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Council of Governments

EST. 1991

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

AGENDA

Thursday, May 14, 2026
2:00 PM

Western Riverside Council of Governments
1955 Chicago Avenue, Suite 200
Riverside, CA 92507

Remote Meeting Locations:

City of Calimesa
City Hall
908 Park Avenue
Calimesa, CA 92320

March Joint Powers Authority
March Inland Port Airport
17405 Heacock Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92551

County of Riverside Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 8th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

Members of the public are welcome to participate
remotely from any location. Committee member
participation is limited to locations that are listed on the
published agenda.

Public Zoom Link


https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89882935119?pwd=VawWIXXregljZaoZd0dDUKKXn2Ao8K.1

Meeting ID: 898 8293 5119
Passcode: 629336
Dial in: 669 444 9171 U.S.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Government Code Section 54954.2, if
special assistance is needed to participate in the Public Works Committee meeting, please contact
WRCOG at (951) 405-6706. Notification of at least 48 hours prior to meeting time will assist staff in
assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide accessibility at the meeting. In
compliance with Government Code Section 54957.5, agenda materials distributed within 72 hours prior
to the meeting which are public records relating to an open session agenda item will be available for
inspection by members of the public prior to the meeting at 3390 University Avenue, Suite 200,
Riverside, CA, 92501.

In addition to commenting at the Committee meeting, members of the public may also submit written
comments before or during the meeting, prior to the close of public comment to Ifelix@wrcog.us. To
ensure distribution to Committee members prior to the meeting, please submit comments no later than
two hours before the meeting is scheduled to begin. Public comments will also be accepted in person
and via Zoom during the meeting.

Any member of the public requiring a reasonable accommodation to participate in this meeting in light
of this announcement shall contact Lucy Felix 72 hours prior to the meeting at (951) 405-6706 or
Ifelix@wrcog.us. Later requests will be accommodated to the extent feasible.

The Committee may take any action on any item listed on the agenda, regardless of the Requested Action.
1. CALL TO ORDER (Jason Farag, Chair)

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. ROLL CALL

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS

At this time members of the public can address the Committee regarding any items within the subject matter jurisdiction
of the Committee that are not separately listed on this agenda. Members of the public will have an opportunity to speak
on agendized items at the time the item is called for discussion. No action may be taken on items not listed on the
agenda unless authorized by law. Whenever possible, lengthy testimony should be presented to the Committee in
writing and only pertinent points presented orally.

5. CONSENT CALENDAR

All items listed under the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and may be enacted by one motion. Prior to
the motion to consider any action by the Committee, any public comments on any of the Consent Items will be heard.
There will be no separate action unless members of the Committee request specific items be removed from the
Consent Calendar.

A. Action Minutes from the April 9, 2026, Public Works Committee Meeting

Requested Action(s): 1. Approve the Action Minutes from the April 9, 2026,
Public Works Committee meeting.

6. REPORTS /DISCUSSION

Members of the public will have an opportunity to speak on agendized items at the time the item is called for discussion.

A. Fee Comparison Analysis Findings

Requested Action(s): 1. Receive and file.


mailto:lfelix@wrcog.us?subject=PWC%20Public%20Comment
mailto:lfelix@wrcog.us?subject=PWC%20Request

10.

11.

B. County of Riverside Truck Route Assembly Bill 98 Compliance Update

Requested Action(s): 1. Receive and file.

C. TUMF Policy Updates on Revenue Collection and Project Delivery

Requested Action(s): 1. Recommend that the Executive Committee incorporate
formalized revenue and reimbursement policies and
related program clarifications into the next TUMF
Administrative Plan Update.

D. TUMF Program Status Overview

Requested Action(s): 1. Receive and file.

E. Stormwater Permit Compliance Program Update

Requested Action(s): 1. Receive and file.

F. TUMF Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Allocation Rules Update

Requested Action(s): 1. Recommend that the Executive Committee approve the
new TIP Allocation Rules to be incorporated into the
next TUMF Administrative Plan Update.

REPORT FROM THE INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Chris Gray

ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS
Members are invited to suggest additional items to be brought forward for discussion at future
Committee meetings.

GENERAL ANNOUNCEMENTS
Members are invited to announce items / activities which may be of general interest to the
Committee.

NEXT MEETING
The next Public Works Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, August 13, 2026, at 2:00
p.m., at a location to be determined.

ADJOURNMENT



Public Works Committee

Action Minutes

Item 5.A

1.

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting of the WRCOG Public Works Committee was called to order by Chair Jason Farag at 2:00
p.m. on Thursday, April 9, 2026, at WRCOG's office.

2,

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Farag led Committee members and guests in the Pledge of Allegiance.

3.

ROLL CALL

City of Banning - Nathan Smith

City of Beaumont - Robert Vestal

City of Calimesa - Travis Bradshaw

City of Canyon Lake - Stuart McKibbin

City of Corona - Savat Khamphou

City of Jurupa Valley - Maria Fraser

City of Lake Elsinore - Yu Tagai

City of Menifee - Nick Fidler

City of Moreno Valley - Melissa Walker

City of Perris - John Pourkazemi

City of Riverside - Nathan Mustafa

City of San Jacinto - Stuart McKibbin

City of Temecula - Ron Moreno

City of Wildomar - Jason Farag (Chair)

County of Riverside - Alvin Medina

March Inland Port Airport Authority (IPAA) - Lauren Sotelo
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) - Jillian Guizado
Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) - Mauricio Alverez

Absent:

4.

o City of Eastvale
o City of Hemet

PUBLIC COMMENTS

There were no public comments.

5.

CONSENT CALENDAR



RESULT: APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED
MOVER: San Jacinto
SECONDER: |Wildomar

Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Jurupa Valley, Lake Elsinore,
AYES: Menifee, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, Temecula,
Wildomar, County of Riverside, March IPAA, RCTC, RTA

A. Action Minutes from the February 12, 2026, Public Works Committee Meeting

Action:
1. Approved the Action Minutes from the February 12, 2026, Public Works Committee meeting.

6. REPORTS /DISCUSSION
A. I-REN Energy Fellowship 2026/2027 Program Service Year Activities Update

Action:
1. Received and filed.

B. Energy Resilience Plan 2.0 Final Deliverables

Action:
1. Received and filed.

C. Interstate 15 Smart Freeway Pilot Project Overview

Action:
1. Received and filed.

D. TUMF Program Status Overview

Action:
Received and filed.

7. REPORT FROM THE DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Chris Gray, Deputy Executive Director, announced his recent appointment as Interim Executive Director
and indicated that he will continue overseeing current responsibilities in the near term. Gray also advised
that additional staffing adjustments are anticipated, which may result in changes to roles and
responsibilities moving forward.

8. ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS

There were no items for future agendas.

9. GENERAL ANNOUNCEMENTS

There were no general announcements.




10. NEXT MEETING

The next Public Works Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, May 14, 2026, at 2:00 p.m., in
WRCOG's office at 1955 Chicago Avenue, Riverside.

11. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 3:29 p.m.



Item 6.A

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

Staff Report

Subject: Fee Comparison Analysis Findings
Contact: Chris Tzeng, Program Manager, ctzeng@wrcog.us, (951) 405-6711
Date: May 14, 2026

Recommended Action(s):

1. Receive and file.

Summary:

WRCOG recently updated its fee comparison analysis to evaluate development impact fees across
western Riverside County, including how fees vary by land use, how they have changed since 2022, and
how they relate to total development costs. Using current (2025) fee schedules and standardized
development prototypes, the analysis provides a consistent, regionwide comparison of fee levels and
their role within overall project economics. The report is framed around the relationship between
infrastructure funding needs and development feasibility, recognizing that fee-supported improvements
are only realized as development occurs.

Purpose | WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal:

The purpose of this item is to provide a summary of findings of the fee comparison analysis. This effort
aligns with WRCOG's 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal #5 (Develop projects and programs that improve
infrastructure and sustainable development in our subregion).

Discussion:

Background

Since 2022, development impact fees have increased across the region, with average growth in the
range of 16% to 21%, generally consistent with inflationary trends. Average fees are now approximately
$67,000 per single-family unit and $37,000 per multi-family unit, with non-residential fees ranging from
roughly $8 to $29 per square foot ,depending on use. Changes have been driven by a combination of
updated nexus studies, annual inflationary adjustments, and a shift in several jurisdictions from per-unit
to per-square-foot residential fee structures pursuant to AB 602. While not all jurisdictions adopted new
fee programs, changes to regional, school, and utility fees have contributed to increases in total fee
levels.

The regional Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) represents approximately 20% of total


mailto:ctzeng@wrcog.us

development impact fees for residential uses and 12% to 25% for non-residential development,
depending on land use type. When considered relative to total development costs, development impact
fees account for approximately 3.5% to 10.6% across prototype projects, with TUMF representing less
than 2% of total costs.

Construction cost escalation has been a more significant change since the prior study period. Between
2022 and 2025, hard construction costs increased by approximately 30% to 40% for most non-residential
and multi-family development types, and by approximately 8% for single-family development. These
increases, in combination with higher financing costs, have influenced overall development economics.
While fee levels remain only a small portion of cost, increasing fee levels may add an additional layer of
financial challenge for projects that are facing narrower feasibility margins than in years prior.

Present Situation

Analysis Findings: Development prototype assumptions for this report were held consistent with the prior
study and their appropriateness was confirmed through an updated development trend analysis. The
largest shifts in development characteristics were seen in industrial development, which showed a slight
reduction in average project size within the region due to fewer large-format projects, though median
project size remained consistent. Market data also indicates a notable increase in single-family build-to-
rent (BTR) development activity, reflecting an evolving development trend in the region. Across the
board, fees as a percentage of total development costs decreased slightly, except for single-family and
retail projects. Fees increased to 10.6% of single-family home development costs, decreased to 7.7% of
multi-family development costs, and totaled between 3.5% to 7.0% for non-residential projects. While
fee levels and structures continue to evolve, their impact on total development costs remains somewhat
limited compared to broader changes in market conditions that impact project values and the costs of
construction and financing.

All of these findings are summarized and provided in the attachments to this Staff Report.

Comparison Charts: The figures attached to this Staff Report illustrate the distribution and relative share
of development impact fees by category (e.g., regional transportation, water / sewer, school, and local
fees) across prototype land uses, as well as variation in total fee levels by jurisdiction and a comparison
to nearby regions. The charts also contextualize WRCOG fee levels relative to Coachella Valley and
San Bernardino County, highlighting differences in total fees and fee types across the region.

Prior Action(s):

None.

Financial Summary:

Transportation and Planning Department activities are included in the Agency's adopted Fiscal Year
2025/2026 Budget under the Transportation Department. This analysis is covered under LTF (Fund
210).

Attachment(s):

Attachment 1 - Jurisdiction Fee Comparison Charts.pdf


https://wrcog.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4099000/Attachment_1_-_Jurisdiction_Fee_Comparison_Charts.pdf.pdf

Attachment 2 - Regional Fee Comparison Charts.pdf

Attachment 3 - Fee Comparison Analysis Draft Report.pdf


https://wrcog.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4099001/Attachment_2_-_Regional_Fee_Comparison_Charts.pdf.pdf
https://wrcog.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4099002/Attachment_3_-_Fee_Comparison_Analysis_Draft_Report.pdf.pdf

Attachment

Jurisdiction Fee Comparison Charts
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Development Impact Fee Component Comparison by Prototype for WRCOG Jurisdictions
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Single Family Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Unit)
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Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2026. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.
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Multifamily Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Unit)
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Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2026. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.
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Retail Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Square Foot)
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Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2026. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation
fees.



Office Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Square Foot)
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Industrial Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Square Foot)
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Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2026. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.
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Non-Residential Protoype Average Development Impact Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions
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Retail Prototype Development Impact Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions
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Office Prototype Development Impact Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions
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1. Introduction and Summary of Findings

The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) commissioned this
Report to support and promote regional understanding of development impact
fees on new development in Western Riverside County. More specifically, the
purpose of this report is to: (1) indicate the types and relative scale of the
development impact fees placed on different land uses within WRCOG member
jurisdictions, and (2) indicate the level of fees relative to overall development
costs in Western Riverside County. The report is also intended to provide helpful
background information on the impact of the regional Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMF) by placing the TUMF in the context of the broader
development impact fee composition, overall dévelopment costs, and other
regional dynamics.

This report (the 2025-26 Study) represents an update to the 2022-23 Study,
which provided similar information on develepment impact fees and development
costs. Information in this report is primarily’based on fee schedules and
development cost estimates from 2025, while the priok study was primarily based
on schedules and estimates from 2022.

This report recognizes that there aresubstantive’and ongoing debates about the
appropriate levels of'development impact fees in regions throughout California
and elsewhere infthe United States. On'the one hand, development impact fees
provide revenue te support the construction of critical infrastructure and capital
facilities (or in-kind capital facility development) that can unlock development
value, generate econemic develepment, and deliver quality of life benefits. On the
other hand, these fees act as@nadditional development cost that can influence
development feasibility andpotentially impact the pace of new development.
Importantly, fee benefits are only realized when development is able to move
forward. Each fee-adopting jurisdiction must weigh the costs and benefits of
potential new or increased fee levels in the context of their goals, capital
improvement needs, and economic and development dynamics.

Development impact fees as considered in this report are one-time fees collected
for the purposes of funding infrastructure and capital facilities.? This report
estimates the fee levels for several development prototypes: single-family,
multifamily, retail, Class A/B office, and large industrial use types. These
prototypes reflect the broad range of land use and development projects in

1 As used in this report and discussed further below, the phrase “development impact fee” includes all fees adopted pursuant to the Mitigation
Fee Act and other monetary exactions due at the time of development. The term “fee,” as used in this report, means “development impact fee.”
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Western Riverside County and support comparisons of fees in different
jurisdictions.

A summary of key findings is provided below, followed by a description of the
organization of this report.

Summary of Findings

FINDING #1: New development in Western Riverside County pays a wide
range of one-time infrastructure/capital facilities associated fees with
different public agencies.

Development impact fees charged on new developmeént in Western Riverside
County help fund the following:

¢ Water and Sewer Facilities
e School Facilities
e Regional Transportation Infrastructure

e Additional Local Infrastructure/
recreation, public facility, co
infrastructure).

Governments, the Weste erside County Resource Conservation Authority,

and other special districts.

e Fees for each land use type have increased across the board by an average of
16 and 21.5 percent since the prior 2022-23 Study. As shown in Table 1,
estimated fee totals for residential uses now average $37,371 for multifamily
units and $66,802 for single family units. Estimated average fee totals for
nonresidential uses range from $7.87 per square foot for industrial projects to
$29.31 per square foot for retail projects.
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Table 1. Average Total Fee Amounts & Changes since 2022-23 Study by Land Use Type

Land Use 2025-26 2022-23 % Change

Single Family

Total Fees per Unit $67,802 $57,078 18.8%
Multifamily

Total Fees per Unit $37,371 $32,099 16.4%
Retail

Total Fees per SF $29.31 $25.27 16.0%
Office

Total Fees per SF $20.01 $17

Industrial
Total Fees per SF $7.87

FINDING #2: TUMF represents a mod i total residential
development impact fees in Western' R
variable proportion of nonresidenti

e For residential developme al transportation fee

| impact fees for both single family and
s the percentage of total fees

: 5, including Regional Transportation Fees
(TUMF). Wate ] ontinue to represent the greatest proportion
of residential fees, ave decreased slightly in proportion since the
prior 2022-23 study. ity Fees and School fees continue to make up
significant shares of fee totals, while Other Area/Regional Fees make up the
smallest proportion.
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Figure 1 Average WRCOG Residential Development Impact Fees by Fee Category

8.5%
$60,000 -
17.1%
$50,000 -
$40.000 $37,371/Unit
5.0%
%
$30,000 - e
$20,000 -
$10,000 -
$0 -
Single Family Multifamily
m Regional Transportation Fee m Other City Fees
School Fees
¢ Regional Tra MF) as a proportion of total development
impact fees va i al land uses. TUMF represents 12.2 percent,
18.4 percent, and otal fee amounts for office, retail, and

industrial, respective , retail and office fee totals are dominated by
Water and Sewer Fees. industrial developments, Water and Sewer Fees
make up a substantially lower share of the total, and Other City Fees make up
the greatest proportion of total fees (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Average WRCOG Nonresidential Development Impact Fees

$30 $29.31/Sq.Ft.

8.6%

$25 -

620 $20.01/Sq.Ft.

$15 -

$10
$7.87/Sq.Ft.
$5 -
$0 -
Retail Industrial
W Regional Transporiati m Other City Fees

School Fee

FINDING #3: Ave
jurisdictions are ge
higher than those in Ca a Valley. Residential fees in Western
Riverside County also appear to be growing faster than in San Bernardino
County and Coachella Valley.

¢ Average residential development impact fees for WRCOG jurisdictions are
equal to or higher than the average for selected cities in Coachella Valley and
San Bernardino County. Figure 3 below compares average fees in WRCOG
with the average of selected San Bernardino County cities (Fontana, Yucaipa,
San Bernardino, Ontario, Chino, and Rialto) and Coachella Valley cities (Indio,
Palm Desert, and Palm Springs). WRCOG average fees are higher than the San
Bernardino County fees for single family development and similar for
multifamily development. Coachella Valley has substantially lower fees on both
single family and multifamily development.

¢ Residential fees in WRCOG appear to be increasing faster than in nearby
areas. The increases of 18.8 percent and 16.4 percent for single family and

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 5 Introduction and Summary of Findings
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multifamily development fees (respectively) in WRCOG outpaced the increases
of 3.1 percent and 7.8 percent in San Bernardino, as well as the increases of
6.9 and 7.7 percent in Coachella Valley.

Figure 3. Average Residential Development Impact Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions

$70,000 $67,802
$50,000
$40,000 $38,188 $37,371
$34,552
$30,000
$20,824
$20,000
$10,000
$0
Multifamily
m San Bernardino County
e Average imp ntial developments in WRCOG are
generally hig
Coachella Valle ino County. As seen in Figure 4 below,

g al development impact fees in WRCOG to
selected San Bernard y cities shows that WRCOG fees are
substantially higher for retail, somewhat higher for office development, and
slightly higher for industrial development.

¢ Nonresidential fees have increased more slowly than in the Coachella Valley.
Within the comparison of neighboring jurisdictions, cities in the Coachella
Valley saw average fee totals for nonresidential developments increase the
fastest, with 34.8 percent, 31 percent, and 22.9 percent increases for retail,
office, and industrial development, respectively. Fee increases in WRCOG were
next highest, while average fees in San Bernardno County cities generally did
not increase, and even decreased slightly.
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Figure 4 Average Nonresidential Development Impact Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions

$30.00 $29.31

$25.00

$21.21

420,00 $20.01

$15.00

$10.00

$7.87

$5.80 56.39

Industrial

$5.00

$0.00
Office

hella Valley m San Bernardino County

FINDING #4: Averag ee levels among WRCOG member
jurisdictions represent between 3.5 percent and 10.6 percent of total
development costs, with TUMF as a lower fraction of these proportions.

¢ Development impact fees represent between 3.5 percent and 10.6 percent of
total development costs for the prototype projects. As shown in Table 2
below, development impact fees represent 10.6 percent of total development
costs for the prototype single family development and 7.7 percent of total
costs for the prototype multifamily development. Nonresidential development
impact fees are lower as a percent of total development costs at 7 percent of
total costs for retail development and 4.6 percent for office development. For
industrial development, the fee share is slightly lower, at 3.5 percent of total
costs.

¢ TUMF represents between 0.6 percent and 1.9 percent of total development
costs/returns for the prototype feasible projects. While changes in the TUMF
can add or subtract from total development costs, it would take a substantial

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 7 Introduction and Summary of Findings
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change to increase/decrease overall development costs/returns by more than
1 percent. As a proportion of overall development costs, TUMF represents an
estimated 1.9 percent for a single family project and 1.6 percent for a
multifamily project. For nonresidential uses, TUMF represents 0.6 percent of
total development costs for office development, 1.0 percent for industrial
development, and 1.8 percent for retail development. TUMF represents
between 12.2 percent and 29.6 percent of total development impact fees with
the highest ratios for retail and industrial development and lowest for office
development, as seen previously in Figure 2.

Table 2. Development Impact Fees as % of Total Developments Costs*

Development Impact Fees Single Family  Multifamily Industrial Retail Office
TUMF 1.9% 16% 1.0% 1.8% 0.6%
Other Development Impact Fees 8.7% 6.1% 2.5% 5.2% 4.1%
Total Development Fees 10.6% 7£7% 3.5% 7.0% 4.6%

*Totals may not sum due to rounding.

Organization of Report

After this initial chapter, this reportfis'divided into three other chapters and
several appendices. Chapter 2 déseribes the'definitions, methodology, and results
of the fee review and«®mpasison for WRCOG and non-WRCOG jurisdictions.
Chapter 3 describes the TUMFE and other development impact fees as
components ofdoverall estimated development costs and returns for each
development prototypes evaluated. Finally, Chapter 4 provides a brief conclusion
on the purposes and geals of this/and other development impact fee comparison
studies.

The appendices provide a stibstantial amount of additional supporting detail and
information, including:

e APPENDIX A provides detailed information on the Development Prototypes.

e APPENDIX B provides information on assumptions around location and
corresponding service provider (e.g., water district, school district) assignments
within each jurisdiction.

e APPENDIX C provides fee comparison summaries and detailed fee estimation
information for each WRCOG jurisdiction/area and each land use category.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 8 Introduction and Summary of Findings



Development Impact Fee Review and
Comyparison

To accomplish the study purpose outlined in Chapter 1, development impact fees
were estimated for each WRCOG jurisdictions as well as for selected neighboring
jurisdictions in Coachella Valley and San Bernardino County. This required
detailed research into fee schedules and calculation methodologies for each of
these jurisdictions and associated service providers.

All the development impact fee estimates shown are based on fee schedules and
information available at the time the research was conducted, primarily during the
fall and winter of 2025. EPS attempted to use the mdst current and up-to-date
fee information to enhance comparability and créate airepresentation of fee
levels at a single moment in time. However, limited online availability of complete
fee information in some jurisdictions and annual fee program updates scheduled
for early 2026 in several jurisdictions added an additional challenge’in pinpointing
fees at a given moment in time. While everygé€ffort was‘made to ensure that fees
are updated and comparable, the final estimates;should be'considered as
planning-level approximations. The actual feesddue fora particular project will
depend on the specifications of thefindividual project'and the fee schedule at the
time of project application.

The first section below provides)some key definitions. The subsequent section
provides a detailed description of the fee research methodology. The final section
provides findings cencerning development impacts fees in WRCOG member
jurisdictions and othenjurisdictions studied. In general, the definitions and
approach in this study-are consistent with those in prior studies, including the
2022-23 Study, to maintaim¢onsistency. In some situations, as noted below,
refinements were necessary; for example, some water districts provided new
guidance on the water meter assumptions to be used in fee calculations.

Study Definition

Development impact fees have become an increasingly used mechanism among
California jurisdictions to require new development to fund the demands it places
on local and regional infrastructure and capital facilities. As noted, this report
defines development impact fees as one-time fees collected for the purposes of
funding infrastructure and capital facilities. This includes fees for the funding of a
broad range of capital improvements, including water, sewer, storm drain,
transportation, parks and recreation, public safety, and many other types of
civic/community facilities. Almost all these fees are adopted under or consistent
with the Mitigation Fee Act, though the analysis also includes other one-time
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capital facilities fees, such as parkland in-lieu fees under the Quimby Act and one-
time charges through Benefit Assessment Districts.

This report does not include estimates of other types of fees charged by cities
including permitting, planning, and processing fees that are charged on new
development, and that do not fund capital facilities/infrastructure. These fees are
typically intended to recover a jurisdiction’s costs associated with some sort of
review or administrative service provided and are typically more modest charges
relative to development impact fees (previous studies have found them to be in
the 5 to 15 percent range of development impact fees, and between 1 and 2
percent of total development costs).

Some typical fee types that fall in this category of permitting, planning, and
processing fees and that are standard across most development projects include:

o Building Permit Fee - This fee is charged in various,WaysaJurisdictions charge
based on development size, development valuation, or flat fee.

e Plan Check Fee - This fee is charged in varieus ways. Jurisdictions charge based
on development size, development valdation; flat fee, percentage of the
Building Permit Fee, or an hourly charge.

e Cadlifornia Building Standards Commission Fee — This/fee is calculated by charging
$1 per $25,000 of a development’s,valuation.

e Strong Motion Instrumentation ProgramFee - This fee is calculated by charging
$13 per $100,000 of a development’s valtation for residential construction under
three stories, or $28 per $100,000 for all other development types.

e Technology Surcharge =, This fe€ is charged differently by jurisdiction. Some
jurisdictions charge basedy@n the development’s valuation and area, while other
jurisdictions choose to charge this as a percentage of the Building Permit Fee.

Many other fee types exist that are project-dependent and may be related to:
inspections, tentative tract/parcel maps, conditional use permits, plan
amendments, annexations, and a wide variety of minor permits. These are
typically charged through some combination of flat fee, deposit, and/or actual
hourly costs incurred by planning or building department staffs.

Methodology

To provide a fee comparison that can best serve as an “apples-to-apples”
comparison, WRCGOG staff and EPS identified the following parameters that
guide the study:

¢ Jurisdictions to be studied
e Land uses to be evaluated and associated development prototypes
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e Selection of service providers where there are multiple service providers in the
same jurisdiction
e Categorization of the various types of development impact fees

This section describes these study parameters as well as the process of review
with the jurisdictions/relevant service providers.

Selection of Jurisdictions for Prototype Analysis

Jurisdictions selected for this analysis include all eighteen (18) WRCOG member
cities. WRCOG staff and the EPS also identified three additional unincorporated
areas to study, the March JPA, Temescal Valley, and Winchester, all locations
where substantial growth is occurring and/or planned within the WRCOG region.

For the comparison of WRCOG jurisdictions to neighboring/peer areas, additional
jurisdictions were selected in the Coachella Valley area of eastern Riverside
County and in nearby areas of San Bernardino County most eéxpected to compete
for development with neighboring WRCOG jurisdictions. The selected
comparison jurisdictions remain the same as_in;the 2022223 Study.

Fees were estimated for the prototypes in eachdandiuse category for each city
within the WRCOG, for the three upincorporated areas,’and for the comparison
jurisdictions. Wherever possible, this analysis sought to use the same
jurisdictional assumptions as in prioristudies. WWhere cities or unincorporated
areas are served bysnultiple séhool districts, utility districts, and other subdistricts
or assessment zofes, assumptions,weremade around subarea locations, as
discussed latefin this Chapter.

Table 3 shows the cities/communities evaluated, including the twenty-one (21)
WRCOG cities/communities andthe nine (9) non-WRCOG comparison
communities.

Table 3. Jurisdictions Included in Fee Study

WRCOG Jurisdictions Coachella Valley San Bernardino County
Banning Murrieta Indio Fontana
Beaumont Norco Palm Desert Yucaipa
Calimesa Perris Palm Springs San Bernardino
Canyon Lake Riverside Ontario
Corona San Jacinto Chino
Eastvale Temecula Rialto
Hemet Wildomar
Jurupa Valley Temescal Valley
Lake Elsinore Winchester
Menifee March JPA

Moreno Valley
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Land Uses and Development Prototypes

Land Uses

Development impact fees are levied on a variety of residential and nonresidential
land uses with variations for different uses and certain product types often built
into the fee programs.

For the purposes of this study, five (5) common land use types that reflect typical
development projects and are consistent with prior studies were selected: single
family residential, multifamily residential, retail, office, and “high-cube” industrial.?

Development Prototype Selections

Within each of the five (5) general land use types selécted, this study identifies a
detailed development prototype meant to represent aitypical development that
may occur anywhere within the WRCOG region. The,tharacteristics of each
protype allow for the calculation of estimated develepmentimpact.fees for each
jurisdiction. Utilizing the same prototypes across all‘jurisdictions ensures that the
fee comparison is “apples-to-apples”.

As a starting point, this study utilized the develépment,prototypes used in the
2022-23 Study for each of the fivedand uses{ EPS then‘compared the prototypes
against development trend data fsom Redfin.and Céstar for single family,
multifamily, office, retailgand. industrial developments built between 2020 and
2050 throughout western Riverside County. Specifically, EPS focused on
evaluating whether the prototypes,still reflect recent data on median
building/home size,and lot size for €ach of the land use types. The review
revealed that there have been only minor changes in average development
project sizes since the2022-234tudy, and EPS determined that the land use
prototypes could be heldiconstant, as they continue to reflect the characteristics
of typical projects in the region.

The largest changes in development size, though still modest, were noted in
industrial development, with average (mean) rentable building area (RBA)
decreasing from 188,000 square feet to 167,000 square feet and average land
area decreasing from 12.7 to 9.24 acres. However, while this decrease reflects a
decrease in the quantity of larger projects, many projects of similar size and
characteristics to the prototype continue to be developed in the area. The
prototypes are summarized below along with images that represent example
projects with matching characteristics.

2"High Cube" is defined as warehouses/distribution centers with a minimum gross floor area of 200,000 sq. ft., minimum ceiling
height of 24 feet, and minimum dock-high door loading ratio of 1 door per 10,000 sq. ft.
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Single Family Residential Development
50-unit residential subdivision; 2,700 square foot homes; 7,200 square foot lots

Multifamily Residential Development
200-unit market-rate apartment building; 26@1000 gross Sguare feet
| 9

"~

Example Prototype Multi-Family Development, City of Murrieta
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Retail Development
10,000-gross-square-foot retail building

- / = I
Example Prototype Office Development, City of Hemet
B S
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Industrial Development
265,000-gross-square-foot, high-cube industrial building?®

Example Prototype Industrial Development, City/of Perris
‘ [l R - T A 4

o~

In addition to building size, several other de sment eharacteristics can affect
development impact fees, such as the n i er meters that are
used in calculating many water facilities are tied to the gross site

In general, and wh ssumptions were kept consistent with
those used in t comparability. The assumptions
were initially de eview of equivalent assumptions used in
other regional fee e San Joaquin Valley and the Sacramento
Valley) and refined th ck from Western Riverside County service
providers. In a few case culation formulas have required additional

assumptions, such as estimates of water/sewage flow rates, which are specific to
and have been provided by each service provider.

In the few cases where assumptions differed from 2022-23, the changes were
primarily due to service providers providing updated guidance, such as
recommended assumptions for typical water meter size associated with certain
types of development. In certain cases, this has led to small deviations from listed
prototype assumptions being used for fee calculation. For example, Jurupa
Community Services District and Yucaipa Valley Water District (JCSD and YVWD)
typically permit new single family homes with %” water pipes, which is slightly
smaller than the prototype assumption of a 1” pipe. The smaller pipe size was
used for fee estimation because JCSD and YVMD have indicated that %” is more

3 “High-cube” is defined as warehouses/distribution centers with a minimum gross floor area of 200,000 sq. ft., minimum ceiling
height of 24 feet, and minimum dock-high door loading ratio of 1 door per 10,000 sq. ft.
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representative of a typical development in their districts, and developers are
unlikely to use larger 1" pipes due to much higher associated fee levels.

Subarea Location Assumptions

In some cities, there are multiple service providers providing the same type of
facilities in different parts of the city. For example, some cities are served by two
or more distinct school districts, and many cities are served by two or more water
and/or sewer districts. Therefore, an assumption around location within a subarea
or zone associated with a given service provider had to be made in order to
calculate each fee estimate. These assumptions were kept consistent with those
used in prior studies and were developed based on the following factors:

e Suggestions from the City.

¢ Commonality of service provider between mdltiple cities; for example, Eastern
Municipal Water District serves many cities.

e Scale/nature of service areas was also considered; for example, in some cases
the majority of a City was served by one_sérvice provider and/or the majority
of the growth areas were served by a particular service'provider.

¢ |In some cases, there was one sepvite provider - e.g., the City - with different
fees by City subarea (e.g., stozm\drain). Inithese €ases, an effort was made to
select the area expected.to seethe most growth based on discussions with
City and WRCOQOG staff.

¢ In other casé€s, area-specific one-time fees/assessments/special taxes were in
place to coverthe,costs of capital facilities in a new growth area. Where
substantial in scale, these areas and the associated area fees were used in the
fee comparison.

The location and corresponding service provider assignment assumptions are
shown in Appendix B.

Fee Types and Categories

The primary focus of the fee research is to develop estimates of existing
development impact fees charged on new development in the selected
jurisdictions. While some fees are highly uniform, such as school district fees,
there is substantial variation in the naming and types of facilities included in other
development impact fees. This fee review organized the full set of fees in a
normalized set of categories to allow for easy comparison. The key fee categories
are as follows, which are consistent with the prior studies:
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¢ Regional Transportation Fees. This category includes the respective TUMFs in
Western Riverside County and Coachella Valley. TUMF in Western Riverside
County is charged by WRCOG directly on the following bases:

- Single Family Residential Development - Per unit basis with different fee
levels based on unit size.

- Multifamily Residential Development - Per unit basis.

- Retail Development - Per gross building square foot basis. There is no fee
on the first 3,000 square feet of an retail development.

- Industrial Development - Per gross building square foot basis. The industrial
fee includes a base fee on square footage up to 200,000 square feet and
then, where the building meets the definition of a high-cube building4, an
effective discount of 48 percent in the basefee for all additional
development above 200,000 square feet.

- Office Development - Per gross building square foot hasis.

This category also includes regional transpestation impact fees in other
subregions/jurisdictions where they arg clearly ealled outyIn San Bernardino
County, cities are similarly required ta contribute tewards regional
transportation funding, but not allfef them(distinguish between local and
regional fees, in which case allstransportation fees fall under the “Other City
Fees” category.

e Water and Sewer Fees. All development locations studied were subject to
some form of water and sewer development impact fees, whether a
connection or capacity related charge, and these are combined into one
category. These are typically €ollected either by a city or directly by a service
provider.

e Other City Fees. Beyond water/sewer fees (which are sometimes charged or
collected by cities), jurisdictions frequently adopt various additional citywide
(or countywide) fees used to fund various capital facilities. This category
captures a wide variety of fees including: local transportation fees, parks and
recreation facilities fees, Quimby Act in-lieu parkland fees, storm drain fees,
public safety facilities fees, other civic/community facilities fees, and, on
occasion, affordable housing, or public art in-lieu fees.

e School Fees. School facilities fees are more restrictively governed by State law
and therefore show more consistency between jurisdictions than most other
fees. Under State law, School Districts can charge specified Level 1
development impact fees by preparing a justification report, similar to a nexus

4 High-cube is defined as warehouses/distribution centers with a minimum gross floor area of 200,000 sq. ft., minimum ceiling height
of 24 feet, and minimum dock-high door loading ratio of 1 door per 10,000 sg. ft.
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study. If School Districts identify and estimate greater required capital
improvement costs through a School Facilities Needs Analysis (SFNA), higher
Level 2 fees can be charged to fund up to 50 percent of the School District’s
capital improvement costs. An SFNA is only valid for one year at a time, and
only three school districts serving WRCOG jurisdictions charged Level 2 fees at
the time of this study.

o Other Area/Regional Fees. A final category was developed to capture other
fees not included in the above categories, typically other sub-regional fees or
area-specific fees. For example, this category includes the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan mitigation fee, various
Road and Bridge Benefit Districts (RBBD) fees, as well as other district-based
charges/fees for infrastructure/capital facilities applied in particular growth
areas.

Fee Estimation and Review Process

For WRCOG member jurisdictions, EPS worked with WRCOG staffito complete
the following data collection and review process to come, up witheach fee
estimate:

e Confirm base assumptions including development pretotype characteristics
and set of service providers

¢ Use online sourcest@@btain develepment impact fee schedules from each
jurisdiction or sefvice providek

¢ |dentify andlistidevelopment impact fees charged in jurisdiction and/or for
each service provider

e Where fee schedule'providéd insufficient information, review available
mitigation fee nexus studies, ordinances, or resolutions, as applicable

o Where sufficient data was not available or incomplete, contact City, County, or
other service provider to obtain/confirm appropriate fee schedules

e Develop initial estimates of each development impact fee for each
development prototype

e Review estimates in comparison with 2022-23 fee amounts to identify unusual
or unexpected discrepancies or large changes in fee levels

e Compile summary tables showing initial fee estimates and share with
representatives of each jurisdiction and/or relevant service providers (e.g.,
Eastern Municipal Water District)

e Receive feedback, corrections, and refinements (and in some cases actual fee
calculations)
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¢ Refine fee estimates based on feedback and confirm changes with jurisdictions

For non-WRCOG jurisdictions, the process followed was largely the same, except
that fee estimate information was not reviewed by jurisdiction representatives.

Q\
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Findings from WRCOG Member Jurisdiction Fee
Review

General findings from fee research for the WRCOG region are summarized below.

On average, WRCOG TUMF residential fees represent close to 20 percent of
total development impact fees for both single family and multifamily
development. Regional Transportation Fees (or TUMF) for both single family
TUMF and multifamily TUMF represent around 20 percent of the respective
average total development impact fees, with the percentage for single family
development being slightly lower at 18.3 percent compared with 20.9 percent for
multifamily development. However, within individual jurisdictions, fee totals vary
widely - from $48,785 per unit to $98,642 per unit for single family development
and from $23,797 per unit to $45,806 per unit for maltifamily development - and
TUMEF, which is the same across jurisdictions, thérefore Varies as a percent of
total fees from 12.6 percent to25.4 percent forsingle family,development
and17.1 percent to 32.8 percent for multifamily development (see Table 4, and
Figure 5). Nominal average fee totals by fee category.are shownin'Table 5.

Table 4. TUMF as a Proportion of Total Fees

Range
ltem Average :
Low High

Single Family

Total Fees per Unit $67,802 $48,785 $98,642

TUMF as a % offTotal Fees 18:3% 25.4% 12.6%
Multifamily

Total Fees per Unit §37,371 $23,797 $45,806

TUMF as a % of Total Fees 20.9% 32.8% 17.1%
Industrial

Total Fees per SF $7.87 $5.17 $13.08

TUMF as a % of Total Fees 29.6% 45.1% 17.8%
Retail

Total Fees per SF $29.31 $16.31 $56.57

TUMF as a % of Total Fees 26.3% 47.3% 13.6%
Office

Total Fees per SF $20.01 $9.42 $33.63

TUMF as a % of Total Fees 12.2% 26.0% 7.3%

* Average and ranges as shown encompass 21 jurisdiction, including 18 cities and the incorporated areas
of Temescal Valley, Winchester, and March JPA.
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On average, WRCOG TUMF nonresidential fees show more variation in level and
in proportion of overall development impact fees (between 7 percent and 48
percent) than for the residential fee categories. Average total retail fees are
about $29 per square foot, of which Regional Transportation Fees represent 26
percent. Due to the variation in the total fees on retail development among
jurisdictions (from $16.31 to $56.57 per square foot), TUMF as a percent of total
fees ranges from 13.6 percent to 47.3 percent. Average total industrial fees are
substantially lower at $7.87 per square foot with a range from $5.17 per square
foot to $13.08 per square foot. TUMF represents about 30 percent of the
average total industrial fees, with a range from 17.8 percent to 45.1 percent.
Total fees on office development fall in between the retail and industrial fees at
an average of $20.01 per square foot and a range from $9.42 to $33.63 per
square foot. The TUMF fee represents a relatively low 12.1 percent of average
overall fees on office development with a range from 2.3 percent to 26 percent
(see Table 4, Table 5, and Figure 5).

Nonresidential development impact fees show more,variationin terms of the
distribution between fee categories. Retail fees are dominated by"water and
sewer fees (37.3 percent) as well as Other City fees (32.8 percent). Office fees
follow a similar pattern with Water and Sewer Fees at 45.8"percent of the total
followed by Other City fees at 30.4 percent. Fees for industrial buildings, which
are typically less intensive water users, are lower overall and more dominated on
a proportionate basis by Other City fees (33 pereént) and Regional Transportation
Fees (24.9 percent) (sée Table,5 and Figure 5).

Table 5. Average Development Impact Fee Costs by Category in WRCOG Region

Single Family Multifamily Industrial Retail Office

(per Unit) (per Unit)  (per Sq.Ft)  (per Sq.Ft)  (per Sq.Ft)

Regional Transportation Fees $12,380 §7,757 $1.96 $5.40 $§2.45
Water and Sewer Fees $22,204 $10,856 $1.19 $10.92 $9.17
Other City Fees $15,902 $10,063 $2.60 $9.62 $6.09
School Fees $11,563 $6,832 $0.84 $0.84 $0.84
Other Area/Regional Fees 85,754 $1.862 $1.27 $2.53 $1.46
Total Fees $67,802 $37,371 $7.87 $29.31 $20.01
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Figure 5. Average Development Impact Fee Costs in WRCOG Jurisdictions
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Unincorporated jurisdictions have slightly lower total fees as compared to the
average for all WRCOG study jurisdictions. For single family and multifamily
residential uses, total fees for the unincorporated study areas were 80 percent
and 86 percent, respectively, of the WRCOG average total fee amount for
residential uses, as shown in Table 6. For nonresidential uses, total fees for
unincorporated study areas were between 67 and 70 percent of the WRCOG
average for nonresidential uses. Across land use types, this difference can be
primarily attributed to fewer fees in the Other City(/County) Fees category.
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Table 6. Unincorporated Jurisdictions/March JPA and Total Jurisdictions Comparisons

Single Family Multifamily Industrial Retail Office

(per Unit) (per Unit) (per Sq.Ft) (per Sq.Ft)  (per Sq.Ft)

Unincorporated Jurisdictions and $54.237 $32.263 $5.43 $19.65 $14.05
March JPA ’ ’ ' ' '

Total Jurisidictions $67,802 $37,371 $7.87 $29.31 $20.01

Unincorporated Jurisdictions and 80% 86% 69% 67% 70%

March JPA / Total Jurisdiction

Fee Level Changes since 2022-23 Study

Table 7 through Table 11 provide additional detai
fee category.

anges in fee levels by

Table 7. Single Family 2022-23 Fee Comparison
Average Fee Per Dwelling Unit

Single Family A $ Change % Change
Regional Transportation Fees 0 $2,276

Water and Sewer Fees $1,433 6.9%
Other City Fees $3,827 31.7%
School Fees $2,288 24.7%
Other Area/Regiona $5,754 $901 18.6%
Total Fees $67,802 $10,724 18.8%

Table 8. Multifamily 2

Average Fee Per Dwelling Unit

Multifamily 2025 $ Change % Change
Regional Transportation Fees $6,580 $§7,757 $1,177 17.9%
Water and Sewer Fees $10,012 $10,856 $844 8.4%
Other City Fees $8,608 $10,063 $1,455 16.9%
School Fees $5,480 $6,832 $1,352 24.7%
Other Area/Regional Fees $1,418 $1,862 $443 31.3%
Total Fees $32,099 $37,371 $5,272 16.4%
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Table 9. Retail 2022-23 Fee Comparison

Average Fee Per Square Foot

Retail 2022 2025 $ Change % Change
Regional Transportation Fees $5.40 $5.40 $0.00 0.0%
Water and Sewer Fees $10.31 $10.92 $0.61 5.9%
Other City Fees $6.66 $9.62 $2.95 44.4%
School Fees $0.66 $0.84 $0.18 27.0%
Other Area/Regional Fees $2.23 $2.53 $0.30 13.6%
Total Fees $25.27 $29.31 $4.04 16.0%

Table 10. Office 2022-23 Fee Comparison

Average Fee Per Square Foot
Office $ Change % Change

Regional Transportation Fees $2.45

Water and Sewer Fees $8.19 12.0%
Other City Fees $4.47 \ 36.3%
School Fees $0.66 i $0.18 27.0%
Other Area/Regional Fees $1.27 : $0.19 14.9%
Total Fees $2.97 17.4%

Table 11. Industrial 2022-23 Fee Co

Average Fee Per Square Foot
Industrial J 2025 $ Change

% Change

Regional Transpo $1.96 $0.40 25.3%
Water and Sewer Fee $1.19 $0.20 20.5%
Other City Fees $2.60 $0.45 21.0%
School Fees $0.84 $0.18 27.0%
Other Area/Regional Fees $1.11 $1.27 $0.16 14.8%
Total Fees $6.48 $7.87 $1.39 21.5%

Findings from Fee Comparison with Non-WRCOG
Jurisdictions

Figure 6 through Figure 9 compare the average overall WRCOG development
impact fees (and their proportionate distributions between the five major fee
categories) with other cities/groups of cities for all five land uses/development
prototypes studied. The comparative cities/subregions include selected
jurisdictions in the Coachella Valley and San Bernardino County.
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Average development impact fees for WRCOG jurisdictions are generally similar
to the average of selected San Bernardino County cities. When compared with
the average of selected San Bernardino County cities (Fontana, Yucaipa, San
Bernardino, Ontario, Chino, and Rialto), the WRCOG average is higher for all land
uses, though most similar for multifamily developments. New development in San
Bernardino County cities is required to make payments towards regional
transportation infrastructure, though the distinction between the regional and
local transportation fees is often unclear. Overall, the combination of Regional
Transportation Fees, Other City fees, and Area/Other Regional fees is lower in
San Bernardino County than in Riverside County for all land uses.

The average development impact fees for selected Coachella Valley cities are
lower than the WRCOG averages for all land uses. The average for selected
Coachella Valley cities (Indio, Palm Desert, and Palm Springs) is substantially lower
for single family, multifamily, office, and retail dévelopment, and modestly lower
industrial development. In the case of residential usesy thisiisyprimarily due to
lower Regional Transportation Fees and Other City Fees. Forinenresidential uses,
this is more generally attributable to lower Water and Sewer Fees'and lower
Other Area/Regional Fees.

Residential fees in Western Riverside Countyalso appear to be growing faster
than in San Bernardino County and Coachella Valley. The increases of 18.8
percent and 16.4 percent for single family and multifamily development fees
(respectively) in WRCOG ouitpacedthe increases of 3.1 percent and 7.8 percent
in San Bernardinogas well as thelincreases of 6.9 percent and 7.7 percent in
Coachella Valley.

Nonresidential fees have increased more slowly than in the Coachella Valley.
Within the comparison of,neighboring jurisdictions, cities in the Coachella Valley
saw average fee totals fornonresidential developments increase the fastest, with
34.8 percent, 31 percent, and 22.9 percent increases for retail, office, and
industrial development, respectively. Fee increases in WRCOG were next highest,
while average fees in San Bernardino County cities generally did not increase, and
even decreased slightly.
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Figure 6. Average Single Family Development Impact Fee Costs and Proportions in Neighboring
Jurisdictions
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Figure 7. Average ) pact Fee Costs and Proportions in Neighboring
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Figure 8. Average Retail Development Impact Fee Costs and Proportions in Neighboring

Jurisdictions
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Figure 9. Average Office Develop
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Figure 10. Average Industrial Development Impact Fee Costs and Proportions in Neighboring

Jurisdictions
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Development Impact Fees and
Development Costs

This chapter evaluates development impact fees, including the TUMF, in Western
Riverside County in the context of overall development costs. The first section
below provides an overview of the complex factors that influence decisions to
develop, one of which is development cost. The subsequent section describes the
methodology used to estimate development costs for different land use types.
The next section provides conclusions concerning the level of fees and TUMF in
the context of overall costs.

It is critical to note that this analysis uses generalized,development prototypes
and development cost and return estimates to draw overall conclusions about
development impact fees relative to development costs.This analysis does not
represent a project-specific analysis as the development program, development
costs, and returns associated with any individual*project can vary widely. No
conclusions concerning the feasibility of any/Specific project should be drawn
from this analysis.

Economics of Development

Key Factors in Néw:Development

The drivers of grdwth and developmentiare complex and multifaceted, and
market conditions=influenced by\broader global, national, and regional economic
conditions—are typically the strongest factor. Though regional and local policies
(including the choice of whetherland how much to charge in impact fees) will not
be sufficient to attract or capture development when market conditions are poor,
they can influence the feasibility and pace of development during more moderate
or strong market conditions. Market strength is typically reflected by the price
point or lease rate that users/homeowners/renters are willing to pay.

Developers (whether looking to do speculative development or to provide build-
to-suit developments for larger users) will review a number of conditions before
determining whether to move forward with site acquisition/optioning and pre-
development activities. Factors will include: (1) the availability of appropriate
sites, (2) the availability of/proximity to/quality of infrastructure/facilities (e.g.,
proximity to transportation corridors, schools, and other amenities), (3) local
market strength (achievable sales prices/lease rates) in the context of competitive
supply, (4) expected development costs (including land acquisition costs,
construction materials and labor costs, the availability and costs of financing, and
development impact fees, among others), and, (5) where sites are unentitled, the
entitlement risk.
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When the strength of market demand for new residential and nonresidential
development is sufficient, it typically spurs more detailed review and evaluation of
sites by developers. Even in cases where market factors look strong, there is a
complex balance between development revenues, development costs, land costs,
and required developer returns that must be achieved to catalyze new
development. Modest fluctuations in development revenues (i.e., market prices),
development costs (materials, labor costs, etc.), and landowner expectations
(perceived value of land) can all affect development decisions, as can assessments
of entitlement risk and complexity, where entitlements are still required.

While many of these factors, such as the price of steel, tariffs, the complexities of
CEQA, the market for labor, and land values, are outside of the control of local
public agencies, development impact fees represent one factor that can be
adjusted at the local level. That said, given limited sourcesof revenue for local
jurisdictions, there are policy tradeoffs to not charging development impact fees,
especially as they can have long-term influence'on,other factors that influence
market demand, including local infrastructure/amenities, transpertation
connections to job centers, and school district quality.

Methodology

Every development project is diffefent and will have different development costs.
For the purposes of this analysis{ EPS considereddthe same set of land use
prototypes as for thedfee review and comparison and developed an illustrative
estimate of the full set of development cests. The steps taken in developing the
development cost estimates are ‘described’in the subsections below.

Land Uses Evaluated

The development cost evaluation was completed for the same development
prototypes as used in the estimation of development impact fees described in
Chapter 2:

e Residential Single Family Development - Single family homes in a 50-unit
subdivision

¢ Residential Multifamily Development - Multifamily apartments in a 200-unit
building

e Industrial Development - High-cube industrial space in a 265,000-square-foot
building

¢ Office Development - Office space in a 20,000-square-foot office building

¢ Retail Development - Retail space in a 10,000-square-foot retail building
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Development Cost Estimates

An illustrative static pro forma structure was developed. The pro forma
incorporated different categories of development costs (see below). It also
considered potential land values/acquisition costs based on a residual land value
approach that considered potential development values, subtracted direct and
indirect development costs and developer return requirements, and indicated a
potential residual land value. The development values were refined based on
available market data ranges and the need to generate a land value of an
appropriate level to support land acquisition and new development. As noted
above, this analysis is designed to provide overall insights on general economic
relationships and does not draw conclusions concerning the feasibility of
individual projects.

It is also important to note that the pro formas developed were specifically
configured to represent a potentially feasible set of relationships, in terms of
revenues, costs, and returns. This allows for considération‘ofidevelopment
impact fees in the context of illustrative projects thatiwould make sense to
undertake. To the extent, development costssare higher'than those indicated - a
reality which could certainly be true for many projects -‘development values
would need to be higher or feasibility is/not likely to be attained. To the extent,
this is true, development impact fees as ‘a proportion of development costs
would be lower than those shown.

In this study, major cost categories were revised from the 2022-23 Study,
including direct génstruction costs, land'costs, and development impact fees.

¢ Direct Construction Costs - Site Work/Improvements and Vertical
Construction Costs. Estimateswere taken from Marshal & Swift (a construction
cost data provider) estimates, available pro formas, and information from
developers where available.

¢ Indirect Costs - Architecture and Engineering Costs, Sales and Marketing,
Financing, Development Impact Fee, and other soft costs. Estimates were
taken from Marshal & Swift, the WRCOG Fee Comparison, available pro
formas, and information from developers where available.

¢ Developer Return Requirements - Developer return requirements were set to
be equal to between 10 and 14 percent of development value for all land uses.
This represented between 8 and 16 percent of direct and indirect construction
costs consistent with typical developer hurdle returns.

e Land Costs - Land costs were based on the estimated residual land values
when costs and returns were subtracted from estimates of development value
and/or information on actual land transactions. Land costs as a percent of
development value were reviewed to make sure they fell within a viable range.
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It is also important to note that the following additional assumptions was used in
this analysis:

¢ Quimby Act - Two approaches were used to estimate Quimby requirements.
The standard methodology applied a 2016 land value per acre, derived during
the first iteration of this study, with the value escalated to current levels using
average Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI) growth across jurisdictions to
maintain consistency where local data is limited. Alternatively, where available,
the analysis used city-provided fees (per unit) or appraised land values,
reflecting current local conditions.

Results

As context for the description of the results of this analysis, it is worth repeating
that there will be considerable variation throughiout Western Riverside County in
terms of different development cost componentsandyoverall development costs.
On an average/illustrative basis, overall development,costs included in this
analysis may be conservative as they do not include Unien labor‘cests or
entitlement costs. Given that the focus of this:analysis isioh the relationship
between development impact fees and tétal development costs, an underestimate
in total development costs would mean that thie proportionate significance of
impact fees has been overestimated.

It is again important to'notéthat the analysis shown here is not an evaluation of
development feasibility. Suchiananalysis,would require a more-location specific
analysis and is Highly dependent on-site characteristics, local market conditions,
and site land values, among other, factors.

Table 12 summarizes theestimated development costs on a per-residential-unit
and per-nonresidential-building-square-foot basis. Table 13 converts the cost
estimates into percent allocations out of the total development/return. It should
be noted that the total cost (equivalent to the 100 percent) equals the sum of
direct and indirect costs, estimated land costs, and required development return.
This total cost is equivalent to the sales prices/capitalized building value a
developer would need to command to cover all cost/return requirements. To the
extent actual costs are higher (e.g., higher land costs or construction costs), the
achievable sales prices/capitalized lease rates would also need to be higher.
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Table 12. Average Development Cost Estimates by Development Prototype

Development Costs, Land Values, Single Family  Multifamily Industrial Retail Office
and Return (per Unit) (per Unit)  (per Sq.Ft) (per Sq.Ft) (per Sq.Ft)
DIRECT
Basic Site Work/ Lot Improvement: $43,560 $9,257 $10.87 $25.00 $14.29
Direct Construction Cost $326,700 $305,500 $108.00  $210.00 $259.00
Hard Cost Total $370,260 $314,757 $118.87  $235.00 $273.29
INDIRECT
TUMF $12,380 $7,816 $2.33 $7.72 $2.45
Other Development Impact Fees $55,422 $29,555 $5.54 $21.59 $17.56
Other Soft Costs $79,888 $73571 $23.77 $46.31 $54.86
Soft Cost Total $147,690 $110,942 $31.64 $75.62 $74.87
Total Direct and Indirect Costs $517,950 $425(699 $150.51 $310.62 $348.15
Developer Return Requirement $63,800 $46,887 $19.42 $44.11 $47.70
Land Value $56,251 $11,953 $52.92 $63.77 $32.80
TOTAL COST $638,000 $484,539 $222.85 $418.50 $428.65

Table 13. Proportional Development Costs by Development Prototype

Development Costs, Land Values,

and Return Single Family  Multifamily Industrial Retail Office
DIRECT o
Basic Site Work/ Lot Improvement: 6.8% 1.9% 4.9% 6.0% 3.3%
Direct Construction Cost 51.2% 63.0% 48.5% 50.2% 60.4%
Hard Cost Total 58.0% 65.0% 53.3% 56.2% 63.8%
INDIRECT
TUMF 1.9% 1.6% 1.0% 1.8% 0.6%
Other Development Impact Fees 8.7% 6.1% 2.5% 5.2% 4.1%
Other Soft Costs 12.5% 15.2% 10.7% 11.1% 12.8%
Soft Cost Total 23.1% 22.9% 14.2% 18.1% 17.5%
Total Direct and Indirect Costs 81.2% 87.9% 67.5% 74.2% 81.2%
Developer Return Requirement 10.0% 9.7% 8.7% 10.5% 11.1%
Land Value 8.8% 2.5% 23.7% 15.2% 7.7%
TOTAL COST (%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%
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Key findings include:

¢ Direct construction costs represent the largest proportion of total
development costs, typically followed by other land costs, other soft costs
(collectively), developer returns, and development impact fees. Direct
construction costs are the largest cost, representing between 53.3 percent and
65 percent of total costs for the prototypes evaluated. Land costs are likely to
be most variable, and depending on circumstance, range from 2.5 percent to
23.7 percent for the prototypes. Other soft costs collectively are the next
highest component, though their subcomponents (not shown), such as sales
and marketing, architecture and engineering, financing costs, are smaller. The
expected hurdle developer return at 8.7 to 11.1 percent is the next highest
factor. The range for total development impact fees is below all these other
ranges, though when indirect costs are considered individually development
impact fees are larger than other subcomponeénts.

¢ Total development impact fees represent between 3.5 percent and 10.6
percent of total development costs for the prototype projects. Total
development impact fees represent 10.64p€rcent and 8ypercent of total
development costs respectively for single family’and multifamily developments,
respectively. As discussed in Chapter(2, these capital facilities fees included
water and sewer fees, school distriet feesfother local jurisdiction fees, TUMF,
and other agency/subarea feeshAs is commen,monresidential development
impact fees are lower astaypercentithough show a significant range from 3.5
percent for industrial development;0,5.7 percent for office development, to 7
percent for rétail development. Since the 2022-23 Study, the percent of costs
that the development impact fees represent has seen a minimal change. The
largest change was'seen in the/proportion of fees on office projects, which
increased by two percentage points.

e TUMF represents between 0.6 percent and 1.9 percent of total development
costs for the prototype projects. As a proportion of overall development costs,
TUMEF represent 1.9 percent total residential development costs for single
family and 1.6 percent for multifamily. For nonresidential uses there is greater
variation with TUMF representing 0.6 percent of total costs for office
development, 1 percent of total costs for industrial development, and 1.8
percent of total costs for retail development. TUMF represent between 12.2
percent and 29.6 percent of total development impact fees, on average, as
indicated in the Fee Comparison with the highest ratios for industrial
development and lowest for office development.
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Conclusions

The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) commissioned this and
prior studies to provide increased regional understanding of development impact
fees charged on new development in Western Riverside County. It is common
practice for new and updated impact fee nexus studies to be accompanied by
some consideration of impact fees in neighboring and peer communities and, less
frequently, by consideration of impact fees in the context of overall development
costs and economics. This is true where individual jurisdictions are
introducing/updating a single development impact fee category (e.g.,
transportation or parks), as well as when undertaking a more comprehensive
update to multiple fee categories.

Following the first study in 2016, WRCOG rec hat this report and
study be updated periodically to ensure the re ding of the region’s
impact fees remains current in the context of: (1
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WRCOG Project Prototypes

« EPS reviewed regionwide data (CoStar and Redfin) on new developments
built since 2020 to identify recent develo patterns for each major land
use

presentative of common

« Confirmed that each of the prototypes % \
ojects to include as references

developments and identified new

remain consistent with those
comparison studies

* The resulting developme
evaluated in the prior fé

« Water facilities fees are part Iven by assumed water meter sizes, which

for this analysis were standardized as shown. In some cases, different
assumptions were used where recommended by individual jurisdictions
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Single Family Prototype

Product Type: Single Family Detached Residential Unit

Development Type: Residential Subdivision
Number of Acres: 10 Gross Acres
Number of Units: 50 Units
Building Sq.Ft.: 2,700 Sq.Ft.

No. of Bedrooms: 4

No. Of Bathrooms: 3

Garage Space: 500 Sq.Ft
Habitable Space: 2,200 S
Total Lot Size: 7,200

Density: 5 DU
Lot Width: 60 Ft.
Lot Depth: 120 Ft.
Water Meter Size: One (1x) 1-Inch Meter >

imilar Single Family me
19180 El Gallo St. (Catania at Citrine), City of Riverside
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Multi-Family Prototype

Multifamily Apartment Unit
Multi Family Apartment Building
10 Gross Acres
260,000 Sq.Ft.

0.60
3
200
20 DU/AC
Average Unit Size: 1,100 Sq.Ft.
ater Meter Size: Eight (8x) 2-Inch Meters
Roof Area: 86,667 Sq.Ft.
Lot Width: 515.00 Ft.
Lot Depth: 846.60 Ft.

Similar Multifamily Project
23650 Washington Ave (The Park on Washington), Murrieta, CA

70__

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. A-3



Retail Prototype

Similar Retail Development
30910 Benton Rd (Dollar Tree), Winchester, CA

Roof Area:
Lot Width:
Lot Depth:

Retail Building
1.15 Gross Acres
10,000 Sq.Ft.
0.20
1
One (1x) 2-Inch Meter
10,000 Sq.Ft.
223.60 Ft.
223.60 Ft.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

A-4
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Office Prototype

« Reflects median building size for office developments since 2010

Product Type: Office Building

Number of Acres: 1.3 Gross Acres
Rentable Square Feet: 20,000 Sq.Ft.
FAR: 0.35
Number of Stories:
Water Meter Size: One (
Roof Area:
Lot Width:
Lot Depth:

Similar Office Development
25130 Hancock Ave, Murrieta, CA 92562
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Industrial

Prototype

Product Type:
Criteria:

Number of Acres:
Rentable Square Feet:
FAR:

Water Meter Size:
Roof Area:

Lot Width:

Lot Depth:

Warehouse/Distribution
Meets criteria for High-Cube
15.2 Gross Acres
265,000 Sq.Ft.
0.40
One (1x)

Similar Industrial Development

14935 Limonite Ave (The Ranch by Transwestern
Warehouse Bldg 1)

Eastvale, CA

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. A-6
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Study Location and Service Provider Assumptions

City / Location

School District

Western Riverside Council of Governments

Water District

Sewer District

1 Banning Banning Unified School District City of Banning City of Banning

2 Beaumont Beaumont Unified School District Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District City of Beaumont Sewer & Refuse Service
3 Calimesa Yucaipa- Calimesa Joint Unified School District Yucaipa Valley Water District Yucaipa Valley Water District

4 Canyon Lake Lake Elsinore Unified School District Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

5 Corona Corona-Norco Unified School District City of Corona City of Corona

6 Eastvale Corona-Norco Unified School District Jurupa Community Seryices District (JCSD) Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD)
7 Hemet Hemet Unified School District Eastern Municipal Water Distfict (EMWD) Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)

8 Jurupa Valley

Jurupa Unified School District

Jurupa Community Servjees District (JCSD)

Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD)

9 Lake Elsinore

Lake Elsinore Unified School District

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

10 Menifee Menifee Union (Elementary) & Perris Union (High) Eastern MunicipalWatenDistrict (EMWD) Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
11 Moreno Valley Moreno Valley Unified School District Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
12 Murrieta Murrieta Valley Unified School District Eastern Municipal,Water District,(EMWD) Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
13 Norco Corona-Norco Unified School District City offNorco City of Norco

14 Perris Perris Union High & Perris Union Elementary Eastern Municipal WatenDistrict (EMWD) Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
15 Riverside Riverside Unified School District ity of Riverside City of Riverside

16 San Jacinto San Jacinto Unified School District Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
17 Temecula Temecula Valley Unified School District Rancho CaliforniaWater District Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
18 Wildomar Lake Elsinore Unified School District Elsinore Valley"Municipal Water District Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

19 Unincorporated Temescal Valley

Corona-Norco Unified School DistgiCt

Temescal Valley Water District

Temescal Valley Water District

20 Unincorporated Winchester

Menifee Union (Elementary) & Perris Union (High)

EastermMunicipal Water District (EMWD)

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)

21 March JPA

Moreno Valley Unified Scha®l District

Western Municipal Water District (WMWD)

Western Municipal Water District (WMWD)

San Bernardino County ‘
1 Fontana Fontana Unified School District Fontana Water Company City of Fontana
2 Yucaipa Yucaipa- Calimesa Joint Unified School District Yucaipa Valley Water District Yucaipa Valley Water District
3 San Bernardino San Bernardino City Unified School District East Valley Water District San Bernardino Municipal Water Department
4 Ontario Ontario-Montclier School District Inland Empire Utilities Agency Inland Empire Utilities Agency
5 Chino Chino Valley Unified School District Inland Empire Utilities Agency Inland Empire Utilities Agency
6 Rialto Rialto Unified School District Rialto Water Services Rialto Water Services

Coachella Valley Association of Governments

1 Indio Desert Sands Unified School District Indio Water Authority Valley Sanitary District
2 Palm Desert Desert Sands Unified School District Coachella Valley Water District Coachella Valley Water District
3 Palm Springs Palm Springs Unified School District Desert Water Agency City of Palm Springs
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. B-1 Appendix C
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Single Family Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Unit)
$100,000 -

$90,000 -
$80,000 -
$70,000 -
$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
$30,000
$20,000
$10,000

$0

mm Regional Transportation Fees mm Water & Sewer mmm Other City Fees = School Fees 7 Other Area & Regional Fees ===Average

Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2026. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.
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| 2025-26 ANALYSIS AND REGIONAL COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Multifamily Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Unit)

$50,000 -
$45,000 -
$40,000 -

$35,000
$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
80

mm Regional Transportation Fees mmmWater & Sewer mmm Other City Fees School Fees Other Area & Regional Fees ===Average

Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2026. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.
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Retail Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Square Foot)

$40 -
$35

$30

$25

$20

§15

$10

$5

$0

mmm Regional Transportation Fees mmm Water & Sewer mmm Other City Fees
School Fees Other Area & Regional Fees = Average

Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2022. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat

mitigation fees.
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Office Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Square Foot)

$25

$20

§15

$10

$5

$0

mmm Regional Transportation Fees mmm Water & Sewer mmm Qther City Fees

School Fees Other Area & Regional Fees — Average

Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2022. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, roads and bridges, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. c-4 Appendix C 80



| 2025-26 ANALYSIS AND REGIONAL COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
Industrial Prototype
Development Fees by Jurisdiction (Per Square Foot)

$10 -

$8

$6

$4

$2

= Regional Transportation Fees mmm Water & Sewer mmm Other City Fees

School Fees Other Area & Regional Fees = Average

Fee estimates for specified development prototypes as of 2022. Actual fees will vary based on project specifics and any fee updates.
"Other Area Fees/ Regional Fees" include, but are not limited to, regional parks, trails, multiservice center fees, area specific fees, and habitat mitigation fees.
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Item 6.B

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

Staff Report
Subject: County of Riverside Truck Route Assembly Bill 98 Compliance Update
Contact: Kevin Tsang, County of Riverside Environmental / Development Review / Plan
Check Division Manager, ktsang@rivco.org, (951) 955-6880
Date: May 14, 2026
Recommended Action(s):

1. Receive and file.

Summary:

In response to Assembly Bill 98 (AB 98), the County is responsible for evaluating truck routes within
unincorporated areas and coordinating with cities at interjurisdictional boundaries. Since Riverside
County is included within the Warehouse Concentration Region, it is subject to earlier compliance
deadlines, more stringent building standards, truck idling limitations, and noise and light mitigation
standards. While the initial deadline has passed, the County is making good faith effort to comply with
the truck route requirement and regularly reporting progress to the California Attorney General’s Office.
This item will inform the Committee on the County's truck route development process, request updates
from local jurisdictions on whether or not they are updating their Circulation or Mobility Elements (to
confirm County regional connectivity), and to inform the Committee members that the County may be
reaching out for one-on-one meetings to discuss connectivity.

Purpose | WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal:

The purpose of this is to inform the Committee of the County's efforts to comply with AB 98. This effort
aligns with WRCOG's 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal #5 (Develop projects and programs that improve
infrastructure and sustainable development in our subregion).

Discussion:

Background

Riverside County is a logistics hub that has experienced rapid warehouse growth in recent years.
Increased consumer demand has accelerated the growth of warehouse, distribution, and logistic facilities
across the Inland Empire. This growth is altering development patterns and reshaping regional freight
activity leading to increased truck volumes. Unincorporated areas in Riverside County are expected to
have continued development of warehouse and logistics facilities.
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In response to AB 98, the County is responsible for evaluating truck routes within unincorporated areas
and coordinating with cities at interjurisdictional boundaries. Since Riverside County is included within
the Warehouse Concentration Region, it is subject to earlier compliance deadlines, more stringent
building standards, truck idling limitations, and noise and light mitigation standards. While the initial
deadline has passed, the County is making good faith effort to comply with the truck route requirement
and regularly reporting progress to the California Attorney General’s Office.

Present Situation

At this time, the County does not have approved truck routes within the County’s General Plan
Circulation Element. In order to establish County truck routes, existing and approved truck routes
published by Caltrans and local jurisdictions across the County have been added to a comprehensive
database.

Truck Route Mapping: An initial review of potential truck routes was conducted based on high-level
assumptions related to roadway characteristics, including functional classification, and pavement type.
Screening criteria were identified to help refine potential County truck routes and develop a hierarchy of
feasible route options:

1. Roadway Type
¢ Higher rankings for paved roadways and those maintained by the County.
o Lower rankings for dirt and gravel roadways and those maintained by others.

2. General Plan
e Higher rankings for highways and major urban arterials.
o Lower rankings for secondary roadways and collectors.

3. Land Use / Zoning
o Higher rankings for routes near industrial and commercial land uses.
o Lower rankings for routes near residential areas and sensitive receptors.

4. Regional Connectivity
e Higher rankings for connections to, or between, existing truck routes.

e Lower rankings for redundant connections not filling existing gaps.

Consistent with AB 98, the County has identified several categories of sensitive receptors, including:

Residences;

Schools, including preschool, prekindergarten, and grades 1 to 12;

Daycare facilities, including in-home daycare;

County parks and preserves, city parks, and community parks, excluding state and national parks;
Nursing homes and long-term care facilities; and

Hospitals, clinics, and urgent care facilities.

The ranked roadways were then overlaid on the sensitive receptors and were subsequently overlaid on
the County’s General Plan land use maps. Land use maps were used to determine if existing and
planned industrial, manufacturing and business park land uses would be accessible with the potential
truck routes.
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The result of this process are two tiers of potential truck routes:

e Tier 1: Truck Routes that provide the minimum necessary connections to industrial,
manufacturing, and business park land uses.

o Tier 2: Additional links that connect existing truck routes through the County. These routes may
pass by sensitive receptors and need further investigation.

At this time, the County is beginning a stakeholder engagement strategy to collect initial feedback and
resolve gaps in the overall regional truck route network.

Stakeholder Engagement: The objective of the County’s stakeholder engagement is to collaboratively
engage and provide proactive information that will inform the development of the truck routes that will be
integrated into the General Plan Circulation Element with the General Plan Update. The strategy
includes:

One-on-one meetings and select group discussions;

Regular updates to County Supervisor offices;

Multi-agency coordination, including presentations to WRCOG, CVAG and Tribes;
Presentations to the Municipal Advisory Councils (MAC); and

Public hearing workshops.

Once initial input is received, the County will refine the maps and provide an update to the County
Planning Commission.

Prior Action(s):

None.

Financial Summary:

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

Attachment(s):

None.
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Item 6.C

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

Staff Report

Subject: TUMF Policy Updates on Revenue Collection and Project Delivery
Contact: Cameron Brown, Program Manager, cbrown@wrcog.us, (951) 405-6712
Date: May 14, 2026

Recommended Action(s):

1. Recommend that the Executive Committee incorporate formalized revenue and reimbursement
policies and related program clarifications into the next TUMF Administrative Plan Update.

Summary:

This item proposes an update to the TUMF Administrative Plan to establish a formal Discipline Actions
framework aimed at improving project delivery, accountability, and efficient use of TUMF funds. The
update provides WRCOG with defined administrative tools—such as project reprioritization,
reimbursement controls, and potential deprogramming—to address inactive or non-performing projects
while maintaining agency compliance with the Program.

Purpose /| WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal:

The purpose of this item is to provide recommend changes to the next update of the Administrative Plan
of the TUMF Program. This effort aligns with WRCOG's 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal #5 (Develop
projects and programs that improve infrastructure and sustainable development in our sub-region).

Discussion:

Background

The TUMF Administrative Plan provides the policies and procedures for implementation of the TUMF
Program, including responsibilities of participating agencies and WRCOG as Program Administrator. As
the Program has matured and reimbursement activity has increased, WRCOG has identified the need to
establish clearer expectations regarding project delivery, invoicing practices, and ongoing participation in
the TUMF Program. Historically, the Administrative Plan has relied on general program requirements
and coordination between WRCOG and member agencies. However, no formalized structure currently
exists to address situations where projects are inactive, agencies are not invoicing, or program
expectations are not being met.

Present Situation
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WRCOG is proposing updates to the Administrative Plan to establish a formal disciplinary framework for
projects and agencies participating in the TUMF Program. These actions are intended to:

Ensure consistent fee collection practices;

Ensure timely delivery of Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) projects;
Protect TUMF revenue and cash flow; and

Maintain fairness across jurisdictions.

Importantly, these actions are administrative in nature and do not affect a jurisdiction’s TUMF
compliance. It establishes mandatory actions tied to specific failures without triggering removal from the
Program.

Revenue Collection Actions

Action 1 - Failure to Collect TUMF on Eligible Development

If an agency fails to collect on qualifying development and occupancy is granted, WRCOG will do the
following:

1. Pause execution of new reimbursement agreements; and
2. Freeze project reimbursement payments.

In order to resolve, the agency must get the developer to pay the fee retroactively, or remit the equivalent
amount to WRCOG.

Action 2 - Failure to Properly Administer Developer Credit Agreements

If an agency applies TUMF credits outside of WRCOG-approved agreements or without proper tracking
and clearing through the TUMF Online Portal, then WRCOG would do the following:

1. Credit will be considered invalid until verified by WRCOG;
2. Deny any new TUMF Reimbursement Agreements, including Developer Credit Agreements; and
3. Freeze project reimbursement payments.

In order to resolve, the agency must reconcile all credits applied, repaying any lost revenue if applicable.

Action 3 - Misclassification or Unauthorized Fee Adjustments

If an agency approves a TUMF application with the incorrect land use or exemption, then WRCOG would
do the following:

1. Require immediate recalculation; and
2. Freeze project reimbursement payments.

In order to resolve, the agency must collect the revenue difference from the developer, or remit the
difference to WRCOG.

TIP and Project Delivery Actions
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Action 1 - No Reimbursement Agreement by Next TIP Cycle

If a new project is programmed in the TIP but does not have an executed agreement prior to the
adoption of the next TIP cycle, then WRCOG will do the following:

1. Automatically remove the project from next year's TIP; and
2. The project will only be allowed back onto TIP if requested in the following year.

Action 2 - No Invoicing for 18 months

If a project with an executed agreement has not submitted an invoice for a period of 18 months, then
WRCOG will do the following:

1. Remove the project from the TIP in the next update; and
2. The project will only be allowed back onto TIP if requested in the following year.

Action 3 - Failure to Advance Project After Agreement Execution
If a project shows any of the following:

1. No measurable progress following execution of a reimbursement agreement;
2. Multiple years of nominal invoicing with little to no project advancement; and/or
3. No realistic path forward to project delivery is demonstrated,

Then WRCOG would do the following:

1. Freeze reimbursement payments until progress is demonstrated; and
2. Consider removal of project at the next TIP update.

New TIP Project Requirements

1. Biannual status updates on all TIP projects
2. Biannual status updates on TUMF Developer Credit Agreement Projects
o Development Update
o Infrastructure Update
3. Due on January 15th and July 15th of every year on active projects.
4. A project status template will be used (Attachment 1 to this Staff Report).
5. Failure to submit will cause a freeze in project reimbursement payment.

Prior Action(s):

None.

Financial Summary:

Funding for TUMF activities is included in the Fiscal Year 2025/2026 budget under the TUMF Program



(1148) in the General Fund (110) with 4% of all TUMF collections allocated for administrative purposes.

Attachment(s):

None.
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Item 6.D

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

Staff Report

Subject: TUMF Program Status Overview
Contact: Cameron Brown, Program Manager, cbrown@wrcog.us, (951) 405-6712
Date: May 14, 2026

Recommended Action(s):

1. Receive and file.

Summary:

The TUMF Program supports regional roadway improvements through the collection of mitigation fees
from new development. Staff provides regular updates on collections, reimbursements, and credit
agreements. For Fiscal Year (FY) 2025/2026 to date, TUMF collections total $42.4M, and over $69M
has been reimbursed for major infrastructure projects. Additionally, more than $8.3M in developer Credit
Agreements have been processed to satisfy program obligations.

Purpose | WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal:

The purpose of this item is to provide an update on the status of the TUMF Program with regards to
collections and reimbursements on projects. This effort aligns with WRCOG's 2022-2027 Strategic Plan
Goal #5 (Develop projects and programs that improve infrastructure and sustainable development in our
sub-region).

Discussion:

Background

The TUMF Program is designed to provide funding towards capacity enhancing projects on regional
arterials and collectors within the WRCOG subregion. Revenue is collected on all residential and non-
residential development in the subregion as a mitigation towards additional traffic created. This revenue
is used towards capacity enhancing projects within the subregion which is allocated to both public and
private infrastructure development.

Present Situation
Collections and project reimbursements occur on an ongoing basis as development activity continues,

and infrastructure projects are completed. As of April 27, 2026, the TUMF Program has collected
approximately $42.4M for FY 2025/2026, including over $9.6M received in March.
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Concurrently, WRCOG has reimbursed $69M in invoices during FY 2025/2026. Significant
reimbursements were issued in the County (Hemet / San Jacinto Zone) for the SR-79 Realignment
Project ($17.5M), to the City of Corona for the McKinley Street Grade Separation and Bridge Project
($10.4M), to the City of Riverside for the Third Street Grade Separation Project ($10.17M), to the County
(Northwest Zone) for the Van Buren Blvd. / Jurupa Grade Separation Project ($7M), and to the City of
Wildomar for the Bundy Canyon Road Project ($3.68M). Notably, reimbursements continue to exceed
collections for the first time in several years.

WRCOG continues to monitor several active developer Credit Agreements that are being utilized to
satisfy TUMF obligations through project credits. As of March 2026, WRCOG has cleared approximately
$8.3M in TUMF obligations. These obligations are fulfilled when developers construct TUMF facilities as
part of their project conditions of approval.

WRCOG staff are working with member agencies to implement the Construction Cost Index Update.
This update requires an updated local ordinance. As part of this ordinance, there is language that
automatically sets fee levels based on construction cost indices every year. The first fee schedule
change will occur on July 1, 2026. In subsequent years, the fee schedule update will occur on July 1 as
well until a new Nexus Study is adopted.

Prior Action(s):
None.

Financial Summary:

Funding for TUMF activities is included in the Fiscal Year 2025/2026 budget under the TUMF Program
(1148) in the General Fund (110), with 4% of all TUMF collections allocated for administrative purposes.

Attachment(s):

None.
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Item 6.E

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

Staff Report
Subject: Stormwater Permit Compliance Program Update
Contact: Ryan Kearns, Chief of Watershed Protection Division, Riverside County Flood

Control and Water Conservation District, rkearns@rivco.org, (951) 955-2047
Date: May 14, 2026

Recommended Action(s):

1. Receive and file.

Summary:

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits, issued by the Regional Water Quality Control
Boards, represent significant regulatory compliance obligations for municipalities. These permits require
permittees to implement a suite of structural and non-structural best management practices to improve
water quality and manage stormwater discharges. In addition, the State Water Resources Control Board
has adopted policies and regulations that require immediate implementation and are enforceable through
adoption of future MS4 permits.

Purpose | WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal:

The purpose of this item is to report on upcoming stormwater permit obligations and to provide
information on upcoming deadlines. This effort aligns with WRCOG’s 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal #5
(Develop projects and programs that improve infrastructure and sustainable development in our
subregion).

Discussion:

The Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District is designated as the Principal
Permittee under three separate Phase | MS4 Permits in Riverside County. In this role, the District
represents Riverside County MS4 permittees in implementing area-wide programs required under each
MS4 Permit through three Implementation Agreements.

Present Situation

On April 7, 2015, the California State Water Resources Control Board adopted the State Water Quality
Control Plans for Trash, and are commonly referred to as the Statewide Trash Amendments. These
amendments prohibit discharges of trash to surface waters of the State, and require municipalities to
select an implementation compliance pathway, or “Track.” The County of Riverside and all cities within
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the county—except the City of Riverside—selected Track 1.

Track 1 requires MS4 permittees with regulatory authority over Priority Land Uses to install, operate, and
maintain full capture systems at all storm drain inlets that receive urban runoff from those areas. Priority
Land Uses include high-density residential, industrial, commercial, mixed-use urban areas, and public
transportation stations. The final compliance deadline to fully implement the Trash Amendments is
December 2, 2030. Failure to meet this deadline may result in enforcement actions and monetary
penalties from the Regional Water Quality Control Boards and third parties.

On January 22, 2025, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted the Policy for Standardization
of Cost Reporting in Municipal Stormwater Permits. This Policy requires MS4 permittees to consistently
estimate, track, and report costs that are directly related to MS4 Permit implementation on an annual
basis. While MS4 permittees in the Santa Ana River and Santa Margarita River Watersheds currently
report costs, the new Policy introduces significantly more detailed reporting requirements, including
approximately 100 cost categories and subcategories. It is anticipated that each municipality will need to
make immediate changes to track costs in alignment with the requirements of the Policy.

Pursuant to California Water Code Section 13383, Orders for the Policy are anticipated to be issued by
the State Water Resources Control Board to City Managers in June 2026, with an effective date of July
1, 2026. Fiscal Year 2026/2027 costs will be reported through the State’s online database on the same
schedule as annual MS4 reports:

o Santa Ana River Watershed — November 15, 2027
o Santa Margarita River Watershed — January 31, 2028
o Whitewater River Watershed — March 1, 2028

On March 1, 2024, a tentative Santa Ana Regional MS4 Permit was released. Comments on the
tentative Permit were submitted on July 3, 2024. Subsequently, an economic impact analysis was
prepared by Beacon Economics, which estimated the proposed Permit could result in approximately
$15.4 billion in costs for MS4 permittees in the Riverside County portion of the Santa Ana region.

A revised tentative Permit is anticipated to be released in mid-May, with a 60- or 90-day public comment
period. Workshops are tentatively scheduled during the upcoming Santa Ana Regional Water Quality
Control Board meetings:

o Friday, June 12, 2026, at 9:00 a.m. at the Inland Empire Utilities Agency (6075 Kimball
Avenue, Chino, CA 91708).

o Friday, July 24, 2026, at 9:00 a.m. in the City of Orange City Hall (300 E. Chapman Avenue,
Orange, CA 92866).

These workshops may represent the final opportunity for MS4 permittees to provide input on the
tentative Permit prior to an adoption hearing.

Prior Action(s):

December 11, 2025: The Public Works Committee received and filed.
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Financial Summary:

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

Attachment(s):

None.
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Item 6.F

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Public Works Committee

Staff Report

Subject: TUMF Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Allocation Rules Update
Contact: Cameron Brown, WRCOG Program Manager, cbrown@wrcog.us, (951) 405-6712
Date: May 14, 2026

Recommended Action(s):

1. Recommend that the Executive Committee approve the new TIP Allocation Rules to be
incorporated into the next TUMF Administrative Plan Update.

Summary:

This item proposes adoption of TIP Allocation Rules to improve fiscal discipline and better align
programmed funding with projected TUMF revenues. The Rules include a 70% first-year funding cap, a
115% five-year overprogramming limit, and restrictions on programming pre-construction and
construction funding in the same year unless prior progress is demonstrated. Upon approval, these rules
will be incorporated into the TUMF Administrative Plan and applied to future TIP updates.

Purpose /| WRCOG 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal:

The purpose of this item is to provide recommend changes to the next update of the Administrative Plan
of the TUMF Program. This effort aligns with WRCOG's 2022-2027 Strategic Plan Goal #5 (Develop
projects and programs that improve infrastructure and sustainable development in our sub-region).

Discussion:

Background

The Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Program is designed to fund regional transportation
improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative traffic impacts of new development in western
Riverside County. The Program relies on a long-term revenue stream tied to development activity, while
project delivery and reimbursements occur on an annual basis.

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) serves as the primary mechanism for allocating
available and projected TUMF revenues to eligible projects over a five-year period. Historically, TIP
development has allowed for flexibility in programming projects based on anticipated revenues and
project readiness. However, fluctuations in development activity and the timing of project delivery can
introduce risk when programmed funding exceeds available or reasonably anticipated revenues.
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To maintain fiscal stability and ensure the long-term sustainability of the TUMF Program, it is necessary
to establish clear and consistent allocation rules that better align programmed funding with projected
revenues and project delivery timelines.

Present Situation

WRCOG is proposing the adoption of the following TIP Allocation Rules to improve fiscal discipline,
reduce overprogramming risk, and prioritize funding for projects demonstrating readiness and progress:

1. First-Year Allocation Cap

o Total programmed funding in the first fiscal year of each TIP shall be limited to no more than

70% of the total projected five-year TUMF revenue for the applicable zone.
2. Overprogramming Cap

o Total programmed funding across the full five-year TIP period shall be limited to no more

than 115% of the projected five-year TUMF revenue for the applicable zone.
3. Phase Separation Requirement (Pre-Construction and Construction)

o Programming of new pre-construction funding (PA&ED, PS&E, or ROW) in the same fiscal
year as new construction funding for a project shall not be allowed, unless the project has
previously invoiced for pre-construction activities, demonstrating measurable progress
toward construction.

These proposed rules are intended to:

Improve alignment between programmed funding and realistic revenue expectations;
Protect near-term cash flow and reduce financial risk;

Encourage timely project delivery by prioritizing projects with demonstrated progress; and
Enhance transparency and consistency in TIP development across all TUMF zones.

Pobd-~

Upon approval by the Executive Committee, these TIP Allocation Rules will be incorporated into the
WRCOG TUMF Administrative Plan and applied in future TIP development cycles.

Prior Action(s):
None.

Financial Summary:

Funding for TUMF activities is included in the Fiscal Year 2025/2026 budget under the TUMF Program
(1148) in the General Fund (110) with 4% of all TUMF collections allocated for administrative purposes.

Attachment(s):

None.

95



	Public Works Committee Agenda
	Item 5.A - Cover Page
	Item 6.A - Cover Page
	Item 6.A - Attachment 1 - Jurisdiction Fee Comparison Charts.pdf
	Item 6.A - Attachment 2 - Regional Fee Comparison Charts.pdf
	Item 6.A - Attachment 3 - Fee Comparison Analysis Draft Report.pdf
	Item 6.B - Cover Page
	Item 6.C - Cover Page
	Item 6.D - Cover Page
	Item 6.E - Cover Page
	Item 6.F - Cover Page



