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Approved Thru Remaining

Budget Actual Budget

6/30/2021 5/31/2021 6/30/2021

Revenues and Transfers in

Member Dues 311,410            286,640            24,770              

General Assembly Revenue 300,000            -                    300,000            

Interest Revenue - Other 25,000              11,342              13,658              

Operating Transfer In 2,208,432         1,840,360         368,072            

Clean Cities 175,000            151,000            24,000              

Solid Waste 112,970            112,970            -                    

Used Oil 376,396            376,396            -                    

Gas Company Revenue 108,400            83,667              24,733              

Regional Streetlights Revenue 201,915            201,915            -                    

WRCOG HERO 136,290            58,530              77,760              

PACE Residential 78,000              41,348              36,652              

PACE Commercial 200,000            180,904            19,096              

CA HERO 1,464,730         1,422,288         42,442              

Commercial/Svcs - Admin Portion 41,137              54,491              (13,354)             

Retail - Admin Portion 89,632              65,914              23,719              

Industrial - Admin Portion 236,729            124,664            112,066            

Single Family Residential  - Admin Portion 652,270            1,402,870         (750,600)           

Multi Family - Admin Portion 267,415            211,552            55,863              

Commerical/Service 987,281            1,307,788         (320,507)           

Retail 2,151,178         1,581,933         569,245            

Industrial 5,681,507         2,991,934         2,689,573         

Single Family Residential 15,654,486       33,668,881       (18,014,395)      

Multi-Family 6,417,964         5,077,250         1,340,714         

LTF Revenue 676,500            676,500            -                    

Grant Revenue 125,000            100,000            25,000              

Adaptation Grant Revenue 409,894            101,277            308,617            

Local Jurisdiction Match 100,000            90,000              10,000              

Total Revenues and Transfers in 40,539,536$     52,222,414$     (11,682,877)$    

Expenses

Salaries 2,053,769         1,727,423         326,346            

Benefits 1,027,040         855,866            171,174            

Overhead 1,443,294         1,202,745         240,549            

Legal 285,600            878,983            (593,383)           

Advertising Media 65,667              64,600              1,067                

Audit Svcs - Professional Fees 35,000              27,825              7,175                

Auto Fuels Expense 1,500                337                   1,163                

Auto Maintenance Expense 500                   516                   (16)                    

Bank Fees 33,885              20,706              13,179              

Coffee and Supplies 3,000                3,007                (7)                      

COG HERO Share Expenses 5,000                793                   4,207                

Commissioner Per Diem 62,500              42,900              19,600              

Communications  - Web Site 8,000                12,144              (4,144)               

Western Riverside Council of Governments

Budget to Actuals

For the Month Ending May 31, 2021
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Communications - Cellular Phones 13,500              10,397              3,103                

Communications - Computer Services 53,000              33,564              19,436              

Communications - Regular Phone 16,000              22,025              (6,025)               

Computer Equipment/Supplies 13,000              3,729                9,271                

Computer Hardware 10,000              8,143                1,857                

Computer Software 80,500              57,481              23,019              

Consulting Labor 2,268,780         1,438,144         830,636            

Equipment Maintenance - General 8,000                1,250                6,750                

Event Support 165,736            76,722              89,014              

General Assembly Expenses 300,000            41,373              258,627            

Insurance - Gen/Busi Liab/Auto 115,500            111,643            3,857                

Meals 7,900                1,207                6,693                

Meeting Support Services 9,250                490                   8,760                

Membership Dues 32,750              22,534              10,216              

Office Lease 390,000            360,930            29,070              

OPEB Repayment 110,526            110,526            -                    

Other Expenses 9,750                2,972                6,778                

Parking Cost 20,000              32,786              (12,786)             

Parking Validations 15,827              2,967                12,860              

Postage 5,350                1,320                4,030                

Printing Services 5,000                1,830                3,170                

Program/Office Supplies 14,700              16,279              (1,579)               

Recording Fee 173,525            70,253              103,272            

Rent/Lease Equipment 20,000              7,698                12,302              

Seminar/Conferences 10,650              492                   10,158              

Staff Recognition 1,000                1,979                (979)                  

Storage 9,500                6,228                3,272                

Subscriptions/Publications 4,250                1,175                3,075                

Supplies/Materials 75,478              13,340              62,138              

Training 10,000              1,075                8,925                

Travel - Airfare 4,250                9                       4,241                

Travel - Mileage Reimbursement 11,250              950                   10,300              

TUMF Project Reimbursement 30,892,416       17,721,297       13,171,119       

Total Expenses 40,468,538$     25,020,653$     15,447,885$     
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Item 5.F

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Executive Committee

Staff Report

Subject: SCAG Activities Update
Contact: Arnold San Miguel, SCAG Regional Affairs Officer, sanmigue@scag.ca.gov, (213)

236-1925
Date: July 12, 2021

 

 

 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Receive and file.

Purpose: 
The purpose of this item is to provide an update of activities undertaken by the Southern California
Council of Governments (SCAG).

Background: 
Attached is the SCAG Spotlight for July 2021, highlighting some of SCAG's projects and priorities.
 

Prior Action(s): 
April 5, 2021:  The Executive Committee received and filed.

Fiscal Impact: 
This item is for informational purposes only; therefore, there is no fiscal impact.

Attachment(s):
Attachment 1 - SCAG SPOTLIGHT July 2021 to WRCOG.pdf
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SCAG SPOTLIGHT – JULY 2021 

A monthly newsletter covering updates from the Regional Council meeting, an update from the 
President, and select highlights from the Executive Director's report. 

SCAG REGIONAL COUNCIL APPROVES INCLUSIVE ECONOMIC RECOVERY STRATEGY FINAL REPORT 

The Regional Council today approved the Inclusive Economic Recovery Strategy (IERS). The Inclusive 
Economic Recovery Strategy is a central piece of SCAG’s more than yearlong effort to promote diversity, 
equity and inclusion after declaring racism a public health crisis in June 2020. 

Collaborating with stakeholders throughout the region, SCAG staff developed the strategy to foster 
greater opportunity for all and to narrow the economic disparities that exist locally and regionally. The 
report provides recommendations that focus on four areas – housing, transportation and infrastructure, 
growth sectors and human capital – and identifies opportunities to promote equity-oriented industry 
growth, job creation, entrepreneurship and small business success. 
 
To continue this work, SCAG secured a $3.5 million budget allocation, thanks to the leadership of 
Senator Susan Rubio (D-West Covina), to help our agency with the next steps in implementing the IERS. 
Moreover, the final IERS recommendations align with Governor Newsom’s proposed $100 billion 
“California Comeback Plan,” thus positioning SCAG and its cities, counties and partners to leverage the 
knowledge gained in the IERS process to fund and implement the recommended strategies. The 
Governor’s plan includes $600 million for the Community Economic Resiliency Fund, and the targets for 
this funding are directly aligned with many of the IERS recommendations. Staff will work with partners 
and the state to secure funding and support partnerships to implement the IERS recommendations that 
require additional resources. 

For more information on IERS and to read the final report visit scag.ca.gov/inclusive-economic-recovery-
strategy. 

REGIONAL COUNCIL APPROVES PUBLIC HEARING ON SOCAL GREENPRINT 

In a presentation to the Regional Council, SCAG staff provided an update on the SoCal Greenprint. SCAG 
has been developing the SoCal Greenprint, a required mitigation measure in the Program Environmental 
Impact Report certified for the Connect SoCal, to provide a practical, accessible resource to help 
stakeholders prioritize lands for growth and conservation based on the best available scientific data. The 
SoCal Greenprint will serve as a web-based tool that compiles more than 100 existing data sources into 
interactive maps that help stakeholders visualize how to better integrate nature into future growth and 
development. Regional Council members engaged in a robust discussion regarding the tool and voted to 
pause the implementation for at least 30 days to hold a public hearing at a future date for further 
discussion. More information on the SoCal Greenprint can be found at scag.ca.gov/greenprint. 

SCAG REGIONAL COUNCIL APPROVES EIGHT SMART CITIES & MOBILITY INNOVATIONS PROJECTS 

The Regional Council today approved eight local proposals that promote innovative approaches to 
addressing and solving regional mobility issues as part of the 2020 Sustainable Communities Program. 
 
The Smart Cities & Mobility Innovations Call for Projects supports the implementation of three Connect 
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SoCal Key Connections, focusing on Smart Cities and Job Centers, Go Zones, and Shared 
Mobility/Mobility as a Service, to expand upon our mobility ecosystems and advance the region’s vision. 
The eight selected proposals will develop new solutions to curb space and parking management by 
utilizing mobility technology, ultimately supporting healthy and equitable communities through the 
equitable allocation of public resources and air quality improvements. 
 
SCAG staff will work closely with the awarded agencies to further define the scopes of work and develop 
a project initiation schedule and budgets. Read more about the Sustainable Communities Program 
at scag.ca.gov/scp. 

SCAG REGIONAL COUNCIL RELEASES DRAFT CONNECT SOCAL & 2021 FTIP AMENDMENTS FOR PUBLIC 
REVIEW 

SCAG’s Regional Council today approved the release of the Draft Connect SoCal, the Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, Amendment #1 and 2021 Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) Consistency Amendment #21-05 for public review and 
comment. 
 
Connect SoCal, the 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the 
addendum to the Connect SoCal Program Environmental Impact Report were unanimously approved 
and fully adopted by the Regional Council in September 2020. Connect SoCal is a long-range visioning 
plan that builds upon and expands land use and transportation strategies established over several 
planning cycles to increase mobility options and achieve a more sustainable growth pattern. A major 
component of the Connect SoCal is a Project List containing thousands of individual transportation 
projects. Since the plan’s adoption, some of these projects have experienced technical changes that are 
time-sensitive. In addition, the county transportation commissions in the SCAG region have also 
identified new project priorities in addition to projects that are no longer priorities. The proposed 
amendment to Connect SoCal and the 2021 FTIP is needed in order to ensure these projects move 
forward in a timely manner. 
 
The 30-day public review and comment period begins on July 1, 2021, and ends on July 31, 2021, at 5 
p.m. The Draft Connect SoCal Amendment #1 and the 2021 FTIP Amendment #21-05 are now available 
online. More information on how to participate in the public review and comment process or attend the 
public hearing is available here. 

NEWS FROM THE SCAG PRESIDENT 

EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE CONVENES FOR 2021-22 STRATEGIC PLANNING SESSION 

On June 24, SCAG President Clint Lorimore convened the Executive Administration Committee (EAC) for 
a two-day work planning session at the Mission Inn in the city of Riverside. The session provided EAC 
members an opportunity to reflect on the past year and included a discussion on strategic planning for 
the year ahead. A full report will be provided at the September Regional Council meeting. 

SCAG LEADERSHIP MEETS WITH STATE SENATOR OCHOA BOGH ON HOUSING 
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SCAG’s executive board officers, including President Lorimore and Second Vice President Carmen 
Ramirez, joined Legislative/Communications and Membership Committee Chair Alan Wapner and Vice-
Chair Peggy Huang to meet with first-term State Senator Rosilicie Ochoa Bogh (R-Yucaipa), who 
represents California’s 23rd Senate District. They were also joined by Regional Council members Randall 
Putz, Larry McCallon and Rey Santos. Senator Ochoa Bogh shares SCAG’s priority of increasing housing 
affordability while protecting local control. In addition, Senator Ochoa Bogh serves as the Chair of the 
Inland Empire Caucus and is focused on helping children and families in California thrive. She expressed 
a desire to continue the conversation and leverage SCAG’s resources and knowledge as she continues to 
advocate for Southern California in Sacramento. 

PRESIDENT LORIMORE PRESENTS AT RIVERSIDE COUNTY WATER TASK FORCE 

President Lorimore and SCAG’s Planning Director Sarah Jepson presented at the Riverside County Water 
Task Force on the impacts of growth on the Riverside region and water resources. The task force 
meeting also included presentations from Dr. Mark Grey of the Building Industry Association and Zoe 
Rodriguez del Rey of the Coachella Valley Water District. Presenters discussed finding the difficult 
balance in Southern California of creating enough housing for all while using natural resources in a 
sustainable way. Much of the discussion focused on changes in technology and building practices that 
could assist in reaching regional housing goals. 

NEWS FROM THE SCAG EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

 RACIAL EQUITY EARLY ACTION PLAN FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION 

Since the Regional Council adopted the Racial Equity Early Action Plan on May 6, staff have been 
working towards researching and implementing actions. Highlights of these activities include: 

 

Exploratory discussions are underway with the Lincoln Land Institute and the Claremont Lincoln 
University regarding potential listening and learning opportunities to provide foundational education to 
various audiences in the region. 

SCAG’s cross-divisional Inclusion, Diversity, Equity and Awareness (IDEA) team is amid a foundational 
educational workshop series entitled “IDEA Foundations.” 

The IDEA team piloted a workshop entitled “Addressing Microaggressions in the Workplace” in June. 
After attending the pilot education session, SCAG has proceeded to offer the workshop to all staff. 

For June, SCAG’s logo was updated to celebrate Pride Month, signifying our support of the LGBTQ+ 
community. With the modification to our logo, we hope that SCAG can do its part to increase visibility 
and offer support and a sense of belonging to those within the LGBTQ+ community – both within SCAG 
and in the region we serve. 

This June, SCAG highlighted the importance of Juneteenth and provided space for staff to take time to 
celebrate this critical day in U.S. history. As a commitment to advancing racial equity at SCAG and within 
the region, staff was encouraged to celebrate Juneteenth in their own ways, while providing several 
resources that educate, uplift and celebrate. 
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Research is underway to develop and provide more opportunities for small businesses to learn about 
SCAG’s procurement processes and how to submit bids. 

Human Resources is evaluating SCAG’s current recruitment process as a key component of preparing an 
inclusive and equitable talent management strategy. We have completed the discovery stage, which 
included a review of current documentation, a review of the agency’s diversity, equity and inclusion 
strategy and objectives related to recruitment, and interviews with staff who have recently engaged in 
various aspects of the recruitment process. 

More information on SCAG’s work regarding inclusion, diversity, equity and awareness, including SCAG’s 
definition of Racial Equity, can be found here. 

Read the full Executive Director's Report for July 2021 and see past reports on the SCAG website. 
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Item 6.A

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Executive Committee

Staff Report

Subject: Cal Cities Activities Update
Contact: Erin Sasse, Regional Public Affairs Manager, Cal Cities, esasse@cacities.org,

(951) 321-0771
Date: July 12, 2021

 

 

 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Receive and file.

Purpose: 
The purpose of this item is to provide an update of activities undertaken by Cal Cities.

Background: 
This item is reserved for a presentation by Erin Sasse, Regional Public Affairs Manager for Cal Cities.
 

Prior Action(s): 
June 7, 2021:       The Executive Committee received and filed.

Fiscal Impact: 
This item is for informational purposes only; therefore, there is no fiscal impact.

Attachment(s): 
None.
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Item 6.B

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Executive Committee

Staff Report

Subject: TUMF Appeal for Vesting Tentative Tract Map 31620 and 31620-1 in the City of
Hemet

Contact: Chris Gray, Deputy Executive Director, cgray@wrcog.us, (951) 405-6710
Date: July 12, 2021

 

 
 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Deny the appeal from DR Horton for the payment of TUMF fees for Vesting Tentative Tract Maps
31620 and 31620-1.

Purpose: 
The purpose of this item is to review an appeal on the payment of TUMF fees in the City of Hemet for the
DR Horton Los Angeles Holding Company regarding Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM) 31620 and
31620-1.

Background: 
WRCOG serves as the Administrator of the regional Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF). 
 Through the TUMF Program, WRCOG collects transportation impact fees from developers, aggregates
the funds, and then distributes them to WRCOG member agencies.   Since it's inception TUMF has
collected nearly $1 Billion in fees and funded over 110 projects. 
 
Over the nearly 20-year history of the TUMF Program, WRCOG and its member agencies have
developed a significant process to ensure uniformity in the way in which fees are calculated.  This
process includes the TUMF Administrative Plan, a uniform TUMF ordinance, a standardized Fee
Calculation Handbook, an online fee calculator, and now an Online TUMF Calculation and Payment
portal.  Because of these standardized processes, most TUMF matters are routine.  In an average year,
there are between 800 and 1000 fee calculations and collection actions.  Almost all of them are routine,
requiring limited intervention by WRCOG and member agency staff.
 
However, disputes do occasionally arise.  Because of that, the TUMF Program has an established
process to resolve disputes.  Often, an applicant contacts WRCOG staff and requests clarification
regarding TUMF exemptions, calculations, or other similar issues.  Usually, these concerns are resolved
at the staff level quickly and efficiently.  When there is no resolution at the staff level, additional meetings
are held with the jurisdiction, the applicant, the WRCOG Executive Director, and WRCOG legal counsel. 
When a resolution is not possible after these efforts, then it becomes necessary to have the WRCOG
Administration & Finance and Executive Committees hear the issue.  It should be noted that these
appeals are rare as there has only been one appeal within the last five years.
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Development Agreements and VTTMs
 
Development Agreements are contracts between developers and local governments.  These agreements
spell out  development project’s rules, regulations, commitments, and policies for a specific period of
time.  For example, a Development Agreement might specify that a developer will construct a new
roadway or a new park as one of their commitments.  In return, the local government might provide
certain land use approvals to the developer.  Development Agreements are generally complex
documents which can require years to fully negotiate and execute.  One element that is common to
development agreements is their long-term duration.  Within the WRCOG region, development
agreements of a 20-30 year duration are not uncommon. Vesting Tentative Tract Maps (VTTMs) are
similar to development agreements in that they confer rights to proceed with development but are often
less complex and do not have the same duration as a development agreement, based on State
Law. Often, Development Agreements and VTTM's specific the fee obligations of a development project
which could include requiring the payment of fees or waiving certain fees.  
 
Many Development Agreements and VTTM's which were initially approved in the early 2000's contained
exemptions from the imposition of TUMF fees.  These exemptions were allowed since some
stakeholders thought that it was inappropriate to impose new fees on projects which were already
approved or in the approval process prior to the implementation of the TUMF Program.    
 
To provide clarity for that process, the TUMF Administrative Plan has an exemption for these
agreements which predate the implementation of the TUMF Program in 2003.   To be eligible for a TUMF
exemption, an agreement must meet the following criteria:
 

1. The TUMF Development Agreement or VTTM was approved prior to the initial TUMF Ordinance
adopted by the member agency.

2. The TUMF Development Agreement or VTTM has not expired.
3. The TUMF Development Agreement or VTTM has not been extended.

 
These criteria can be seen as a compromise in that these development projects were allowed to proceed
for their initial approval period but were not granted an infinite TUMF exemption.  
 
Because of these conditions, WRCOG conducts regular reviews of all agreements to ascertain what
TUMF exemptions might still apply within the subregion.  Approximately 100 agreements provided a valid
TUMF exemption when the TUMF Program was first implemented in 2003.  Over time, many of the
original development projects referenced by these agreements were completed.  In other cases, the
original agreements expired or were extended, which removed the TUMF exemption.  During the last
review in 2018, WRCOG noted that there were only three projects with valid TUMF exemptions (one in
Corona, one in Murrieta, and one in Temecula).  WRCOG memorialized this review in letters that were
sent to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) representative for each of our member agencies that
participate in TUMF.  This letter was provided to the City of Hemet City Manager on November 26, 2018
(Attachment 1 to this Staff Report).   
 
Appeal from DR Horton
In September 2020, WRCOG was contacted by DR Horton, requesting a letter stating that VTTM 31620
and 31620-1 were TUMF exempt.  WRCOG had not been previously contacted by DR Horton regarding
their TUMF exemption prior to this time. WRCOG notified DR Horton and the City that we had previously
concluded that VTTM 31620 & 31620-1 were not exempt from the payment of TUMF fees but would
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conduct additional research.   Both DR Horton and the City of Hemet were notified in the Fall of 2020
that WRCOG did not consider that these vesting maps in question had a valid TUMF exemption
(Attachment 2 to this Staff Report). 
 
DR Horton clarified their position in a letter to WRCOG staff. (Attachment 3 to this Staff Report).  After
performing additional research and further consultation with WRCOG's legal counsel, a decision from
WRCOG's Executive Director was conveyed to the DR Horton (Attachment 4 to this Staff Report) that
their appeal was denied.  DR Horton appealed that decision and requested the issue be heard by
WRCOG Administration & Finance Committee. This appeal was heard at the June 9, 2021,
Administration & Finance Committee meeting and the Committee recommended that the Executive
Committee deny the appeal from DR Horton for the payment of fees for VTTM to 31620 & 31620-1.  DR
Horton is now appealing this decision to the Executive Committee meeting which is binding on WRCOG. 

Prior Action(s): 
June 9, 2021:  The Administration & Finance Committee recommended that the Executive Committee
deny the appeal from DR Horton for the payment of fees for VTTM 31620 and 31620-1.

Fiscal Impact: 
Currently, DR Horton has paid the TUMF fees in protest for VTTM 31620 and 31620-1 in the amount of
$614,710 for the constructed portion of the project.  If the appeal is approved by the Executive
Committee, these fees will be refunded to the applicant.  The project is still under development for
another 44 Single-family units with an additional TUMF obligation of $431,640.

Attachment(s):
Attachment 1 - Letter to City of Hemet - November 26, 2018
Attachment 2 - Letter to City of Hemet - September 21, 2020
Attachment 3 - Letter re Citrus Pointe TUMF and MSHCP Fees - January 21, 2021
Attachment 4 - Denial of Appeal of TUMF DR Horton - February 16, 2021
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VTTM 31620 & 31620-1 TUMF 
Appeal - City of Hemet 

Attachment 1 
Letter to the City of Hemet on status 

of development agreements 
concerning TUMF exemptions dated 

November 26, 2018 
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Attachment 1 WRCOG 2018 Development Agreement Review
Table of DAs Reviewed

Jurisdiction
TUMF Exempt 

DA's/VTM's
DA/ VTM # Project Name Developer Agreement Date Agreement Duration Expiration Date 

Previous Status 
(Active/ Complete)

Extension Status

City of Corona
 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA 00-001 Dos Lagos
Temescal 
Canyon 
Properties

11/11/2000
11 year with two 4 year 
extensions

2020 Active Two - 4 Year Extensions

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

DA 03-002

MWD (McSweeny 
Ranch SP 88-19 and 
DVL Park SP 02-
001)

MWD 01/13/04 15 years 1/13/2019 Active
New Development 
Agreement contemplated

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

DA / 
VTTM

DA- 02-001 
TR30968

Page Plaza (SP 00-
01)

Page Plaza 
Partners

01/28/03 10 years 1/28/2013 Active None.

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

DA/ TTM
03-001
29129

Stoney Mountain 
Ranch

Jeffrey MDM 
Partners

05/13/03
7 Years fo DA. VTTM is 
still active.

5/12/2010 Active

8 Year Extension granted 
on 9-27-11. Expires 9-27-
19 for DA. VTTM is 
requesting extention until 
6/14/20

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

DA/TTM
04-001
34659

McSweeny Farms 
SP 01-002 &  
TR34659 & various 
other maps

Raintree 
Development

Approved 
3/23/2004. 
Amended by DAA 
14-001 granted a
4 year extension
for expiration on
12/17/2021.

Phases of the master 
map have Recorded

DA: 2/23/2014 Active

14 year extension 
granted on 4/22/2014 
Ord. 1882 extending the 
expiration date to 
12/17/2021.

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

DA/VTTM
04-002
31513

Tres Cerritos West 
TR31513

Jon Myhre 
Properties

07/10/04
DA in effect until 
7/10/19

7/10/2019 Active
No extension has been 
filed as of this date.

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

VTPM 31705 31705 John Karubian 04/15/03 Active

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

VTTM 29843
Peppertree      
(SP 01-03) TR29843

Golden Harbor 
Estates LLC

03/25/03 Recorded 10-17-05 N.A. Active N.A.

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

VTTM 31146 Montero TR31146
Corman Leigh 
Communities

02/25/03 Recorded 2-8-05 N.A. Active YES

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

VTTM 31513 31513
Corman Leigh 
Communities

07/10/04 Active

City of Hemet
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

VTTM 31620 31620
John Petty 
Development

07/10/05 Recorded 12-30-05 N.A. Active N.A.

City of Lake 
Elsinore

Prior to 2000 DA
Canyon Hill 
(Cottonwood 
Canyon)

Pardee-
Grossman / 
Cottonwood 
Canyon

7/9/1990
20 years; extended 
additional 20 years

7/9/2030 Active Approved  1/12/2010
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Attachment 1 WRCOG 2018 Development Agreement Review
Table of DAs Reviewed

Jurisdiction
TUMF Exempt 

DA's/VTM's
DA/ VTM # Project Name Developer Agreement Date Agreement Duration Expiration Date 

Previous Status 
(Active/ Complete)

Extension Status

City of Lake 
Elsinore

Prior to 2000 DA Ramsgate
Rialto 
Development 
Corp.

6/20/1990 15 years

2005; two tracts 
have a longer DA 
duration expiring 
12/31/2022

Active

City of Murrieta Prior to 2000 VTTM 28903 Vineyards
Realty Mgt. 
Advisors 
(Vineyards)

8/28/1998 2 Years
8/28/2000; 
4/14/2018

Active Extensions Per SMA

City of Murrieta
 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

VTPM 29757 7/12/2000 Active

City of Murrieta
 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA/ VTTM 28532 Golden City SP Argent 3/26/2001 15 years 3/6/2016 Active 5 years

City of Murrieta
 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

VTPM 31055
Crossroads 
Corporate Center

Whitaker 
Investment 
Corp.

2/2/2002 4/9/2019 Active

City of Murrieta
1/1/2003-6/1/2003

(6/4/2003 for 
Perris, 7/12/2003)

DA 54 Triangle
Domenigoni-
Barton

Approved 
4/9/1991 
Amended 
2/23/1994

30 years 2/25//2023 Active

City of 
Riverside

 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA/ VTM VTM  30508 
Grove Community 
Church

Grove 
Community 
Church

VTM Jun 2002 
DA 7-Oct-2003

20 Year Life 10/1/2023 Active
First Amendment on 7-14-
2015

City of San 
Jacinto

1/1/2003-6/1/2003
(6/4/2003 for 

Perris, 7/12/2003)
DA 0301

Cove One 
Partners

6/2/2003 
Amended 
6/2/2013

10 year agreement 6/2/2023 Active Extension Active

City of San 
Jacinto

1/1/2003-6/1/2003
(6/4/2003 for 

Perris, 7/12/2003)
VTM 31097

Riverside 
Valley Land

1/24/2003 Active

City of 
Temecula

 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA

(PLANNING 
APPLICATI
ON NO. 99-

0446) 

Harveston
Lennar Homes 
& Winchester 
Hills

8/28/2001
10 Year Life
15 Year Life

8/27/2011 
extended to 
04/18/2013
8/27/2016
extended to 
4/23/2028

Active

City of 
Temecula

 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA  RDA
28464 Old Town 
Front (RDA project) 

Dual 
Development, 
Inc.

6/2/1999 N/A Upon Completion Active N/A

City of 
Temecula

 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA
Pacific Hospital 
Supply

Temecula 
Properties LLC 
& Professional 
Hospital 
Supply, Inc.

11/8/2007 10 Year Life
11/7/2017
9/3/2019

Active N/A

City of 
Temecula

 1/1/2000 - 
12/31/2002

DA Roripaugh Ranch
Ashby USA, 
LLC

11/25/2003 10 Year Life
11/24/2013
11/25/2028

Active
Extended for 15 years 
approved

March JPA DA LNR Riverside 18-Jun-2004 15 years 12/26/2016 Active Extended
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Western Riverside Council of Governments 
County of Riverside • City of Banning • City of Beaumont • City of Calimesa • City of Canyon Lake • City of Corona • City of Eastvale • City of Hemet 

City of Jurupa Valley • City of Lake Elsinore • City of Menifee • City of Moreno Valley • City of Murrieta • City of Norco • City of Perris • City of Riverside 

City of San Jacinto • City of Temecula • City of Wildomar • Eastern Municipal Water District • Western Municipal Water District • Morongo Band of Mission 

Indians • Riverside County Superintendent of Schools 

 

 

3390 University Avenue, Suite 200 • Riverside, CA 92501 • (951) 405-6700 • www.wrcog.us 

September 21, 2020 
 
H.P. Kang, MBA 
Community Development Director 
City of Hemet 
445 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA  92453 
 
Subject: Review of TUMF Exemption for VTTM 31620 
  
Dear Mr. Kang: 
 
WRCOG has received a request to determine whether development associated with the approved 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM) 31620 and 31620-1 in the City of Hemet is exempt from 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF).  WRCOG has completed a review of all applicable 
documents, including VTTM 31620, its conditions of approval, those items related to the City 
approval of the project, the City Municipal Code, and other applicable items.  
 
VTTM 31620 potential TUMF exemption is rooted in language related to the conditions of approval 
of the VTTM in 2003 which states the following: 
 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 was deemed substantially complete on July 
10, 2003.  In accordance with City policy regarding vesting tentative tract maps, 
development of the proposed subdivision project is exempt from the required fees of 
the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Program.  

 
When the TUMF Program was first formulated, WRCOG allowed member agencies to provide 
exemption to those projects which were either approved or being reviewed prior to the 
implementation of the Program.  Because of that, the following language was added to the TUMF 
Administrative Plan as follows: 
 

Development Projects which are the subject of a Public Facilities Development 
Agreement entered into pursuant to Government Code Section 65864 et seq, prior to 
June 30, 2003, wherein the imposition of new fees are expressly prohibited, provided 
that if the term of such a Development Agreement is extended by amendment or by 
any other manner after June 30, 2003, the TUMF shall be imposed. 

 
However, when this exemption was originally put in place, it was not expected to provide an 
indefinite TUMF exemption.  As noted above, development projects, where the original agreement or 
approval expire, no longer have exemption from TUMF, which is specifically addressed in the TUMF 
Administrative Plan.  Therefore, it is critical to determine whether the original VTTM is still valid or if it 
has expired.  If the VTTM has expired, then TUMF will apply.   
 
VTTM 31620 Approval 
 
Based on documentation provided by the City of Hemet and documentation in WRCOG’s files, we 
can determine that VTTM 31620 did provide a valid TUMF exemption for an initial period since it  
 

53



H.P. Kang 
September 21, 2020 
Page 2 
 

 

was believed to be substantially complete on July 10, 2003.  From the information in our files, the 
key dates related to VTTM 31620 are as follows: 
 
 Determined to be substantially complete (July 10, 2003) 
 City Council Approval (December 17, 2003) 
 Recorded Date (December 30, 2005) 
 
Based on this information, WRCOG concurs that VTTM 31620 provided an exemption from TUMF 
for some time extending from December 17, 2003, which is the date in our records when the Project 
was approved by the City Council.  The operative question is then how long did the TUMF 
exemption in VTTM 31620 extend beyond that date.  
 
Hemet Municipal Code  
 
The Hemet Municipal Code (Sec 70-167) contains the following language regarding the duration of a 
VTTM which states the following: 
 

The approval or conditional approval of a vesting tentative map by the city shall expire two 
years after such approval.  Prior to the expiration date, upon written request therefore, the 
vesting tentative map expiration date may be extended pursuant to Government Code  
§ 66452.6. 
 

(b)  If a final map is approved prior to the expiration of the vesting tentative map, the 
tentative map vesting rights for the final map area shall last for the periods listed 
below: 
 

(1)  An initial time period of one year following recordation of the final map. 
Where several final maps are recorded on phases of a project covered by a 
single vesting tentative map, the one-year time period for each final map shall 
begin on the date of recordation of that final map. 
 
(2)  The initial time period set forth in the above paragraph shall be 
automatically extended by any time used by the city for processing a complete 
application for a grading permit or for design or architectural review, if such 
processing exceeds 30 days, provided, however, that such extension shall 
only be for the number of days in excess of 30 days. 
 
(3)  If, during the one-year period following approval of a final tract map or 
parcel map, the city receives a complete application for a building permit and 
the subdivider has satisfied all requirements for the issuance of a building 
permit, the right to proceed with development in accordance with the 
tentative map shall continue until the expiration of the building permit. 

 
Given the language above, we can conclude that the map was initially valid for only one year, unless 
an extension was granted.  Therefore, the City Code indicates that the map and its associated 
conditions were valid until December 30, 2006, which is one year from the recording of the final 
map.  Best, Best, and Krieger (BBK) has reviewed the City Municipal Code regarding this item and 
their analysis is presented in Attachment 1.  This analysis concluded that the VTTM has expired and 
no TUMF exemption currently exists. 
 
 
 
 

54



H.P. Kang 
September 21, 2020 
Page 3 
 

 

State Law 
 
The State of California has also enacted legislation which relates to VTTM and conditions of 
approval.  Government Code 66452.6 states the following:  

 
(a) (1) An approved or conditionally approved tentative map shall expire 24 months after its 
approval or conditional approval, or after any additional period of time as may be prescribed 
by local ordinance, not to exceed an additional 12 months. However, if the subdivider is 
required to expend two hundred thirty-six thousand seven hundred ninety dollars ($236,790) 
or more to construct, improve, or finance the construction or improvement of public 
improvements outside the property boundaries of the tentative map, excluding improvements 
of public rights-of-way which abut the boundary of the property to be subdivided and which 
are reasonably related to the development of that property, each filing of a final map 
authorized by Section 66456.1 shall extend the expiration of the approved or conditionally 
approved tentative map by 36 months from the date of its expiration, as provided in this 
section, or the date of the previously filed final map, whichever is later. The extensions shall 
not extend the tentative map more than 10 years from its approval or conditional approval. 
However, a tentative map on property subject to a development agreement authorized by 
Article 2.5 (commencing with Section 65864) of Chapter 4 of Division 1 may be extended for 
the period of time provided for in the agreement, but not beyond the duration of the 
agreement. The number of phased final maps that may be filed shall be determined by the 
advisory agency at the time of the approval or conditional approval of the tentative map. 

 
Based on the information above, we can conclude the time that the VTTM would be valid for a 
maximum period of 36 months dated from the time of the map recording (December 30, 2005), 
which means that latest time the VTTM would have provided a valid TUMF extension would be 
December 30, 2008 based on the recording of the map.  
 
Best, Best, and Krieger (BBK) has reviewed the application sections of the Government Code 
regarding this item and their analysis is presented in Attachment 1.  This analysis concludes that the 
VTTM has expired based on the language in Government Code 66452.6.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the review, WRCOG can conclude the following: 
 
 VTTM 31620 did provide an exemption from the imposition of TUMF for an initial period. 
 Depending on the language in the Hemet Municipal Code or Government Code, the VTTM would 

have expired no later than December 30, 2008.  At that point, the project was no longer TUMF 
exempt and is required to pay TUMF. 

 
Regardless of the interpretation of the Hemet Municipal Code or Government code, it does not 
appear that there is any allowance which would have extended the TUMF exemption to the current 
date, which is nearly 15 years after the recording of the map in 2005.  
 
WRCOG will also note that we have communicated with the City of Hemet previously regarding 
TUMF exemptions for projects in the City as part of a regular review of TUMF exemptions.  This 
correspondence from November 26, 2018, that was sent to the Hemet City Manager noted that 
VTTM 31620 was required to pay TUMF based on the information available at that time.  That 
correspondence is provided as Attachment 2.  
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WRCOG staff would be happy to meet with you and the Project Applicant to discuss our findings.  If 
there is additional information you would like us to consider, please let us know so that we can 
review the applicable information.  
 
Should you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me at (951) 405-6710 or 
cgray@wrcog.us  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Christopher Gray 
Director of Transportation & Planning 
 
Enclosures: 1) BBK Letter to WRCOG - September 16, 2020 
  2) WRCOG Letter to Alan Parker - November 28, 2018 
 
cc: Rick Bishop, WRCOG Executive Director 
 Cameron Brown, WRCOG Project Manager 
 Steve DeBaun, WRCOG Legal Counsel, Best Best & Krieger 
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(619) 525-1300
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(925) 977-3300
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(202) 785-0600

3390 University Avenue, 5th Floor, P.O. Box 1028, Riverside, CA 92502 
Phone: (951) 686-1450  |  Fax: (951) 686-3083  |  www.bbklaw.com 

Steven C. DeBaun 
(951) 826-8201 
steven.debaun@bbklaw.com 
File No. 20323.00004 

September 16, 2020 

VIA EMAIL TO CGRAY@WRCOG.US

Christopher Gray 
Director of Transportation and Planning 
Western Riverside Council of Governments 
3390 University Ave., Suite 200 
Riverside, CA  92501 

Re: Map 31620 and 31620-1 TUMF Fees  

Dear Chris: 

This letter is in regards to the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (“TUMF”) for 
Vesting Tentative Maps 31620 and 31620-1 (“Maps”). The TUMF fees were most likely 
properly waived in July 2003, but any further extensions are subject to the City’s TUMF 
Ordinance and any development subject to the payment of TUMF. 

Government Code Section 66452.6 provides,  

“An approved or conditionally approved tentative map shall expire 
24 months after its approval or conditional approval, or after any 
additional period of time as may be prescribed by local ordinance, 
not to exceed an additional 12 months. However, if the subdivider is 
required to expend two hundred thirty-six thousand seven hundred 
ninety dollars ($236,790) or more to construct, improve, or finance 
the construction or improvement of public improvements outside 
the property boundaries of the tentative map, excluding 
improvements of public rights-of-ways which abut the boundary of 
the property to be subdivided and which are reasonable related to 
the development of the property…”  

The City of Hemet Municipal Code provides that “approval or conditional approval of a 
vesting tentative map by the city shall expire two years after such approval.” (Hemet MC, § 70-
167.)  Therefore, the Maps expired anywhere from 24 to 36 months after the initial approval.  
Furthermore, any extension of the Maps or development of the property should be accompanied 
by a payment of the TUMF. 
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If you have any questions regarding this letter please feel free to contact me at (951) 347-
5844.  

Respectfully, 

Steven C. DeBaun 
of BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

SCD:smb 

20323.00004\33277873.3
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DUANE MORRIS LLP     
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January 21, 2021 

 

VIA E-MAIL 

Mr. Christopher Lopez 
City Manager 
City of Hemet 
445 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 
(clopez@cityofhemet.org) 

Mr. H. P. Kang 
Community Development Department Director 
City of Hemet 
445- E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 
(HKang@cityofhemet.org) 

Ms. Delores Reyna 
Administrative Manager 
Western Riverside County Regional 

Conservation Authority 
3403 10th Street, Suite 320 
Riverside CA 92501-3627 
(dreyna@wrcrca.org) 

Mr. Christopher J. Gray  
Director of Transportation & Planning 
Western Riverside Council of Governments 
3390 University Avenue, Suite 200 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(cgray@wrcog.us) 
 

Re: Appeal of TUMF and MSHCP Fees for Tract Nos. 31620-1 and 31620 

Gentlemen and Ms. Reyna: 

This firm represents D.R. Horton Los Angeles Holding Company, Inc. (Horton) in 
connection with its development of the Citrus Pointe project, portions of the real property included 
within Tract Map Nos. 31620-1 and 31620 (collectively, the Property).  Horton has been charged 
fees under the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program and the Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Program (MSHCP) in connection with its construction of homes in the 
portions of the Property it owns.  These fees have been charged to Horton notwithstanding the 
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terms of the Property’s development approvals and the fact that these fees were not imposed on 
the original developer when it built homes on the Property circa 2007. 

Horton has paid these fees under protest.  This letter serves as an appeal of the TUMF and 
MSHCP fees.  Specifically, this letter is a written appeal of the TUMF as set forth in Section X of 
the TUMF Administrative Plan, as provided with Mr. Christopher Gray’s correspondence 
regarding the TUMF appeal process dated December 14, 2020, a copy of which was provided to 
Ms. Susan Paradiso of Horton by December 15, 2020 e-mail from Mr. Cameron Brown of Western 
Riverside Council of Governments.  

The Property was originally part of Tentative Map No. 25168 approved by the County of 
Riverside in the 1990s. Two final maps (Tract Map Nos. 25168-1 and 25168-2) to subdivide 
portions of the property included in Tentative Map No. 25168 into a total of 116 residential lots 
were recorded on September 16, 1999.  Grading for all of the land in Tentative Map No. 25168 
was performed pursuant to grading plans approved by the County in 1993; street, water and sewer 
improvements were installed for Tract Map Nos. 25168-1 and 25168-2 (as described in subdivision 
improvement agreement recorded September 16, 1999); Bill Gray Park was dedicated to the 
County and improved. 

At the election of the prior developer, the remainder of the property in Tentative Map No. 
25168 was annexed to the City of Hemet and application for a Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) was 
made to the City.  The application for the VTM for Tract 31620 was deemed complete on July 10, 
2003, and the VTM was approved with a negative declaration by the City’s Planning Commission 
on November 18, 2003 pursuant to Planning Commission Resolution No. 03-60, a copy of which 
is attached as Exhibit A.  A copy of the negative declaration with Environmental Assessment No. 
34276 is attached as Exhibit B.  The original developer appealed some of the VTM’s conditions 
of approval to the City Council, which approved the VTM with amended conditions on December 
17, 2003.  The final maps for Tract No. 31620-1 and Tract No. 31620 were approved by the City 
on December 20, 2005 and recorded on December 30, 2005.  Subdivision improvement 
agreements for Tract No. 31620-1 and Tract No. 31620, were recorded on December 28, 2005 and 
January 4, 2006, respectively, and a copy of the VTM conditions of approval was attached to each.  
Copies of the recorded subdivision improvement agreements are attached as Exhibit C (Tract 
31620-1) and Exhibit D (Tract No. 31620). The original developer installed street, sewer and 
water improvements pursuant to plans approved by the City of Hemet in 2005 and constructed 14 
homes in Tract No. 31620-1 pursuant to building permits issued on May 1, 2007. 
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For the reasons set forth below, Horton contends that development of the Property is 
exempt from both TUMF fees and MSHCP fees and seeks reimbursement of TUMF fees and any 
MSHCP fees it has paid under protest to Western Riverside Council of Governments and the 
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority, respectively, to obtain building 
permits for the Property.   Horton representatives have diligently attempted to resolve these issues 
with City staff but have been unsuccessful 

Exemption from TUMF Fees is a Condition to Approval of the VTM: 

The project approved by Vesting Tentative Map No. 31620 (the Project) is explicitly 
exempt from the fees required by the TUMF program by condition No. 7 to approval of the VTM.  
The Project’s exemption from TUMF fees is not dependent on the vesting of development rights 
and has not been altered by any development agreement.  The exemption is a condition to approval 
of the Project’s vesting tentative map.  Condition No. 7 to the approval of the VTM states: 

“Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 was deemed substantially 
complete on July 10, 2003. In accordance with City policy regarding 
vesting tentative tract maps, development of the proposed 
subdivision project is exempt from the required fees of the 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program.” 

Condition No. 7 and all other tract map conditions included as an exhibit to the recorded 
subdivision improvement agreements are therefore contractual provisions as well as conditions of 
approval.  By its terms, condition No. 7 does not expire and its benefits were not conditioned upon 
any particular performance benchmark.  The condition does not tie the exemption to the 
continuation of any vested right to develop the Property.  Just like the builder is obligated to 
comply with the conditions to approval of the VTM, the City is bound to comply with condition 
No. 7, both contractually and as a VTM condition.  

In addition, Planning Commission Resolution 03-60 recites that: 

“[A]n Initial Study and Negative Declaration was prepared for 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 under the review and 
authority of the County of Riverside prior to the annexation of the 
subject property, and the Planning Commission has now considered 
the information contained in the Environmental Assessment 
prepared by the County of Riverside in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. Since 
there is no 20-day review period required for the use of a previous 
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Negative Declaration, the Planning Commission found that no 
additional environmental review is required for this project[.]” 

The Planning Commission determined that the negative declaration included a full and complete 
environmental assessment and required no mitigation beyond the measures set forth in the negative 
declaration.  As a result, no further mitigation can be imposed, including the TUMF program. 

Exemption from MSHCP Fees Provided by Municipal Code: 

The Project is exempt from MSHCP fees pursuant to Hemet Municipal Code Section 
31.16(8), which provides: 

“Any development project which was approved prior to June 22, 
2004 and for which a mitigated negative declaration, negative 
declaration or an environmental impact report was prepared that 
analyzed all environmental impacts as would be required under the 
MSHCP and reduced those impacts below a level of significance 
such that repeating the environmental review under the MSHCP 
would be unnecessarily duplicative as determined by the planning 
director.” 

As described above, the negative declaration prepared for the Project required no 
mitigation measures beyond those set forth in the negative declaration, and therefore no additional 
mitigation measures, such as the MSHCP fees, may be required. 

Conclusion: 

The Project is specifically exempt from the TUMF fees by the express terms of VTM 
condition No. 7 as well as the subdivision improvement agreements for Tract Nos. 31620-1 and 
31620.  The City is bound by the exemption based on the express condition as well as the contracts.  
The Project is expressly exempt from MSHCP fees by Section 31.16(8) of the City’s Municipal 
Code because the Project’s VTM was approved pursuant to a negative declaration.  The imposition 
of TUMF fees and MSHCP fees, both of which are for mitigation of development impacts, would 
be inconsistent with the negative declaration.   
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As a result, we respectfully request that you refund the TUMF and MSHCP fees that Horton 
paid under protest. 

Very truly yours, 

DUANE MORRIS LLP 

 

David E. Watson 

DEW 
Attachments 

cc: Marianne F. Adriatico, Esq. (via e-mail - MFAdriatico@drhorton.com) 
 Ms. Susan Paradiso (via e-mail – SJParadiso@drhorton.com) 
 Eric S. Vail, Esq., City Attorney (via e-mail - evail@bwslaw.com) 
 Thomas D. Jex, Esq., Assistant City Attorney (via e-mail - tjex@bwslaw.com) 
 Steven DeBaun, Esq. (via e-mail - Stevendebaun@bbklaw.com) 
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EXHIBIT A 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 03-60 

[attached] 
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RESOLUTION NO. 03-60 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 

THE CITY OF HEMET, CALIFORNIA APPROVING 
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 31620 FOR THE 
SUBDIVISION OF 25.4 ACRES INTO 101 LOTS FOR 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF LAKE 

STREET AND FLORIDA AVENUE (APN: 551-201-063, 066) 

WHEREAS, an application for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 has been 
duly filed by: 

APPLICANT: JDP Development, Inc. 
John Petty OWNER: 

LOCATION: 
APN NO. 
ACREAGE: 

The northeast corner of Lake Street and Florida Avenue 
551-201-063, 066 
25.4 acres; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has the authority per Section 70-133 of the 
Hemet Municipal Code to take action on Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 for the 
subdivision of 25.4 acres into 101 lots for single-family residential development; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant is requesting approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 31620 in accordance with Chapter 70 of the Hemet Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, an Initial Study and Negative Declaration was prepared for Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 under the review and authority of the County of Riverside 
prior to the annexation of the subject property, and the Planning Commission has now 
considered the information contained in the Environmental Assessment prepared by the 
County of Riverside in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidelines. Since there is no 20-day review period required for the use of a previous 
Negative Declaration, the Planning Commission found that no additional environmental 
review is required for this project; and 

WHEREAS, a notice of public hearing for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 
was duly given in The Press Enterprise, and notices were mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet of the project site on November 7, 2003; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Hemet has considered oral 
and written comments, pro and con, as presented by the Planning Department, the 
applicant, and other interested parties at a public hearing held on November 18, 2003. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Hemet hereby finds, 
determines and resolves as follows: 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 03-60 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 

1 
l:\COMMON\PLAN\Projects\TTM & VTTM FILES\VTTM 31620\PC Reso 03-60.wpd 
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EXHIBIT B 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION WITH  

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 34276 

[attached] 
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. .. 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

Case No. (Mod),l 2S"/'8 ,4.,.../~-~ 
EA No. 4SY2 ' 't) 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
Based on the Initial Study, it has been determined that the proposed project will not have a 
significant environmental effect. 

PROJECT DESCRIP.TION AND LOCATION: See attached Initial Study 
Joseph A. Richards, Planning Director 

COMPLETED 
By £iAN .icof 
Date ?-//-fO 

Title __ __,fif..-£~Clrz!2~~-.. c .... z_4 .. c.__ ____ _ 

ADOPTED 
~Board of Supervisors Person verifying adoption _ _..&,EE-1"""~,=.~----~ ... ~--~+---
JISJ.... Planning Corrmission Date q-1•-0-0 
□ Area Planning Council - ~ 1-J- ~ 
D Planning Director 

__ □_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-___ (_Ot-he_r_) _________________ _ 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 
HEARING BODY OR OFFICER 
~Board of Supervisors 
~Planning Corrrnission 
D Area Planning Council 
D Planning Director 
D __________ (Other) 

Developable Lots VZ Dev.Ac s-2..~ 

ACTION ON PROJECT 
.k Approval 
D Di sa,rova 1 

Date -/'f-'f() 
............... 

Open Space Lots O.Sp. Ac ----- ---

Zones Only Zones 1-. ____ .,_ ____ .._ ___ -+-----+-------t-------1 
Changes of Approved I 

Acreage L...---..J..----..J..----""'-----'------.._----
The project will not have a si9nificant effect on the environment and·a Negative.P~fl~~ation 
has been adopted and may be examined at the Planning Department at the address;below .. · 
Person verifying action &utV &rk Title ~~.::j,q}~··,_ 
RIVERSIDE·COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
4080 LEMON STREET, 9TH FLOOR 
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501 

1st White Original - County Clerk 
2nd Canary - Case File 
Jrd Pink - Scheduling 

.,s-)1 (lev. 10/1)) 

--------

r•..,··-··-. -
~ ......... ·.· '., .... ~ ... -. -- .... - . - ~. -~·"... ; 

-_J 
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EXHIBIT C 

SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT – TRACT NO. 31620-1 

[attached] 
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EXHIBIT D 

SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT – TRACT 31620 

[attached] 
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VTTM 31620 & 31620-1 TUMF 
Appeal - City of Hemet 

Attachment 4 
Letter from WRCOG Executive 
Director denying the DR Horton 
Appeal dated February 16, 2021 
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Western Riverside Council of Governments 
County of Riverside • City of Banning • City of Beaumont • City of Calimesa • City of Canyon Lake • City of Corona • City of Eastvale 
City of Hemet • City of Jurupa Valley • City of Lake Elsinore • City of Menifee • City of Moreno Valley • City of Murrieta • City of Norco 
City of Perris • City of Riverside • City of San Jacinto • City of Temecula • City of Wildomar • Eastern Municipal Water District  
Western Municipal Water District • Riverside County Superintendent of Schools 

 

 
3390 University Avenue, Suite 200 • Riverside, CA 92501 • (951) 405-6700 • www.wrcog.us 

March 2, 2021 
 
David E. Watson 
Duane Morris LLP 
750 B Street, Suite 2900 
San Diego, CA  92101-4681 
 
Subject: Denial of Appeal for TUMF Fees for Tract Nos. 31620-1 and 31620 
 
Dear Mr. Watson:  
 
Western Riverside Council of Governments (“WRCOG”) has reviewed your January 21, 2021, letter 
with respect to an appeal of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) charged in 
connection with your development of the Citrus Pointe Project.  Contrary to the assertions in your 
letter, WRCOG is denying your request for an appeal for the reasons stated below.  
 
You assert that an exemption from TUMF is a condition to approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract 
Maps (VTTM).  Your letter quotes Condition No. 7 of the VTTM, which reads as follows:  

 
“Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 31620 was deemed substantially complete on July 
10, 2003.  In accordance with City policy regarding vesting tentative tract maps, 
development of the proposed subdivision project is exempt from the required fees of 
the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program.” 

 
Government Code section 66452.6(a)(1) provides the effective period for VTTM.  It provides as 
follows:  
 

“An approved or conditionally approved tentative map shall expire 24 months after its 
approval or conditional approval, or after any additional period of time as may be 
prescribed by local ordinance, not to exceed an additional 12 months.  However, if 
the subdivider is required to expend two hundred thirty-six thousand seven hundred 
ninety dollars ($236,790) or more to construct, improve, or finance the construction 
or improvement of public improvements outside the property boundaries of the 
tentative map, excluding improvements of public rights-of-way which abut the 
boundary of the property to be subdivided and which are reasonably related to the 
development of that property, each filing of a final map authorized by Section 
66456.1 shall extend the expiration of the approved or conditionally approved 
tentative map by 36 months from the date of its expiration, as provided in this 
section, or the date of the previously filed final map, whichever is later.  The 
extensions shall not extend the tentative map more than 10 years from its approval 
or conditional approval.  However, a tentative map on property subject to a 
development agreement authorized by Article 2.5 (commencing with Section 65864) 
of Chapter 4 of Division 1 may be extended for the period of time provided for in the 
agreement, but not beyond the duration of the agreement.  The number of phased 
final maps that may be filed shall be determined by the advisory agency at the time 
of the approval or conditional approval of the tentative map.” (Emphasis Added.)  
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David E. Watson 
March 2, 2021 
Page 2 

Implementing the State law quoted above, the City of Hemet Municipal Code provides that “approval 
of conditional approval of a vesting tentative map by the city shall expire two years after such 
approval.” (HMC, § 70-167.)  

Based on the above, WRCOG concludes that the VTTM is expired.  Because the VTTM expired 
between 24 to 36 months after the initial approval, Condition No. 7 expired.  For this reason, 
WRCOG denies your appeal and concludes that the Citrus Pointe Project is subject to the imposition 
of TUMF.  

In accordance with the TUMF Administrative Plan (January 7, 2019) Section X(C)(1), if you would 
like to further appeal this decision you must submit a written request for review to the WRCOG 
Executive Committee Chairperson in order for this matter to be taken to an upcoming WRCOG 
Administration & Finance Committee meeting.  The current Executive Committee Chairperson is 
Kevin Bash from the City of Norco.  

To ensure prompt response to any further correspondence including a request for an appeal, please 
direct all further correspondence to our legal counsel, Steven DeBaun at Best, Best, and Krieger.  
Mr. DeBaun’s email address is Steven.DeBaun@BBKLAW.COM. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Bishop 
Executive Director 
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Item 6.C

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Executive Committee

Staff Report

Subject: 2021 TUMF CCI Adjustment Update
Contact: Chris Gray, Deputy Executive Director, cgray@wrcog.us, 951-405-6710
Date: July 12, 2021

 

 
 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Approve a 3% 2021 Construction Cost Index adjustment for all TUMF land use types.

Purpose: 
The purpose of this item is to request approval of a Construction Cost Index (CCI) adjustment to the
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) schedule.

Background: 
WRCOG serves as the Administrator of the regional Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF). 
 Through the TUMF Program, WRCOG collects transportation impact fees from developers, aggregates
the funds, and then distributes them to WRCOG member agencies.   Since it's inception TUMF has
collected nearly $1 Billion in fees and funded over 110 projects. 
 
Staff is required to bring annual CCI adjustment information through the WRCOG Committee structure
for discussion and recommendation for consideration by the Executive Committee. The CCI is an
administrative element of the TUMF Program and is intended to keep the dollar value of the TUMF
Program whole.  In recent years, the Executive Committee has not approved a CCI adjustment to the
TUMF, except for the 2019 CCI adjustment.  Staff did not bring forward a CCI adjustment in 2020 due to
the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
Proposed CCI Adjustment to the Existing TUMF
The TUMF Administrative Plan requires that WRCOG update the TUMF Nexus Study following the
adoption of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan. 
To fulfill that requirements, WRCOG plans to update the TUMF Nexus Study, with the process beginning
in the Fall of 2021.  The Study will take 12 - 18 months to complete and staff will propose an updated fee
structure based on the changes in the transportation network, land use patterns, and project costs.  Any
changes in the TUMF fee structure could take as  another 1 year to fully implement.  
 
Because of the time between Nexus Study updates, WRCOG is also required to bring forward for
consideration annual CCI adjustments.  Annual CCI's essentially bridge the gap between changes in the
TUMF fee structure associated with Nexus Study updates, by incorporating updated project cost data on
an annual basis rather than every 4-5 years. 
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Since the adoption of the last TUMF Nexus Study in 2017, construction, labor, and land costs have
demonstrated an increasing trend.  The graph attached to this staff report compares different CCI
indexes from 1990 through 2020.  Factors contributing to the increase include tariffs and increasing
demand for labor and materials, especially as development in the private sector has continued at a high
level.  Many of our member agencies have requested additional funding from the TUMF Program to
complete existing projects.  In some cases, we are limited in the amount of additional funding we can
provide if this CCI is not implemented. 
 
Previously, the Executive Committee adopted two indices as the basis for completing CCI adjustments to
the TUMF schedule of fees.  The CCI adjustments is therefore a weighted average of the combination of
the change in the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI) and the change in the
National Association of Realtors Median Price for a Single-Family Home in the San Bernardino /
Riverside Metropolitan Statistical Area (NAR).
 
Typically, the TUMF CCI adjustment is based on the percentage increase in the ENR CCI for a 12-month
period, and the percentage increase in the NAR for a 12-month period.  However, since no CCI
adjustment was brought forward nor implemented in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the 2021 CCI
adjustment encompasses the past two years based on available data.
 
As depicted in the attached graph, the ENR CCI has increased by approximately 3.9% and the NAR
Median Sales Price of Existing Single-Family Homes in the Riverside / San Bernardino Metropolitan
Statistical Area has increased 18.4% from December / 4th Quarter 2018 to December / 4th Quarter
2020.  When these factors are applied to the data in the 2016 Nexus Study, it yields an increase of
approximately 9%. 
 
Current Fee Schedule
 
As of July 2021, the following TUMF fee schedule is in effect:
 
Single Family Residential:  $9.810 per DU
Multi-Family Residential:    $6,389 per DU
Retail:                                 $7.50 per square foot
Service:                              $4.75 per square foot
Industrial:                           $1.81 per square foot
 
One key element of the current fee schedule is that each of the current fees by land use are consistent
with 2016 Nexus Study except for the retail rate.  When the 2016 Nexus Study was adopted, the
Executive Committee froze the retail rate at $7.50 per square foot, rather than the full rate specified in
the Nexus Study.  This reduction was made as a way to incentivize retail uses within the sub-region. 
This reduction was also consistent with the findings of a fee comparison study completed by WRCOG
which noted that retail fees within the WRCOG region were generally far higher than in counties like San
Bernardino. 
 
Process of CCI Adjustment To-Date
Public Works Committee (PWC):  Staff provided an initial presentation on the proposed CCI adjustment
to the PWC at its April meeting.  Staff then brought the item to the PWC again at its May meeting for
recommendation.  The PWC recommended that the full CCI adjustment rate be implemented for each
land use, including the retail rate, and that the currently frozen retail rate be set at the maximum amount
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allowed by the 2016 TUMF Nexus Study. 
 
Discussion during the meeting highlighted that because retail is mostly driven by demographic factors, a
reduced rate was not truly incentivizing retail development and creating a revenue shortfall for the TUMF
Program.  Because of previous Executive Committee direction, staff recommended to the PWC that the
retail rate be maintained at the current $7.50 level.  Staff did note during the PWC discussion that the
retail fee generates approximately 3% of all TUMF revenues, or approximately $1 million to $2 million per
year.  Staff also noted that current collections are projected to exceed $50 million for this fiscal year. 
 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC):  Staff then presented this item to the TAC at its May meeting.
 Discussion during the meeting emphasized the desire to keep incentivizing retail development, but also
to not delay fee increases because of the repercussions that create a shortfall to the TUMF Program,
thereby underfunding projects. Ultimately, the TAC recommended that each land use type not be
adopted at the full 2021 CCI adjustment rate of roughly 9%, and instead increase by 3%.  Though the
level of support was not unanimous, this recommendation passed with 11 “yes” votes.  
 
Administration & Finance Committee:  The Administration & Finance Committee voted unanimously to
recommend the TAC recommendation of a 3% increase to all the fees.  
 
The table below documents the current TUMF schedule, the initial staff recommendation of the 2021 CCI
adjustment, the recommendation made by the PWC and the recommendation made by the TAC.  Per the
TUMF Administrative Plan, WRCOG is required to present the proposed CCI adjustment for
consideration by the Executive Committee each year.
 

Land Use Type Units Current
TUMF

Initial Staff
Recommendation

PWC
Recommendation

TAC & A&F
Recommendation

(3%)
Single-Family

Residential DU $9,810 $10,730 $10,730 $10,104

Multi-Family
Residential DU $6,389 $6,988 $6,988 $6,580

Retail SF $7.50* $7.50* $14.23 $7.72
Service SF $4.75 $5.20 $5.20 $4.89

Industrial SF $1.81 $1.98 $1.98 $1.86
 
Next Steps
Any CCI adjustment that is approved by the Executive Committee would require the adoption of a new
TUMF Ordinance by member agencies in the fall of 2021.  The new fee schedule would not go into effect
until January 1, 2022 at the earliest.  The Executive Committee also has the option of phasing in any
increase as was the case with the 2019 CCI. 

Prior Action(s): 
June  9, 2021: The Administration & Finance Committee recommended that the Executive Committee
approve a 3% fee increase of the 2021 Construction Cost Index adjustment for each land use type.
May 20, 2021: The Technical Advisory Committee recommended that the Executive Committee approve
a 3% fee increase of the 2021 Construction Cost Index adjustment for each land use type.
May 13, 2021: The Public Works Committee recommended that the Executive Committee approve the
full proposed 2021 Construction Cost Index adjustment for each land use type.
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Fiscal Impact: 
Adopting a CCI adjustment may increase revenues generated by the TUMF Program by approximately
3% in the 2021/2022 Fiscal Year.

Attachment(s):
Attachment 1. 2021 CCI Graph.pdf
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Item 6.D

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Executive Committee

Staff Report

Subject: Recognition of the Executive Committee Outgoing Chair
Contact: Rachel Singer, External Affairs Program Manager, rsinger@wrcog.us, (951) 405-

6754
Date: July 12, 2021

 

 

 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Receive and file. 

Purpose: 
The purpose of this item is to honor the outgoing Executive Committee Chair from Fiscal Year
2020/2021. 

Background: 
Typically, WRCOG recognizes the efforts of the Executive Committee Chair at the Agency's Annual
General Assembly.  Since this year's General Assembly event was virtual, WRCOG is pleased to
recognize Mayor Kevin Bash from the City of Norco for his service as WRCOG's Executive Committee
Chair for Fiscal Year 2020/2021.
 
Aside from his work leading WRCOG's Executive Committee over the course of the past year, Mayor
Bash fulfilled his duties at his City with exemplified premiere adaptability, positivity, and resilience despite
mounting challenges in light of the affects of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Prior Action(s): 
None.

Fiscal Impact: 
This item is for informational purposes only; therefore, there is no fiscal impact.

Attachment(s): 
None.
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Item 6.E

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Executive Committee

Staff Report

Subject: Recognition of WRCOG Staff Service Milestones
Contact: Princess L. Hester, Administrative Services Director, phester@wrcog.us, (951) 405-

6704
Date: July 12, 2021

 

 

 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Receive and file. 

Purpose: 
The purpose of this item is recognize staff for milestone years of service to WRCOG. 

Background: 
WRCOG typically recognizes staff service milestones at the General Assembly event.  Since this year's
General Assembly was a virtual event, these staff milestones are being presented at the Executive
Committee. 
 
This year, Chris Gray, Deputy Executive Director; Andrew Ruiz, Chief Financial Officer; and Christopher
Tzeng, Transportation Program Manager, celebrate five years of service to WRCOG.  Their dedication
and loyalty to the agency serves as a vital link to the goal of delivering a quality of service to Western
Riverside County that is unmatched.  This is an important milestone and WRCOG is pleased to honor
their achievements and commitment to the agency. 

Prior Action(s): 
None.

Fiscal Impact: 
This item is for informational purposes only; therefore, there is no fiscal impact. 

Attachment(s): 
None.
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