinley Grade Separation at BNSF is estimated at $105 
million, yet there is no TUMF share associated with it. The reason for this is that McKinley received 
funds from outside sources such as SB132, which provide more funding than the TUMF estimate for 
the project. Therefore, TUMF can provide no further funding as part of this Nexus Study. However, 
WRCOG has recently worked closely with the City to provide funding based on the previous study.  
The latest TIP reflects the additional funding that could be provided. 

Thank you again for your valuable input and for the continued collaboration. If you have any further 
questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to reach out. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
 
 

 
 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 
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Cameron Brown

From: Stuart McKibbin <stuart@trilakeconsultants.com>

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2024 11:19 PM

To: Cameron Brown

Cc: Randel, Travis; 'rjohnson@sanjacintoca.gov'

Subject: RE: Deadline for TUMF Nexus Study Comments: June 10th -  City of San Jacinto 

comments

Good evening Cameron, 

For the City of San Jacinto, we have no comments to make on the WRCOG’s proposed specific project costs or 

TUMF shares. 

 

However, the City would request that WRCOG revisit our proposed additions to the TUMF Arterial Network: 

Seventh Street between its western terminus and Warren Road, and the Seventh Street Bridge over MWD’s San 

Diego Canal. The two facilities are listed in Exhibit G-1 in Appendix G. 

 

Exhibit G-1 states there is no v/c deficiency, but we believe the analysis does not take into account the increased 

pressure on the City’s arterial system caused by the upcoming construction of the Mid-County Parkway widening 

to Warren Road. Moreover, by implementing a segment of Seventh Street that is currently non-existent, we believe 

the analysis should consider the additional benefits to the network’s regional connectivity and continuity. As of 

now, residents would travel west to a dead end, but closing the gap on Seventh street would relieve pressure on 

the other arterials in the City, particularly Sanderson Ave and Ramona Expressway. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. See you Thursday. 

 

 

Stuart E. McKibbin, PE 

Contract City Engineer  

City of San Jacinto 

 

  

  

  

1221 S. San Jacinto Ave. | San Jacinto, CA 92583  

office: 951.654.3592 | DIR: 909.645.0678  

website | linkedin | email  

 

From: Cameron Brown <cbrown@wrcog.us>  

Sent: Monday, June 3, 2024 4:35 PM 

To: Alvin Medina <ALMEDINA@RIVCO.ORG>; Amer Attar <amer.attar@temeculaca.gov>; Art Vela 

<avela@banningca.gov>; Bob Moehling <bmoehling@murrietaca.gov>; Cameron Luna <cluna@cityofwildomar.org>; 

Chad Blais <cblais@ci.norco.ca.us>; Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us>; Dan Fairbanks <fairbanks@marchjpa.com>; Darren 

Henderson <darren.henderson@ghd.com>; dchristensen@beaumontca.gov; Dennis Acuna <dacuna@rivco.org>; Gil 
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July 22, 2024 
 

Stuart McKibbin 

Contract City Engineer 

City of San Jacinto 

1221 S. San Jacinto Ave.  

San Jacinto, CA 92583 

 

Dear Mr. McKibbin, 

Subject: Response to Comments on TUMF Nexus Study 

I trust this letter finds you well. Thank you for your recent feedback regarding the TUMF Nexus 

Study. We have carefully considered the City of San Jacinto's request to revisit the proposed TUMF 

Arterial Network project for Seventh Street between Warren Road and the Seventh Street Bridge over 

MWD's San Diego Canal. 

At this time, we are not considering the evaluation of new projects as part of the current study. 

However, I want to assure you that your request has been noted, and we will reevaluate this project at 

the next update of the study at the City of San Jacinto's request. 

Should you have any further questions or require additional information regarding this matter, please 

do not hesitate to contact me directly at cbrown@wrcog.us or 951-405-6712 

Thank you for your ongoing collaboration and input into the TUMF Nexus Study. We value our 

partnership with the City of San Jacinto and look forward to addressing your concerns in future 

updates. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
 
 

 
 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 
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Cameron Brown

From: Mustafa, Nathan <NMustafa@riversideca.gov>

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2024 7:35 PM

To: Cameron Brown

Cc: Hernandez, Gilbert; Scully, Chris

Subject: TUMF Nexus Study Comments

Cameron,  

  

Please find below our comments on the draft TUMF Nexus Study, we are happy to discuss in 

additional detail at your convenience:  
  

1. “Government/Public Sector” appears to be a new category and is $22.40/SF, this appears to be 

excessive. It further appears that the study adds this category and removes “Class A/B Office” 

which used to be $2.45/SF. Government/Public Sector appears to include schools, whereas 

schools used to be exempt, has WRCOG confirmed that the TUMF can be applied to all of the 

proposed public sector facilities? If schools are no longer exempt and they need to pay $22.40/SF, 

which would pose a significant challenge for our educational facilities amongst other public 

buildings.  

  

2. The state of California continues to contend with a housing crisis. A key barrier to housing is the 

cost of developing housing in our state. The below report documents increasing local exactions as 

a key contributor to the trend of higher costs to develop housing in 

CA: https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-

content/uploads/pdfs/Hard_Construction_Costs_March_2020.pdf 

 

2. Single Family Residential (SFR) is increasing almost 50% from $10,104 to $15,025 and Multi-

Family is only increasing by 15% from $6,580 to $7,588. This does not appear to be proportional; 

the traffic impact would be more similar unless there is compelling evidence to demonstrate that 

Multi-Family would have lesser impacts from a VMT perspective. Is some of the discrepancy the 

result of the potential for SFRs to include Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)? If so, would a 

separate category for ADUs be an acceptable alternative?   

 

2A. Could the fee instead be based off of actual building square footages for single family 

residential? This may help alleviate the impact on more affordable single family housing and help 

the City to meet RHNA objectives. This would align with the VMT-based approach used within the 

nexus study. 

 

         2B. Riverside Public Works staff suggest that proposed increases are exacted in greater proportion 

on industrial developments. While it is understood that the nexus study assigned proportional fees 

based on VMT, heavy vehicles associated with goods movement damage our local roadways and cause 

more congestion on a per-vehicle basis. The VMT for these developments should be appropriately 

weighted to account for the impacts attempting to be addressed using the VMT-based approach. 

Furthermore, it is unclear whether percentage of residential VMT occuring on the regional TUMF roadway 

network, was a key factor when assessing proportional impacts as many residential trips occur to and 

from schools, retail, etc. within a municipality. To expand on this notion, the specific location of a 
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development is a more significant determinant of its vehicle miles traveled as opposed to the anticipated 

trip generation. Why is all housing of a specific type treated equally? 

 

          2C.  If retail and commercial developments were adjusted to account for ITE pass-by rates, were 

residential developments adjusted to account for internal capture within areas zoned as mixed use? 

(Page 11). Furthermore, if VMT is the basis of assigning TUMF fees, do developments found to fully 

mitigate their regional VMT impacts through a CEQA study or those who screen out using a VMT 

screening tool find themselves exempted from TUMF? Unlike Level of Service, when VMT is addressed at 

a local level it is simultaneously addressed at a regional level.  

 

The nexus study references that the TUMF can be used to offset a development’s VMT impact, is the 

opposite true? Housing, when located strategically, has the potential to reduce regional Vehicle Miles 

Traveled. 

 

3. Section 1.3.1 subsection 6 references the RivTAM model, which precedes the updated RivCOM 

model. Was this intentional for the specific analysis needed, or an error? 

 

4. The nexus study references that a primary tool in developing fee assignment is VMT per unit; 

however, it is unclear that the proposed improvements will reduce VMT. Rather, the approach 

appears to link VMT to Level of Service. Was the potential for TUMF network improvements to 

induce VMT accounted for? It merits restating that local serving facilities or strategically located 

housing have the potential to reduce regional-level vehicle miles traveled.  

  

Sincerely, 
  

Nathan Mustafa, PE, TE, AICP, MBA 

Deputy Public Works Director / City Engineer 

City of Riverside 

Public Works Department, Administration 

Main: 951.826.5670 

Direct: 951.826.2251 

RiversideCA.gov 

  

Stay in-the-know with all things Riverside! Connect with us at RiversideCA.gov/Connect.  
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July 22, 2024 

Nate Mustafa 

Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer 

City of Riverside 

Public Works Department, Administration 

 

Dear Mr. Mustafa, 

Thank you for your comments regarding the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Nexus 

Study. We appreciate the City of Riverside’s involvement and your detailed review of the study. 

Regarding the proposed new category of "Government/Public Sector" and the concern about 

excessive fees, please note that this is not a new category in the study. The fees are shown to 

demonstrate that the trips caused by these uses still need to be mitigated from other sources. These 

uses remain exempt from paying TUMF fees. 

We have noted the report attached to your comments about the current key barriers the state is facing 

in trying to develop housing. Thank you for sharing this valuable information. 

Regarding the increase in Single Family Residential (SFR) fees compared to Multi-Family 

Residential (MFR) fees, SFR pays higher trip rates per unit than MFR. Each category pays its fair 

share of the impact being created from its specific use based on its trip generation rate and its 

proportional growth in the region. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are exempt under the TUMF 

program at the discretion of the Executive Committee. This exemption can be reevaluated by the 

committee at a later date. 

Having the fee based on actual building square footage for SFRs could help with more affordable 

housing and be reflective of the analysis used in the Nexus Study. AB-602 requires a square foot 

calculation on SFR, which will be implemented in the next update of the Fee Calculation Handbook. 

Regarding the locations of the project as a determinant for trip generation, the Nexus Study calculates 

fees based on a combination of trip generation rates and VMT. VMT is accounted for in the 

RIVCOM model as it takes into account trip length, which is a factor in identifying mitigation needs. 

VMT is also used to determine the split in proportional impact between residential and non-

residential uses. 

We do make an adjustment for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) but not specifically for mixed-

use areas. TUMF does not mitigate VMT impact and cannot be used as a mitigation for those 

impacts. 
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Thank you for pointing out the reference to the RivTAM model in Section 1.3.1 subsection 6. We 

have made the correction to reflect that RIVCOM, not RivTAM, was used in the transportation 

modeling for the study. 

TUMF vs SB-743 

Considering your questions regarding VMT, we would like to provide a thorough response to this as 

these questions frequently arise on VMT vs LOS mitigation. 

SB 743 was signed into law in 2014 and went into effect on July 1, 2020.  SB 743 requires that the 

CEQA documents analyze transportation impacts of a project using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 

instead of level of service (LOS) or other delay-based metrics.    

SB 743 had a significant impact by changing the way in which traffic studies were done for CEQA 

documents.  Agencies had to determine appropriate analysis tools, impact thresholds, and potential 

mitigation measures as an VMT-centric approach is very different from an LOS-based approach.  

Recognizing the potential impacts of SB 743, WRCOG completed the first regional study regarding 

SB 743 implementation which developed sample guidelines, thresholds, and analytical tools to assist 

WRCOG member agencies with the transition to VMT as a CEQA analysis metric.    This study was 

completed in 2018.  

In 2019, WRCOG commenced an effort to develop an approach to mitigation potential VMT 

mitigation impacts through a program separate from TUMF.   At that time, a policy decision was 

made to maintain the focus of TUMF to mitigate congestion, which means that TUMF primarily 

funds expansions of roadways, interchanges, grade separations and other facilities.  While TUMF 

does provide some funding to Riverside Transit Agency (RTA), over 90% of TUMF funds are 

allocated to roadway infrastructure projects.    

The purpose of a VMT mitigation program is to identify programs and projects that reduce VMT 

which could include bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure, subsidized transit passes, contributions to 

affordable housing, and other similar efforts.    

This policy decision reflects a clear demarcation between TUMF and any efforts to mitigate VMT.  

The following should be noted: 

• SB 743 does not change any of the requirements of AB 1600 and therefore has no effect on 

the preparation of Nexus Studies such as the TUMF Nexus Study 

• Payment of TUMF fees do not provide any VMT mitigation benefits since those are separate 

programs for development projects 
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• The TUMF Program does not provide any CEQA mitigation for any development or 

transportation project impacts 

• Any transportation infrastructure project contained in the TUMF Nexus Study will be 

required to assess and mitigate all environmental impacts per the requirements of CEQA including 

any potential impacts related to VMT 

It should be noted that the National Center for Sustainable Transportation (NCST)/Institute of 

Transportation Studies (ITS) at University of California, Davis released a white paper entitled From 

LOS to VMT:  Repurposing Impact Fee Programs Since Adoption of SB 743 (November 2023).   

This document argues the SB 743 provides an opportunity for agencies for agencies to redirect their 

transportation impact fee programs towards more multi-modal improvements.     

However, this white paper does not say that agencies are required to change their approach to impact 

fees and specifically states the following on Page ii: 

Furthermore, even if they cannot do so for CEQA mitigation, cities can also still impose impact fees 

to improve/maintain LOS under provisions of the state’s Mitigation Fee Act (MFA), so long as the 

fee program complies with requirements for demonstrating a “rational nexus” between the fee’s 

purpose, the need for the fee, the cost of facilities for addressing the need, and the allocation of the 

fee to new development based on its contribution to the demonstrated need. 

Therefore, this document acknowledges that WRCOG has the discretion to continue to develop and 

implement a fee program which funds roadway infrastructure projects as long as such a program 

complies with the requirements of AB 1600.   

Thank you again for your valuable input and for the continued collaboration. If you have any further 

questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to reach out. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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July 29, 2024 
 

Melissa Walker 
Public Works Director/City Engineer 
City of Moreno Valley 
14177 Frederick St. 
Moreno Valley, CA 92553 
 
Dear Ms. Walker, 

Thank you for your valuable comments on the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) 
Nexus Study and for acknowledging the collaboration and partnership needed to develop the TUMF 
Program. We appreciate the City of Moreno Valley’s involvement and your continued support. 

Comment: 2045 Build-Out and Funding 
You mentioned that the 2024 Nexus Update identifies SR-60 Interchange and other arterial roadways 
as adequate for the 2045 build-out, eliminating significant funding. 
Response: The TUMF Nexus Study has a 2040 future year and does not extend to local general plan 
buildout projections. This approach helps us align better with regional transportation planning. 

Comment: Growth in Warehousing and Funding Needs 
You highlighted the explosive growth in warehousing in Moreno Valley and the need for the Nexus 
Study to reflect the city's funding needs and the increased freight transportation and regional traffic it 
will create. 
Response: A possible reevaluation of this concern will be considered in the next Nexus Study 
update. Currently, the forecast does not call for such mitigation in the World Logistics Center (WLC) 
plan area. 

Comment: Requested Updates to Specific Road Segments 
You requested that the update reflects changes to the following segments: Redlands Blvd/SR-60 
Interchange, Theodore St/WLC Parkway/SR-60 Interchange, Theodore/WLC (Ironwood Ave. to 
Cactus Ave), Cactus Ave (WLC/Alessandro Blvd to Heacock St), Eucalyptus Ave (WLC Parkway to 
Gilman Springs), and Moreno Beach Drive (Eucalyptus Ave to Iris Ave/JFK Drive). 
Response: We are adding the Theodore and Redlands Blvd Interchanges back into the study as they 
already have agreements in place.  This will add an additional $64,000,000 in potential funding for 
these projects.  However, there is no justifiable reason for adding the other segments based on current 
needs, as there is no mitigation required based on the analysis. 

Thank you again for your detailed feedback and for the continued collaboration. If you have any 
further questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to reach out. 

Sincerely, 
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Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cameron Brown

From: Yurhi Choi <ychoi@eastvaleca.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 9:57 AM

To: Cameron Brown

Cc: Sandra Fernandez; Jimmy Chung

Subject: FW: Draft TUMF Nexus Study- Public Review Period

Hi Cameron, 

The City had a chance to review the draft report and had some comments and questions on Exhibit H-1. Please see 

below:  

a. Schleisman from Scholar to Hamner (page 209 of 286): these segments of Schleisman are fully built out. 

There is no capacity for constructing additional lane(s). Therefore, New Lane cost and ROW cost are not 

applicable. Can we still get ITS cost allocated to these segments? 

b. Archibald from Remington (SB County) to 65th St (page 212 of 286): these segments of Archibald can 

accommodate additional northbound lane.  

c. Hamner from Mission to Bellegrave: the city limit is located at the center line of the street. West half is 

in City of Ontario, and the east half is in City of Eastvale. These segments of Hamner in Eastvale side are 

fully built out. There is no capacity for constructing additional lane(s). 

d. Hellman from Schleisman to Walters: the city limit is located at the center line of the street. West half is 

in City of Chino, and the east half is in City of Eastvale. There is one northbound lane, and future will 

accommodate two. Should the calculation be updated so it accounts for the improvements in the 

Eastvale side only?  

e. Hellman bridge: see comments in d above.  

f. Limonite from Harrison to Archibald: there are currently five lanes, and it can accommodate additional 

eastbound lane. Update the table to account for additional lane. 

g. River from Hellman and Archibald (page 212 of 286): the segmentto shall be updated to Hall Ave. River 

from Hall to Archibald already has four lanes. 

 

There is a project that is eligible for TUMF credit. I worked on the credit amount with Chris Gray, and my colleague took 

over the coordination. I am not sure if the agreement is already in place, but if it is not, will the figures need to be 

updated per the new study? The max TUMF share seems low (i.e. Hamner from Amberhill to Limonite) when compared 

to 2016 Nexus Study.  

 

Let me know if you have any questions.  

Thanks! 

 

Yurhi  

From: Jimmy Chung <jchung@eastvaleca.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 10:58 AM 

To: Yurhi Choi <ychoi@eastvaleca.gov> 

Subject: FW: Draft TUMF Nexus Study- Public Review Period 

 

Fyi. 

 

From: Mark Orme <morme@eastvaleca.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 5:02 AM 

To: Amanda Wells <Awells@eastvaleca.gov>; Gustavo Gonzalez <ggonzalez@eastvaleca.gov>; Jimmy Chung 

<jchung@eastvaleca.gov> 
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July 22, 2024 
 
Yurhi Choi 
Senior Engineer 
City of Eastvale 

12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 
Eastvale, CA 91752 
 
Subject: City of Eastvale – Nexus Study Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Choi: 
 
Thank you for adding your comment on the TUMF Nexus Study during our public comment review 
period.  We appreciate the feedback received.  We would like to provide feedback regarding your 
comments that we received. 
 

1)  Schleisman from Scholar to Hamner are fully built out.  Can ITS costs be allocated to 
those segments? 

a. Schleisman along this segment is nearly 95% built out.  There is only a small 
amount of funds remaining on the estimated cost.  However, these funds can be 
used towards ITS, restriping to allow the max lanes, and other TUMF eligible 
expenses. 

2) Hamner from Mission to Bellegrave is divided with San Bernardino County.  There is no 
longer any capacity. 

a. The Nexus Study already considers the piece outside of the City and County via a 
“Percent Complete” factor built into the Nexus Study project table.  We also 
realize that the segment is built out on the Eastvale side and will revise the study 
to show that it is 100% complete. 

3) Hellman from Schleisman to Walters is divided with San Bernardino County.  One 
additional NB lane with plans to make it into two. 

a. Same as answer for #2.  Calculations already account for the work needed on the 
Eastvale side. 

4) Limonite from Harris to Archibald can accommodate an additional EB lane.  Will the 
Nexus Study account for the lane. 

5) River from Hellman to Archibald already has 4 lanes 
a. This completion is accounted for in the Nexus Study as being 48% complete 

a. The decrease is due to the percent completion in the Nexus Study update to what 
it was in the 2017 Nexus Study.  2017 had this at 14% complete while the new 
update has it at 55% complete. 

 
If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact me at (951) 405-6712 or by e-mail 
at cbrown@wrcog.us. 
 

 
 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 

 

a. The Nexus Study analysis shows that no mitigation is needed beyond 4 lanes.  

The program can't justify adding funding for an additional lane. 

6) Please review the amount allocated to Hamner from Amberhill to Limonite as it seems 
like it is a decrease from 2016. 
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Regards, 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cameron Brown

To: John Pourkazemi

Subject: Deadline for TUMF Nexus Study Comments: June 10th

From: John Pourkazemi <jpourkazemi@cityofperris.org>  

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2024 10:56 AM 

To: Cameron Brown <cbrown@wrcog.us>; Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us> 

Cc: Clara Miramontes <CMiramontes@cityofperris.org>; Brad Brophy <bbrophy@CityofPerris.org>; Grace V. Alvarez 

<galvarez@cityofperris.org>; Habib Motlagh <habibtrilake@gmail.com> 

Subject: FW: Deadline for TUMF Nexus Study Comments: June 10th 

 

Hello Chris and Cameron, 

 

In review of the draft 2024 Nexus as shown in the table below listing the TUMF share associated with the projects, 

we would like to verify that the requested amounts of TUMF share as allocated in the Central Zone TIP for the three 

Ethanac projects are confirmed and maintained per current max TUMF share, as previously discussed. 
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July 22, 2024 

John Pourkazemi 

City Engineer 

City of Perris 

101 N D St. 

Perris, CA 92570 

 

Dear Mr. Pourkazemi, 

Subject: Response to Comments on TUMF Nexus Study 

I hope this letter finds you well. Thank you for your comments regarding the TUMF Nexus Study. 

We appreciate the City of Perris’s diligence in verifying the TUMF share of certain projects in the 

Central Zone TIP, specifically for the three Ethanac projects. 

To address your concern, please note that these projects are "grandfathered" into the program based 

on the 2017 Nexus Study. The city already has allocations on the TIP and reimbursement agreements 

for these projects. Rest assured, this funding will not be removed, and the maximum share will 

remain unchanged. 

Should you have any further questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to 

contact me directly at [Your Phone Number] or [Your Email Address]. 

Thank you once again for your attention to the TUMF Nexus Study. We value our ongoing 

partnership with the City of Perris and look forward to continuing our collaboration. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cameron Brown

To: Chris Gray

Subject: RE: Draft TUMF Nexus Report

From: Jason Simpson <jsimpson@Lake-Elsinore.org>  

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2024 9:19 AM 

To: Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us> 

Subject: Draft TUMF Nexus Report 

 

Hi Chris, 
 
I hope this email finds you well. I am reaching out regarding the draft Nexus Study. Upon review, the City has 
some questions regarding segments listed in Table 4.4. I would appreciate clarity on the following: 
 

• Franklin Interchange - listed as $0 
• Nichols Road Bridge - listed as $0 
• Lake Street Bridge listed as $1.15M – Note: Lake Street would require widening to 6 lanes; the 

current bridge accommodates only 2 lanes 
• Temescal Canyon from I-15 to Lake Street: Does this encompass Temescal Canyon in both City 

and County jurisdictions? 
• In general: Are other segments with figures greater than $0 updated to reflect their new Maximum 

TUMF share? 
 

Could we schedule a meeting to discuss these segments at your earliest convenience? Addressing these 
points beforehand will be beneficial before meeting with any Council Members. Thank you for your time. 
 
Best regards, 

Jason Simpson 
City Manager 
PH:951-674-3124 x204 
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July 29, 2024 
 

Jason Simpson 
City Manager 
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 S Main St.  
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 
 
Dear Mr. Simpson, 

Subject: Response to Comments on TUMF Nexus Study 

I hope this letter finds you well. Thank you for your recent correspondence regarding the TUMF 
Nexus Study. We appreciate the City of Lake Elsinore's diligence in verifying the allocation of funds 
to specific projects listed in Table 4.4. 

In response to your inquiry, we have carefully reviewed and adjusted the study to include allocations 
for the Franklin Interchange, Nichols Rd Bridge, and Lake St Bridge projects.  These projects add an 
additional $37,000,000 in potential funding to the city.  Detailed information regarding the allocated 
amounts for each project can be found in Exhibit H-1 of the study document. 

Should you require any further assistance or clarification regarding the adjustments made, please feel 
free to contact me directly at cbrown@wrcog.us. 

Thank you once again for your interest and valuable feedback on the TUMF Nexus Study. We look 
forward to continuing our collaboration with the City of Lake Elsinore. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cc: Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us> 

Subject: RE: TUMF: Winchester Road north of Keller Road 

 

Hello Cameron, 

 

I noticed a draft of the Nexus Study is available online. Do you know if the error has been addressed? I didn’t see a line 

item for SR-79 (Winchester) north of Keller Road. 

 

Thanks 

 

From: Cameron Brown <cbrown@wrcog.us>  

Sent: Monday, April 1, 2024 12:48 PM 

To: Tsang, Kevin <KTSANG@RIVCO.ORG> 

Cc: Chris Gray <cgray@wrcog.us> 

Subject: RE: TUMF: Winchester Road north of Keller Road 

 

CAUTION: This email originated externally from the Riverside County email system. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize 

the sender and know the content is safe.  

Hi Kevin, 

  

I looked over this and discussed with our consultant on the Nexus Study.   This was indeed an error in the 2017 

study and it is being revised in the updated study to a 4 lane facility with a future mitigation at 6 lanes.  There is a 

portion of the segment that is already widened to 5 lanes and the Nexus Study will take that into consideration in 

determining the TUMF share. 

  

Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
Western Riverside Council of Governments 
3390 University Ave., Suite 200 
Riverside, CA 92501-3314 
Phone:  (951) 405-6712 
Mobile:  (951) 836-2525 
www.wrcog.us 
  
  
"Respect Local Control… Provide Regional Perspective… Make a Difference” 
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From: Tsang, Kevin <KTSANG@RIVCO.ORG>  

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2024 3:35 PM 

To: Chris Tzeng <ctzeng@wrcog.us> 

Cc: Williams, Russell <RUWILLIA@RIVCO.ORG> 

Subject: TUMF: Winchester Road north of Keller Road 

  

Hello Chris, 

  

We had a developer ask for clarification on the segment of Winchester Road north of Keller Road. In TUMF, the GIS 

indicates it is constructed with 6-lanes, but in reality, it is only 4-lanes. Is there a need to correct this in the TUMF and 

would this yield any budget for TUMF to cover two additional lanes? 

  

  

Thanks, 

  

Kevin Tsang, P.E. 

Riverside County, TLMA 

Transportation Department 

4080 Lemon Street, 8th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Tel: (951) 955-6828 
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July 22, 2024 
 
Kevin Tsang 
Riverside County, TLMA 
Transportation Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 8th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Tsang, 

Thank you for your comments regarding the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Nexus 

Study. We appreciate the County of Riverside’s involvement and your attention to detail in reviewing 

the study. 

We are currently making corrections to the Nexus Study Draft to list the correct number of lanes on 

Winchester. The segment will be updated to reflect it as a 4-lane segment with plans to expand to 6 

lanes in the future. This adjustment will make it eligible for additional funding. 

Thank you again for your valuable input and for the continued collaboration. If you have any further 

questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to reach out. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Cameron Brown

From: Dooley Family <ourk9nina@charter.net>

Sent: Friday, June 7, 2024 6:16 PM

To: Cameron Brown

Subject: 2024 TUMF Program Nexus Study

Dear Ms. Brown, 

 

I have been a resident of Jurupa Valley since August of 1992, and as a family we’ve been u$erly fed-up with the amount 

of warehouses that have been erected, and con&nue to be erected with li$le benefit to the community. They are the 

most harmful business en&ty in terms of conges&on (especially for those of us that have to commute), air quality, job 

crea&on, being a nuisance and harmful to the overall health of the area. I am appalled when looking at the proposed 

increases that they will con&nue to over-populate and be unwelcome neighbors to the residents with impunity due to 

the galling lowest fees that they are afforded, yet they are the biggest burden to any community in the Inland Empire. I 

can’t help but wonder how influen&al their lobby must be on the members to gain such favorable rates. Very infuria&ng 

and unacceptable! They need to do be$er! 

 

Thank you for your &me. 

 

Sincerely, 

Delilah Dooley 
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July 22, 2024 

Cameron Brown 

Program Manager 

Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) 

3390 University Ave, Suite 200 

Riverside, CA 94501 

cbrown@wrcog.us 

 

Dear Ms. Dooley, 

Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding the construction of warehouses in Jurupa Valley and 

the benefits provided to facilitate their development. We appreciate your engagement and the time 

you have taken to express your views. 

You raised valid points about the potential negative impacts of warehouses, including congestion, air 

pollution, and general nuisance. These concerns are important and need to be addressed as part of the 

planning and community development processes at the local jurisdiction level. 

Warehouses and all industrial development projects are required to pay their fair share based on the 

traffic they generate. By law, the TUMF Nexus Study cannot assign fees beyond what the 

development use generates in traffic congestion. It's important to note that the Nexus Study only 

addresses traffic-related impacts and does not mitigate other effects such as air pollution and public 

nuisance. 

We understand the need for a balanced approach to development that considers all impacts, and we 

are committed to exploring additional measures to address the concerns you and other community 

members have raised. 

Thank you again for your valuable input. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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July 22, 2024 

Tammy Marine 

Chief Executive Officer 

Habitat for Humanity 

41615 Winchester Road #214 

Temecula, CA  92590 

 

Dear Ms. Marine, 

Subject: Response to Comments on TUMF Nexus Study 

I hope this letter finds you well. Thank you for your thoughtful comments on the TUMF Nexus 

Study. We appreciate your dedication to affordable housing and the important work that Habitat for 

Humanity does in our community. 

We understand your concerns that impact fees can serve as a significant barrier to the development of 

affordable housing projects, substantially increasing the overall cost of building these units. Your 

suggestion to waive the TUMF fee for affordable housing developments to stimulate the creation of 

housing options for low- and moderate-income residents is noted. 

Affordable housing is indeed a critical social and economic issue in the region. To support this, low-

income housing is exempt from the payment of TUMF fees. This exemption is designed to reduce the 

financial burden on affordable housing developments and to encourage the creation of housing 

options for those in need, thereby investing in the long-term growth and stability of our community. 

Should you have any further questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact 

me directly at cbrown@wrcog.us or 951-405-6712. 

Thank you once again for your valuable feedback and your ongoing efforts to improve housing 

affordability in our region. 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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June 1, 2024 
 
Cameron Brown – TUMF – Program Manager 
Western Riverside Council of Governments 
Email: cbrown@wrcog.us 
 
Dear Mr. Brown, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2024 Draft TUMF Nexus Study.  TUMF 
development impact fees are necessary and important to make growth pay its way.  A Mitigation 
Fee is required to follow two basic rules 

1. Establish a nexus or reasonable relationship between the development impact fee’s use 
and the type of project for which the fee is required. 

2. The fee must not exceed the project’s proportional “fair share” of the proposed 
improvement and cannot be used to correct current problems or to make improvements for 
existing development. 

 
The methodology to calculate the TUMF fees rely on inaccurate and out-of-date assumptions and 
relies almost exclusively on Level-of-Service (LOS) targets and ITE 11th edition trip rates for 
different land use categories.  The current standard for all transportation analysis has been Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) since SB 743 was passed in 2013 and became the primary standard in 2020.  
Currently, the TUMF Nexus study only uses VMT to determine the ‘relative distribution of traffic 
impacts between residential and non-residential uses’.  This is not sufficient since capacity 
expansion will induce more VMT and VMT growth is a CEQA environmental impact.  Moreover, the 
mindset that ‘All new developments…cause an increase in travel demand.  To meet the increased 
travel demand and keep traffic flowing, improvements to transportation facilities become 
necessary to sustain pre-development conditions.’  This is 1960s era traffic analysis.  The type and 
location of the development (i.e., location efficiency) shifts transportation demands from vehicle 
traffic to other transportation modes. A TUMF fee that shifts from an automobile centric peak 
period delay-centric analysis is needed.   
 
In order to properly apportion the ‘fair share’ of regional VMT to different land-use categories and 
the reasonable relationship between the development impact fee, the following changes should be 
included in the Nexus study framework. 
 

1. Include average VMT by land-use type to weight trip rates.  VMT needs to be characterized 
by land-use type including differentials between SFR and MFR housing to capture location 
efficiency and housing density impacts on average trip length. The current methodology 
omits this location efficiency to focus on LOS metrics of peak capacity. 

2. Include VMT and the weight class of the vehicles to accurately reflect road damage, 
highway planning, and capacity requirements for passenger, medium-duty, and heavy-duty 
trips.  The fourth-power law clearly indicates that heavier vehicle axle loads do 
exponentially more damage and are therefore the bulk of the road development costs.  Bin 
average trip rates by class (passenger, medium-duty, heavy-duty) and use passenger-class 
equivalents (PCE) weightings or a similar metric to apportion additional cost to heavier 
vehicle classes that consume additional capacity and have higher average VMT.1 

 
1 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/reports/tswstudy/Vol3-Chapter9.pdf 
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3. Apportion home-based-work trips equally between residential and non-residential land-use 
categories.  As the definition implies, the home-based-work trip has an origin of home and a 
destination of work – thus the category should not be explicitly assigned to residential only 
trips. If half of non-work-based trips are assigned to the new employment categories, it will 
decrease costs of new home TUMF fees. 

4. Avoid peak PM trip rates as the metric as this shifts burdens based on time-of-travel, rather 
than total usage via VMT metrics.  Roadway capacity is an LOS metric and trip rates bias 
results in a manner that is not proportional to total use – inconsistent with nexus 
proportionality requirements. 

5. Update WRCOG special requirements for calculating warehouse project gross square 
footage to reflect ITE 11th edition daily trip rates which include better parameterizations of 
high-cube warehouses than the ITE 9th edition trip rates used for that biased analysis   

 
Given the significant changes requested it is possible that rerunning the modeling exercise will be 
required, during which time better assumptions should be made regarding model inputs of key 
factors including: 

• Household growth projections (update to Connect SoCal 2024 rather than 2020) 
• Employment growth projections (ditto) 
• Apply different trip lengths based on type of trip 
• Include vehicle weight as a factor impacting road usage for both capacity, stress, and 

traffic. 
• Include accurate estimates of current and future industrial growth using CEQANET 

documentation of approved and planned projects 
 
Given the programmatic goal of the TUMF nexus study fee, a wholesale re-evaluation of the 
purpose of the fee needs to be considered to better align with County climate adaptation and 
greenhouse gas emissions policy goals of reducing VMT.  Alternative options for Mitigation Fees 
have been explored by other areas, as described by Barbour, 2022, ‘From LOS to VMT: Repurposing 
Impact Fee Programs Since Adoption of SB 743’.   
 

• Apply a LOS-based approach but only for transit efficiency (San Francisco, El Cerrito).  
Roadway LOS under this nexus would only be applicable insofar as it slowed down transit 
access (bus, shuttle, rail) 

• Apply a solely VMT-based metric and measures of need (San Mateo County, Culver City).  
The metric is VMT-focused (trip rates multiplied by trip lengths) rather than LOS-focused 
(measuring trips only and impacts on nearby roads/intersections).  The VMT-based metric 
will necessarily capture ‘location efficiency’ of projects and make development fees 
cheaper in infill areas with more transit and mobility options, and thus reduce sprawl. 

• VMT analysis in General Plan or Climate Action plan (San Diego, Vacaville).  SB 743 
compliance mechanisms were put in the General Plan with impact fees to fund VMT-
reducing infrastructure.  In Vacaville, VMT increases were considered a significant and 
overriding consideration and thus traditional auto-LOS were allowed to proceed.   

 
Table 1 shows how the VMT scenarios would likely change based on better estimates of residential 
growth and warehouse growth within the region.  Residential growth rate is based on Connect 
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SoCal 20202, Connect SoCal 20243, or CA Department of Finance Table P-24 Projections.  
Warehouse build out is based on 2018-2023 built industrial square footage from Riverside County 
Assessor Parcel database and future growth is based on CEQA environmental planning documents 
– see RivCo_warehouse_list.xlsx attachment, based on WarehouseCITY v1.19 open data product 
(McCarthy and Phillips, 2023).     
 
Connect SoCal 2020 estimates of residential growth for Riverside County are 50% higher than 
Connect SoCal 2024 estimates and almost 200% higher than the California Department of Finance 
projects for the same 2018-2045 time period.  Connect SoCal 2020 estimates of industrial build out 
are only 69 million square feet for the WRCOG region – over 91 million square feet of industrial 
projects (almost exclusively warehouses and distribution centers) were built from 2018 through 
2023, another 117.8M SQ FT are approved for construction, and a further 148M SQ FT are 
undergoing CEQA Review.  Connect SoCal 2020 is a useless projection of industrial development in 
the WRCOG region based on wildly inaccurate data.   
 
Table 1 – VMT changes based on different input assumptions for TUMF nexus study inputs.   
 

VMT Ratios 5 
scenarios 

Residential 
growth 
rate 2018-
2045 

Industrial  
build out 
(SQ FT) 
2018-2045 

VMT home-
based  

VMT non-
home 
based 

Total VMT 
growth 

fraction 
home-
based VMT 

Connect SoCal 
2020 34% 69,000,000 43,227,904 12,372,533 55,600,437 0.78 
Connect SoCal 
2024 Residential - 
Warehouse 
moratorium on new 
approvals 23% 208,800,000 29,242,406 13,463,424 42,705,830 0.68 

Connect SoCal 
2024 Residential - 
All warehouse 
projects approved 23% 357,700,000 29,242,406 14,553,613 43,796,018 0.67 
CA DoF Residential 
- Warehouse 
moratorium 12% 208,800,000 15,256,907 10,065,353 25,322,261 0.60 
CA DoF Residential 
- All warehouse 
projects approved 12% 357,700,000 15,256,907 17,951,683 33,208,591 0.46 

 
 
In every scenario using the alternative inputs, the fraction of ‘home-based VMT’ declines 
substantially.  In the most dramatic scenario with low residential growth and high warehouse 
growth, the VMT fraction from industrial is significantly higher than home-based trips.  And I note 

 
2 https://scag.ca.gov/read-plan-adopted-final-connect-socal-2020 
3 https://scag.ca.gov/connect-socal 
4 https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/projections/ 
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that this is still using the existing assumption that home-based work trips are 100% due to 
residential trips; changing the fraction from 1 to 0.5 would drastically shift the fees to non-
residential sectors since home-based work trips are the largest source of home-based VMT in the 
RIVCOM model outputs.   
 
As a second example, I wanted to point out the inconsistency of the TUMF fee allocation of home-
based-work trips compared to an emblematic warehouse project.  The World Logistics Center was 
approved a few years ago and broke ground last year.  In its Final EIR, it shows the following project 
trips table on p.4.15-47 - https://www.moval.org/cdd/pdfs/projects/wlc/FEIR.pdf 
 

 
 
Total number of vehicle trips is 68,721 vehicles per day.  This exceeds the total number of non-
home-based vehicle VM daily projected by the TUMF nexus study of 45,949 trips in Table 6.2 of the 
TUMF Nexus study by over 20,000 daily trips.  Does a project like the World Logistics Center act as 
a node for trips?  It is preposterous to claim that it does not, yet the TUMF nexus study says only the 
home growth matters and projects like the WLC should not pay TUMF fees for even half of the 
home-based-work trips they generate.   
 
Given that the total square footage of warehouse growth in the WRCOG region is between 5-7 times 
larger than the WLC, this assumptions has huge distributional implications on what type of 
development pays proportional TUMF fees. 
 
WRCOG has a key opportunity its TUMF program to better serve the needs of the region in 
addressing the housing crisis.  Please consider significant revisions to TUMF nexus study fees to 
stop subsidizing warehouse growth.   
 
Sincerely, 
Mike McCarthy, PhD -  92508 
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July 22, 2024 

Dear Mr. McCarthy, 

Subject: Response to Comments on TUMF Nexus Study 

Thank you for your detailed comments regarding the TUMF Nexus Study. We appreciate your 

insights on the use of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level-of-Service (LOS) targets, and the 

recommendations for adjusting the TUMF fee structure. 

Considering your comments based around SB-743 and VMT, we would like to give a detailed 

response to the relationship between SB-743 and VMT. 

SB 743 was signed into law in 2014 and went into effect on July 1, 2020.  SB 743 requires that the 

CEQA documents analyze transportation impacts of a project using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 

instead of level of service (LOS) or other delay-based metrics.    

SB 743 had a significant impact by changing the way in which traffic studies were done for CEQA 

documents.  Agencies had to determine appropriate analysis tools, impact thresholds, and potential 

mitigation measures as an VMT-centric approach is very different from an LOS-based approach.  

Recognizing the potential impacts of SB 743, WRCOG completed the first regional study regarding 

SB 743 implementation which developed sample guidelines, thresholds, and analytical tools to assist 

WRCOG member agencies with the transition to VMT as a CEQA analysis metric.    This study was 

completed in 2018.  

In 2019, WRCOG commenced an effort to develop an approach to mitigation potential VMT 

mitigation impacts through a program separate from TUMF.   At that time, a policy decision was 

made to maintain the focus of TUMF to mitigate congestion, which means that TUMF primarily 

funds expansions of roadways, interchanges, grade separations and other facilities.  While TUMF 

does provide some funding to Riverside Transit Agency (RTA), over 90% of TUMF funds are 

allocated to roadway infrastructure projects.    

The purpose of a VMT mitigation program is to identify programs and projects that reduce VMT 

which could include bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure, subsidized transit passes, contributions to 

affordable housing, and other similar efforts.    

This policy decision reflects a clear demarcation between TUMF and any efforts to mitigate VMT.  

The following should be noted: 

• SB 743 does not change any of the requirements of AB 1600 and therefore has no effect on 

the preparation of Nexus Studies such as the TUMF Nexus Study 

 
 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 
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• Payment of TUMF fees do not provide any VMT mitigation benefits since those are separate 

programs for development projects 

• The TUMF Program does not provide any CEQA mitigation for any development or 

transportation project impacts 

• Any transportation infrastructure project contained in the TUMF Nexus Study will be 

required to assess and mitigate all environmental impacts per the requirements of CEQA including 

any potential impacts related to VMT 

It should be noted that the National Center for Sustainable Transportation (NCST)/Institute of 

Transportation Studies (ITS) at University of California, Davis released a white paper entitled From 

LOS to VMT:  Repurposing Impact Fee Programs Since Adoption of SB 743 (November 2023).   

This document argues the SB 743 provides an opportunity for agencies for agencies to redirect their 

transportation impact fee programs towards more multi-modal improvements.     

However, this white paper does not say that agencies are required to change their approach to impact 

fees and specifically states the following on Page ii: 

Furthermore, even if they cannot do so for CEQA mitigation, cities can also still impose impact fees 

to improve/maintain LOS under provisions of the state’s Mitigation Fee Act (MFA), so long as the 

fee program complies with requirements for demonstrating a “rational nexus” between the fee’s 

purpose, the need for the fee, the cost of facilities for addressing the need, and the allocation of the 

fee to new development based on its contribution to the demonstrated need. 

Therefore, this document acknowledges that WRCOG has the discretion to continue to develop and 

implement a fee program which funds roadway infrastructure projects as long as such a program 

complies with the requirements of AB 1600.   

You recommended adjusting the TUMF fee based away from an automobile-centric peak period 

delay-centric analysis. TUMF addresses issues beyond CEQA, and peak period delay is the most 

prominent on the network in terms of LOS and VMT impact. 

Moving on to your other comments, you suggested several changes to the Nexus study framework: 

1. Include average VMT by land-use type to weight trip rates. 

2. Include VMT and the weight class of vehicles to reflect road damage, highway planning, and 

capacity requirements. 

3. Apportion home-based-work trips equally between residential and non-residential categories. 

4. Avoid peak PM trip rates as the metric. 

5. Update the special requirement for calculating warehouse project gross square footage to 

reflect ITE 11th edition daily trip rates. 
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Our responses to these suggestions are as follows: 

1. Including average VMT by land-use type and weighting trip rates can be considered if the 

necessary tools and data are available.  Presently, these tools do not exist in a way to quickly 

analyze every development. 

2. Including VMT and vehicle weight class for accurate reflection of road damage and planning 

needs will also depend on the availability of appropriate tools and data. 

3. Home-based trips should be apportioned to the home-based end since residential trip ends are 

the main factor in generating trips. 

4. The concern about peak PM trip rates has been addressed in our approach to balancing LOS 

and VMT impacts. 

5. Once the Nexus Study is adopted, the fee calculation handbook will be updated to reflect the 

latest fee and current ITE trip generation rates for warehouse projects. 

You also suggested re-evaluating the purpose of the TUMF fee to better align with County objectives 

and looking at alternatives used in other areas. Regarding this, the TUMF program is overseen by 

elected officials from the WRCOG Executive Committee, who provide direction on the program's 

purpose and fee implementation.  These elected officials make the final determination on the 

County’s objectives regarding traffic mitigation. 

Regarding the review of Table 1 and VMT scenarios, the Nexus Study uses data available at the start 

of the analysis. For this update, Connect SoCal was adopted years after the study commenced. This is 

why we regularly update the Nexus Study every four years to incorporate new demographics and trip 

behavior. 

Finally, you mentioned that the TUMF fee is inconsistent with home-based-work trips compared to 

warehouse projects and used WLC as an example. This comparison involves disparate data pieces. 

The WLC table presents total peak hour trip generation at build-out, while Table 6.2 is used to 

apportion the fee between different non-residential land uses based on employment changes and 

median trip generation rates, not representing total trip numbers. 

Thank you again for your valuable feedback and suggestions.  We update the Nexus Study on a 

regular basis.  While we are not considering any significant revisions to the Nexus Study at this time, 

many of your suggestions will be considered as we undertake this effort again in the future. 

Sincerely, 
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Cameron Brown 
Program Manager 
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Attachment  
 

Recommended Fee Schedule 
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Land Use Type Units Fee Per Unit

Single Family Residential DU $15,476

Multi Family Residential DU $7,816

Industrial SF $2.33

Retail SF $11.21

Service SF $9.76
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Item 7.C

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Finance Directors Committee

Staff Report

Subject: The Economy and Financial Markets
Contact: Richard Babbe, Managing Director, Public Financial Management,

babber@pfm.com, (213) 415-1631
Date: August 22, 2024

 

 

 
 
Recommended Action(s): 

1. Receive and file.

Summary: 

Richard Babbe of Public Financial Management Asset Management, WRCOG's investment advisor, will
provide a presentation regarding the current economic data, the financial markets, and their impact on
WRCOG member agencies.

Purpose / WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal: 

The purpose of this item is to provide information regarding an interest rate overlook as well as where
equity markets are headed.  This effort aligns with WRCOG's 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal #3 (Ensure
fiscal solvency and stability of the Western Riverside Council of Governments).

Discussion: 

Background
 
Broader macroeconomic trends can have a significant impact on local government finances.  For
example, changes in the stock market can impact investment returns while changes in interest rates can
impact borrowing costs.  These trends can also impact development activity and other items which also
impact municipal finances.  This presentation will address the current overall level of economic activity,
inflation, financial market activity, and other factors, and how they might impact WRCOG members.

Prior Action(s): 

None.

Financial Summary: 

This item is for informational purposes only; therefore, there is no fiscal impact.
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Attachment(s): 

None.
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