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O.O EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides technical analysis and documentation for the proposed update
to the County Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance (County Ordinance Code
Section 8601-0 et seq.) and proposed reciprocal agreements between the cities of
Ventura County and the County.

The current Ordinance and Resolution was approved by the Board of Supervisors
on August 30, 1994. The Engineering Report which served as the basis for this
action utilized the Ventura County Area Transportation Study (VCATS)traffic model
developed in early 1980. While the VCATS model provided the best technical
information available to the Public Works Agency in 1994, it did have some technical
shortcomings which are addressed in this update.

Key proposed changes to the replacement Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance
are:
1. The Ventura County traffic model has been modernized and traffic

projections to the year 2020 are utilized.

The replacement ordinance proposes to establish fourteen traffic districts
within Ventura County to more equitably apportion the cost of several road
improvements necessitated by future development with the derived benefit
from these improvements.

The proposed program was developed in conjunction with several levels of working
groups with each city, Air Pollution Control District (APCD), and the Ventura County
Transportation Commission (VCTC). This insured the high level of input and
participation from diverse agencies and viewpoints. The proposed Traffic lmpact
Mitigation Fee program funds the majority of the projects proposed except those
identified later in this report. The majority of development in the County of Ventura
occurs in the cities. Without reciprocal traffic agreements with all ten cities, less
than 10o/o of the total funding required to fund future road improvements in the
unincorporated area resulting from traffic impacts of future development, will be
available. Significant progress has been made in wording to work out technical
details with the cities. The ability of the fee program to fund the identified projects
for construction requires the voluntary participation of the ten cities in Ventura
County to enter into reciprocal traffic agreements with the County.

Additionally, the Resource Management Agency (RMA) is currently processing a

General Plan Amendment (GPA) which includes the circulation element (Facilities
& Services Appendix) to the General Plan. lt is anticipated that future updates to
this program may be required subsequent to approval of the GPA, or from time to
time, if there are substantial changes to the Regional Road Network, the Level of
Seruice (LOS) policies, circulation elements of the ten cities or cost estimates for
identified projects.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND
The lack of funding for new or improved infrastructure has caused many California
counties and cities to look to the imposition of public facility fees imposed upon new
development as a primary source of funding for new or improved facilities, the need
for which is caused by new development.

ln 1988, the County of Ventura General Plan was comprehensively updated and the
transportation/circulation goals, policies and programs were substantially modified.
The General Plan prescribed minimum acceptable level of service (LOS) criteria for
different classes of roads, required that discretionary development projects be
evaluated for their individual and cumulative impact on the county's road system,
and prohibited the approval of discretionary projects in the unincorporated area
where a county road or intersection's LOS is projected to fall to a less than
acceptable level unless "feasible mitigation measures are adopted which would
ensure that the impact does not occur or unless a project comptetion schedule and
full funding commitment for road improvements is adopted which ensure that the
impact will be eliminated within a reasonabte period of time." (General Plan Policy
4.2.2)

The General Plan also establishes a policy whereby the County will oppose
development within cities where traffic from such development in the city will
adversely affect the county road system, unless the traffic impacts from that
development are mitigated.

ln 1 990, the voters of Ventura County declined to support an additio nal lz cent sales
tax revenue measure that would have provided an additional $25 millíon per year
countywide for transportation related purposes including not only road maintenance,
administration and construction, but also a localshare contribution for needed future
road improvements. The resultant impact of the failure of this measure and other
statewide transportation related bond measures to pass in the mid-9O's, has been
inadequate funding for transportation programs in general, and projected new
roadway improvements in particular. A future sales tax measure would require
Board of Supervisors approval to be placed on the ballot and the concurrence of a
majority of the city councils (by a resolution) supporting the measure.

ln 1991, the Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC) adopted the
Congestion Management Program (cMP) for Ventura County. The cMp for
Ventura County does a number of things, including requiring a city or the county to
prepare a "deficiency plan" for any road in its jurisdiction which falls below LOS E.
Failure to comply may result in a withholding of certain gas tax subventions
(revenues) to that jurisdiction.

ln the fall of 1992, the County and the City of Oxnard executed a Reciprocal Traffic
Agreement. Both parties continue to abide by the provisions of this agreement
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today. On June 27,1995 the City of Camarillo and the County signed a Reciprocal
Traffic Agreement. This agreement is ongoíng. Both of these agreements are
intended to be replaced by successor fee agreements based on the proposed fee
program.

A draft Engineering Report for the proposed Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee (TIMF),
Phase l, was prepared and distributed to local area cities, municipal agencies,
business organizations, or individuals that had expressed interest in April 1994.
Twenty-two written comments were received, some changes and corrections were
made, and the final report was submitted to the Board of Supervisors on July 26,
1994 along with a proposed ordínance and resolution. The report contained five
alternate levels of traffic mitigation fees. The Board asked that additional alternates
be evaluated, including reducing the allowable LOS on County roads to LOS D.
This analysis, and other alternates requested by the Board were incorporated by
supplemental reports, and the Board approved the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee
Ordinance and Resolution on August 30, 1994. The Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee
Ordinance is codified in section 8601-0 of the Ventura County Ordinance Code.

The fee was not effective immediately. The changes to the allowable LOS required
General Plan Amendment (GPA) for the ordinance to be effective. The Board
approved GPA 94-3 on December 20, 1994, and the ordinance became effective
January 19, 1995.

Key items in the existing ordinance are:

The current program of projects, as contained in the current Traffic lmpact
Mitigation Fee program, are partially funded. A portion of traffic generated
in the county is generated from projects in the unincorporated area.
However, the majority is generated by projects in the cities. Accordingly,
without reciprocal agreements, less than 10o/o ol the funding necessary to
accomplish the projects identified will be available. The Cities of Camarillo
and Oxnard are two of the Ventura County cities that executed a reciprocal
agreement with the County several years ago. Their participation has
significantly increased revenues available for funding transportation projects.

The current TIMF is based on one per-trip fee amount countywide. This is
primarily because of the lack of sophistication or flexibility of the traffic model
that was used to develop traffic projections for the 1994 Engineering Study.
The traffic model that was used was the Ventura County Area Transportation
Study (VCATS) traffic model developed in the early 1980's. Some city
representatives commented that they believe that this countywide per-trip fee
resulted in an inequitable fee structure and this has been an obstacle to
reaching reciprocal traffic agreements with several cities. The shortcoming
of the VCATS model was acknowledged in the 1994 Engineering Report,
however the VCATS traffic model, despite its technical limitations, provided
the best information available in 1994 from which to develop the County of

1

2.
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Ventura Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee program. The Public Works Agency
(PWA) did, however, commit to update the model and revise the fee structure
(to include traffic impact districts), within a reasonable period of time.

On February 24,1998, the Board of Supervisors approved a cooperative agreement
with VCTC to update the traffic model and the County fee structure. The firm of
Austin-Foust Associates, lnc, was selected as the traffic modeling consultant. VCTC
provided technical liaison with the cities and the Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
to complete the model and prepare the fee structure. Each city was invited to and
did participate in a technical committee to assist in obtaining land use data,
calibrating the model, and evaluating the proposed fee structures.

The members of the Traffic Model/Mitigation Fee Committee were

Butch Britt, Bob Brownie, Nazir Lalani County of Ventura
City of Ventura
City of Oxnard
City of Port Hueneme

Tom Mericle

Les Leach, Cl¡ff Finley . . .

Tom Fox, Kathy Lowry . . . City of Camarillo
Stan Moore

Joe Genovese

Ken Gilbert, Deborah Traffenstedt . .

Norm Wilkinson
Bert Rapp
Chick Dabbs
Beth Madnick .

Genie McGaugh
Chris Stephens, Steve DeGeorge
Kendall Elmer

City of Ojai
City of Moorpark
City of Santa Paula
City of Fillmore
City of Simi Valley
City of Thousand Oaks
Air Pollution Control District
VCTC
Austin-Foust (Consu ltants)

Status reports were presented periodically to the Transpoilation TechnicalAdvisory
Committee (TTAC). The TTAC is an advisory committee to the VCTC, consistíng
of representatives from each city, the County, APCD and Caltrans.

Preliminary results of the traffic model were presented to the Board of Supervisors
on July 13, 1999. The Board requested that PWA and Resource Management
Agency (RMA) return to the Board with options to update the General Plan. On
March 14,2000, three options to update the County General Plan were presented
to the Board. The Board approved a limited update of the General Plan, updating
the fand use, noise and transportation sections to planning year 2020. PWA is
funding the effort with $115,400 from the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee fund, and
RMA will provide $22,500 by reallocating existing General Funds from the RMA
budget. lt is anticipated that a General Plan Amendment updating the circulation
element of the County General Plan will be completed within the year.

The Board also directed the Chief Administrative Officer (now the Gounty Executive
Officer) to send a letter to each of the cities advising them of the Board's policy.
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That letter was sent out on June 5, 2000.

Between September 2000 and September 2001, Mr. Ron Coons, Director of Public
Works, hosted several monthly meetings for the purpose of resolving major
technical concerns and moving forward to reaching agreement between the County
and each city. Each city was represented by their Public Works Director or his
representative. lnput from each city and discussion with the City Public Works
Directors were instrumental in shaping the proposed program. The proposed
program was also presented to all Ventura County city managers on January 18,
2001 and June 21, 2001. These meetings ensured a high degree of participation
and input from representatives of all the cities and hopefully a high degree of
acceptability among the respective City.
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1,2 DISCUSSION
The purpose of this Engineering Report is to provide documentation for revision to
County Ordinance Code section 8601-0, et seq. in accordance with Government
Code section 66000 et seq. (AB 1600). lt is also intended to provide technical
support for reciprocal traffic impact agreements between each city in Ventura
County and the County of Ventura. lt is further intended to advise each city,
municipal agency, business or trade organization and the public in general, of the
process used to develop the Phase ll Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance.

Government Code section 66000 et seq. (AB 1600 Cortese), regulates the way that
impact fees are imposed on development projects. The agency imposing the fee
must (1) identify the purpose of the fee; (2) identify the use to which the fee is to be
put, including identifying the public facilities to be financed; (3) show a reasonable
relationship between the fee's use and type of development project; (4) show the
reasonable relationship between the public facility to be constructed and the type
of development project; and (5) account for and spend the fees collected only for the
purposes and projects specifically used in calculating the fee (Government Code
section 66001).

The proposed Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee program is considered consistent with
the General Plan because the update to a modern and more technically sufficient
traffic model was contemplated when the Board originally approved the current
ordinance and subsequent General Plan Amendment (GPA) in 1994. The Regional
Road Network, as existed in 1994, remains the same. No additions or deletions
have been made to the Regional Road Network. No new road improvements are
included in the list of projects presented to the Board in 1994. No new roads or
widening of existing roads are included beyond what was specifically contemplated
by the General Plan, and the documents available to the Board on which they relied
to approve Ordinance 4071 (County Ordinance Code section 8601-0 et seq.). The
model has been updated to year 2020, the individual project estimates, and the
information regarding funds available from other sources have been updated.

Senate B¡ll 45 (Kopp) modified many of the procedures for allocating and prioritizing
improvements on the State Highway System. These procedures have been codified
into several California code sections but the most relevant is the Government Code
sections 14520 - 14534. Senate B¡ll 45 placed the responsibillty for programming
and prioritizing projects on the State Highway System on the County Transportation
Commission. Funding for these projects is provided through the County
Transportation Commission.

The effects of Senate Bill 45 do not modify the policies contained within the General
Plan or the selection of projects to be included in the ordinance. The effect of
Senate Bill45, as regards this update to the County's traffic impact fee program and
ordinance, is to provide a different source for funding improvements on state
highways. The current effort to update the General Plan to horizon year 2020 will
require a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and accompanying environmental
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analysis. At that time, a further update to the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee program
may be necessary, particularly if there are changes in the Regional Road Network
or General Plan policies. The impacts of any such prospective change will need to
be analyzed through the traffic model and nexus procedures utilized in this report.
However, it would be speculative to presuppose what changes in the General Plan
the Board of Supervisors may ultimately direct or approve.

Similarly the proposed amendment to the existing Ordinance is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) because of the following three
independent reasons:

There is no direct or indirect causal link between the amendment of the fee
ordinance and resolution and the environmental impact that might result from
any specific projects to be funded by the fees. The fee is merely a funding
mechanism, does not create the need for new roads, and is not an essential
step culminating in their construction. The road improvements will have to
be constructed regardless of whether the fee ordinance is adopted and, if it
is not adopted, the County will have to find some other method of financing
its obligation to maintain an adequate road system. Therefore, the adoption
of the fee ordinance and resolution is not a project approval under CEQA
(CEOA Guidelines section 15378(bX4)).

CEQA review would be premature because adoption of the fee ordinance
and resolution does not commit the County to any definite course of action
for a physical change to the environment. Ultimate road improvements will
have to be made in many individual stages, the timing and location of which
will be dictated by the timing and location of new development, which is
beyond the direct control of the County and is not predictable with any
degree of precision. Again, the adoption of the amended ordinance and
resolution is therefore not a project approval under CEQA (CEOA Guidelines
section 15352).

2

3. Amendment of the fee ordinance and resolution is statutorily exempt under
Public Resources Code section 21080, subdivision (bX8XD), in that the fee
is adopted for the purpose of obtaining funds for capital projects necessary
to maintain acceptable levels of service on roads within the County of
Ventura. The adoption of the amendment and resolution is otherwise exempt
under CEQA.

Likewise, the execution of new reciprocal (or update to existing) traffic agreements
based on the 2020 traffic model is considered consistent with the General Plan and
existing law.

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:
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Section 2.0 contains a description of the traffic model. The traffic model was
developed by the firm of Austin-Foust Associates, lnc. with technical assistance
from VCTC staff and the other members of the committee.

Section 2.0 also describes the determination of the relationship (nexus) between the
LOS standards for County roadways established by the County of Ventura General
Plan and the impacts of future traffic generated by development. The adopted LOS
standards were superimposed on the year 2020 traffic projections provided by the
traffic model. Based on this, the intersections and road segments anticipated to be
operating at an unsatisfactory LOS were identified. A determination was then made
as to the scope of the intersection or road improvements necessary to improve the
LOS to a satisfactory level. The next step was to estimate the cost of each
improvement. Existing funding or funding reasonably anticipated to be available for
each project was then identified and subtracted from the total project cost in order
to determine the net project cost requirement.

The enhanced traffic model allows us to establish traffic districts throughout the
county. This allows the traffic impact fee per jurisdiction to be calculated more
equitably. Theoretically, an infinite configuration of districts could be established, but
there is a practical limit as to the number of districts that can be administered.
Based on input from the City Public Works Directors, the districts were configured
to approximate the Areas of lnterest established by the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO), and fourteen traffic districts were developed.

After the districts were determined, and the net unfunded requirement for each
project was determined, the net traffic pQection in each district and the net new
traffic in that district related to each project was identified. The net new traffic was
used to determine the benefit within each district attributable to each project, These
amounts were then totaled per district to determine the net traffic impact mitigation
fee for each district per average daily trip (ADT).

Without the cooperation and participation of all the cities in Ventura County by
means of reciprocal traffic impact agreements, the traffic impact mitigation program
is an underfunded program. Hence one purpose of this Engineering Report is to
provide documentation to support reciprocal agreements with each city. After
several meetings with the Public Works Directors (or their designated
representative) the majority of the Public Works Directors agreed that the attached
program was conceptually agreeable, on a technical basis, as a program that they
could recommend to their city boards, management and Gouncils. A copy of a draft
reciprocal agreement (generic) is attached. lt is anticipated that each city will enter
into a reciprocal agreement with the County using this draft agreement. Each city
does have unique considerations which may require modifying the generic
agreement in some cases. This is anticipated and expected. However, the intent
is to have similar agreements with each city both for purposes of efficiency of
administration and to ensure equal treatment between each city and the County.
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It is intended that this report be circulated for review by all cities, various business
and trade organizations, each MunicipalAdvisory Council in the unincorporated area
and any other citizen or elected advisory council in the cities or the unlncorporated
area. Copies will also be made available at the Public Works Agency Transportation
Department office. lt is anticipated that the document will be circulated for public
comment for a minimum of 45 days. Copies of any written comments received and
response to each comment will be included in the final report.
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2.0 TRAFFIC MODEL/ NEXUS DETERMINATION

2.1 DESGRIPTION OF TRAFFIC MODEL
The Ventura County Traffic Model (VCTM) was developed by the firm of Austín-
Foust Associates, lnc. (AFA) and technical support staff from each city, the County
and the Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The members of the committee were
previously listed in section 1.1.

The VCTM comprises a set of sub-regional countywide forecasting procedures. lt
is a derivative of the regional transportation model prepared by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) as part of its 1998 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP)and has been designed to provide a sub-regional model.
As a focused sub-regional model, the regional relationships of the RTP model are
preserved, and the inherent efficiency and accuracy advantages of a finer-grained
sub-regional model are achieved.

The VCTM is intended to be used as a forecasting tool for a variety of traffic study
applications and to be consistent with the forecasting requirements of the Ventura
County Congestion Management Program (CMP). The model is also intended to
provide a number of mobile source inputs to the APCD for use in their air quality
planning efforts.

The geographic area covered by the VCTM is the same as the RTP regional model
analysis area, but with the County of Ventura treated as a finer-grained focused
study area for which traffic forecasts are produced. For the purposes of traffic
modeling work, the analysis area is subdivided into a system of traffic zones which
forms the geographic base for quantifying the land use and socioeconomic data
used by the model to produce traffic forecasts. Withín the VCTM focus area
(Ventura County), RTP model zones are replaced by a finer-grained sub-regional
zone system, and RTP model zones or zone aggregates are utilized in the VCTM
analysis area outside of Ventura County (counties of Los Angeles, Orange, San
Bernardino and Riverside).

The VCTM is based on modeling techniques used in regional and sub-regional
traffic forecasting efforts that have been applied in the Southern California region.
The defined analysis area circulation system is represented by a graphical link-node
network. Travel patterns are determíned on a zone-to-zone basis, and when applied
to the network, produce forecasts of traffic volumes on individual links of the
highway system. For descriptive purposes, the modeling process in the VCTM can
be divided into five components as follows:

Network Definition
Trip Generation
Trip Distribution
Mode Choice
Traffic Assignment
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The network defìnition component of the model provides a representation of the
analysis area highway system, which is designed to support the level of detail
implied in the VCTM zone system. The trip generation component generates zonal
person trips by trip type for Ventura County by applying trip generation rates to the
analysis area land use and socioeconomic data and consolidates the result with
RTP model person trip generation data for the non-Ventura County portion of the
analysis area. ln the trip distribution component of the model, use is made of RTP
model county to county and cordon external and through trip relationships in order
to ensure consistency between the VCTM and the RTP regional model.

Following distribution, a person trip to vehicle trip factoring process is applied which
emulates the mode choice procedures of SCAG's RTP regional model. Although
the VCTM's mode choice factoring process is not as sophisticated as the mode
choice procedures applied in the RTP model, it produces comparable results since
the factoring process is based on the findings of the RTP model's mode split
process. The VCTM mode choice factoring process also employs a means of
performing general sensitivity analysis for assumptions and proposals related to
mode choice.

The traffic assignment component utilizes procedures that are sensitive to the
capacity of the network, and which are able to forecast average daily traffic (ADT)
and peak hour traffic volumes with reasonable reliability. Procedures are also
applied in the VCTM to refine raw traffic model forecast data using techniques
described in the National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 255
(NCHRP 255) published by the Transportation Research Board (TRB).

VCTM traffic modeling procedures are carried out on microcomputer using
URBAN/SYS TRANPLAN software in concert with AFA traffic modeling software.
The actual software applied (i.e., TRANPLAN and/or AFA software) in each of the
model's components is noted in the various modeling procedure discussions
contained in the Model Validation Report dated January 2000. (A copy of the model
validation report is on file and available for review at the Public Works Agency
Transportation Department. A copy is also available on the lnternet at:
http//www. goventura.org/pctrand. htm. )

The VGTM zone system within Ventura Gounty can be considered a fine-grained
disaggregation of SCAG's RTP regional transportation model zone system.
Compared with a total of 134 Ventura County zones in the RTP model, the VCTM's
515 Ventura County zones represent a significantly higher level of forecasting detail.
Two primary sources served as guidelines for developing the VCTM zone
boundaries within the County of Ventura: I ) 199O-census tract boundaries, and 2)
individual City traffic model zone boundaries. VCTM zones are designed to
aggregate to County census tracts, and in general, City traffic model zone systems
aggregate to VCTM zones (see attached zone map).

Outside of Ventura County, the VCTM zone system follows RTP regional model

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering ReporT, October 2001

Public Works Agency
Transportation Depadment- 11 -



zone boundaries. Actual RTP model zones are retained for areas near the Ventura
County border, but for the most part VCTM zones in this area are aggregates of
RTP model zones, the level of aggregation increasing with distance from Ventura
County. ln the non-Ventura County portion of the study area, 1393 RTP model
zones aggregate to 178 VCTM traffic zones. The VCTM zone system also includes
the 28 RTP model study area cordon crossings, resulting in a total of 721 VCTM
zones compared with 1,555 zones in the RTP regional model.

For the Ventura County portion of the VCTM analysis atea, VCTC staff worked
directly with the ten incorporated cities and the County to compile a counhTwide land
use database for base year (1994) conditions as well as 2020 buildout conditions.
The year 2020 buildout conditions were based on each of the Cities' and the
County's current general plans and, therefore, are anticipated to be fully consistent
with SOAR guidelínes. The data was compiled according to the 18 land use
categories that were established for the VCTM.

The Ventura County zonal land use database integrates data from five citywide
traffic models that have been developed within the County: Camarillo, Moorpark,
Ojai, Oxnard (which includes the City of Port Hueneme)and SimiValley. The VCTC
coordinated with the Cities of Thousand Oaks and Ventura to develop land use data
specifically for use in the VCTM, and with the Cities of Fillmore and Santa Paula and
the County of Ventura (for unincorporated areas of Ventura County).

VCTC staff encoded the Ventura County land use database into an Excel
spreadsheet. The VCTM operating software package applies AFA software utilities
to convert the spreadsheet data to the format required by the model's trip generation
software, and to prepare summaries that compare the land use database with
residential dwelling unit and employment forecasts which have been adopted for
Ventura Gounty by the Ventura Council of Governments (VCOG) and are applied
in SCAG's RTP regional model.

The result of this effort is that the VCTM was developed with a high degree of input
from all ten cities, APCD, County Planning staff and SCAG. That input ensures the
consistency of modeling procedures as well as a solid foundation for the modeling
results. The Proposed Traffic District Boundaries and the Traffic Model Volume
Projections are included as Exhibits 2.1-A and 2.1-8.

Exhibit 2.1-A Map, Ventura County Traffic Model including the Proposed
Boundaries of the 14 tratfic districts.

Exhibit 2.1-B Map, Ventura Countywide Traffic Model 2020 Average Daily
Traffic (ADT) Volumes, 2 pages.
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2.2 NEXUS PROCEDURES
Year 2020 traffic forecasts produced by the VCTM were used to determine a
program of County roadway improvement projects that, once implemented, would
maintain acceptable levels of service on the County's Regional Road Network under
2020 conditions. These road improvements are currently included in the year 2010
Regional Road Network, and are identified improvements are contained in the
current County General Plan. They constitute the program of County roadway
improvements that are to be funded by the traffic mitigation fees that will be
established by the Phase ll update to the TIMF ordinance. The fees that will be
imposed by the TIMFO Phase ll update were then determined based on a set of
nexus traffic share procedures, which are applied using the VCTM. These nexus
procedures were prepared to satisfy the 481600 legislative requirement that
development fees be based on a demonstrated relationship between new
development and future traffic impacts, (Government Code section 66001).

The nexus procedures utilize VCTM information to relate new development in
various parts of the County to needed transportation improvements. Specifically
developed VCTM routines tabulate all trips that will be generated by new
development for different areas throughout the County, and then summarize the
number of trips that travel along each roadway improvement location. Hence, the
results show the "nexus" between each individual improvement and the geographic
areas contributing to the need for or benefiting from that improvement.

The final phase of the nexus procedures combines this detailed traffic share data
with cost estimates developed for each improvement location. The result is a set
of traffic mitigation fees for different areas throughout the County. By definition of
their derivation, these fees, if collected as part of the development of future land use
at the levels assumed in the traffic model, would provide adequate funding for
impfementation of the roadway improvements needed by year 2020 in the
unincorporated area of the County.

In the nexus procedures, the costs for the necessary improvements are allocated
on a traffic share basis, with higher costs being allocated to those areas which will
derive the greatest benefits from the improvements.

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoft, October 2001

PublicWorks Agency
Transpoñation Depaftment-16-



2.3 LEVEL OF SERVICE
The concept of Level of Service (LOS) is an industry standard concept used to
provide a qualitative and quantitative measure of the operational efficiency and
quality of the transportation system.

The number of lanes and ADT on a given road are two variables that contribute to
an understanding of that road's general traffic condition. The traffic condition is
referred to as Los. LoS are based on the following six step hierarchy:

LOS Traffic Conditions

A Free uninterrupted low volume flow at high speeds with no restriction
on maneuverability (lane changing) and with litfle or no delays,

B Stable flow with some restrictions to operating speed occurring.

C Stable flow but with speed and maneuverability restricted by higher
traffic volumes. Satisfactory operating speed for urban locations with
some delays at signals.

D Approaching unstable flow with tolerable operating speeds subject to
considerable and sudden variation, little freedom to maneuver and with
major delays at signals.

E Unstable flow with volume at or near capacity, lower operating speeds
and major delays and stoppage.

F Forced flow operation with low speeds and stoppages for long periods
due to congestion. Volumes below capacity.

General Plan Amendment (GPA) 94-3 adopted the following LOS policies for the
County:

1. LOS D for all County thoroughfares and federal and state highways in the
unincorporated area, except for State Route (SR) 33;

2. LOS E for SR 33 between the northerly end of the Ojai Freeway and the City
of Ojai;

3. Los C for all County maintained local roads;

4. The LOS prescribed by the applicable city for all federal or state highways
and city-maintained local roads within that city, if the city has tórmaily
adopted General Plan policies, ordinances, or a reciprocal agreement witñ
the County similar to the policies within the County General Plan (Sections
4.2.2-3 through 4.2.2-6 of the County General plan).

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoñ, October 2001

Public Works Agency
Transpoftation Department-17-



The quantitative description of LOS provided above is generally understandable; but
numeric thresholds are necessary to plan for and determine future road
improvement needs. The following procedures were used to determine these
thresholds.

Based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), county roadways were subdivided
into three classes:

Class I - Rural two lane or multi-lane roads, essentially level terrain, where
the road section has been improved to meet current road standard criteria.

Class ll - Rural two lane roads, essentially level and slightly rolling terrain,
where the road section does not meet current road standard criteria.

Class lll - Rural two lane roads, mountainous terrain or sharply curving
alignment, where the road section does not meet current road standard
criteria.

Using the HCM methodology for rural two lane and multi-lane roadways, classed as
described above, the following average daily traffic (ADT) volumes wêre calculated
and tabulated:

VENTURA GOUNTY GENERAL PLAN
FACILITIES AND SERVICES APPENDIX

FIGURE 4.2.2

CLASS I CLASS II CLASS III

LOS 2 LANES 4 LANES 6 LANES 2 LANES 2 LANES

A 2,400 19,000 29,000 1,500 350

B 5,600 28,000 42,000 3,900 2,000

c 10,000 39,000 57,000 7,000 3,300

D 16,000 47,O00 70,000 11,000 5,900

E 27,000 58,000 87,000 21,000 16,000

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoft, October 2001

Public Works Agency
Transportation Depaftment-18-



220,000176.000132,00088,000E

205,000164,000123,00082,000D

169,000136,000102,00068,000c
119,00095,00071,00048,000B

77,00062,00046,00031,000A

1O LANES8 LANES6 LANES4 LANESLOS

ADT/ LOS THRESHOLDS
FREEWAYS

These threshold values were utilized together with the results of the traffic model to
determine the roadways or intersections in the unincorporated area that are
anticipated to operate at an unsatisfactory LOS unless road or intersection
improvements are completed.

Based on the traffic model volume (ADT) projections and the above thresholds, a
list of improvements to County and State roadways and intersections necessary to
restore the road segments or intersections to an acceptable LOS in the
unincorporated area was identified. Cost estimates were then prepared for each
identified project on County roads and intersections. The cost estimates for
improvements on State highways were prepared using data provided by the State
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), route study reports, planning
cost estimates or average construction costs per kilometer. The schedule of
projects, cost estimates and illustrative maps are included as Exhibit 2.3-Athrough
Exhibít 2.3-8.

Exhibit 2.3-A Schedule of Projects, County Roads and lntersections.

Exhibit 2.3-B Schedule of Projects, State Routes.

Exhibit 2.3-C Detail cost estimates for County roads and intersection
improvements, 20 pages.

Exhibit 2.3-Ð Map, Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance Project
Locations.

Exhibit 2.3-E Map, Regional Road Network 2020 Level of Service (LOS)
Projections, State Routes and County Roads and lntersections.

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoft, October 2001

Public Works Agency
Transpoftation Depadment-19-
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SCHEDULE OF'PROJECTS
STATE HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

(wrTHrN COTJNTY JURISDTCTT oN)

Location Limits Improvement
Total

Project Cost
SR-l (Pacific Coast Hwy) Las Posas Rd to LA County line Intersection, spot improvements $6,000,000

SR-23 (Grimes Canyon Rd) Broadway to Bellewe Ave Improve to two-lane Class I sùanda¡ds
where feasible

$12,000,000

sR-33 Casitas Springs bypass Construct four lane roadway $48,000,000

SR-34 (Eåst Fifth SÐ Oxnard 9.1. to Pleasant Valley Rd Widen from two lanes to four lanes $17,000,000

SR-34 (Lewis Rd/Somis Rd) Los Angeles Ave (SR-l l8) to Camarillo c.l. Widen from two lanes to four lanes $6,000,000

SR-l l8 (Los Angeles Ave) Vineyard Ave (SR-232) to Santa CIara Ave Widen from two lancs to four lanes $14,000,000

SR-l l8 (Los Angeles Ave) Santa Clara Ave to Somis Rd (SR-34) Widen from two lancs to four lanes $40,000,000

SR-l l8 (Los Angeles Ave) Somis Rd (SR-34) to Moorpark c.l. Widen from two lanes to four lanes $35,000,000

US l0l (Ventura Fwy) Santa Barbara County line to freeway end rüiden from four lanes to six lanes $60,000,000

US l0l (Ventura Fwy) Oxnard c.l. to Camarillo c.l. Widen from six lanes to l0 lanes $10,000,000

Total State Highway Improvement Project Cost $248,000,000

a:\state:sa\05-2241

Exxleff 2.3-B



VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DE

PRELIMI
ADVANCED PLANNING SECTION
NARY ENGINEER'S ESTITT,IATEPROJECT:

R
LOCAIION:

1

I

PARTME NT

DATE: æ/9e
UPDATE&

c

QUANTITY UNIT UNIT cosT ITEM COST

1

1

f-s-
LS¡ 00$r

SF
1

1

1 2F ttLS

AC
2g,oo0

C: ì'N}U*U'",'I\TMRTMF-PTLCGIICEI.¡TRAL-AVE-ESTJdS
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VENTURA COUNry TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJ t{ÂF¡Frô BÔIII trVAFID W IN(ì IMÞR
REAC L U CALCULATED: G.N. & c.D. DATE: 7/91& 8/93.
LOCATION: SOUTH OF VENTURA CITY LIMITS CHECKED BY B.E. COST EST.UPDATE 2101.

c
I-ANE

co

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000
AND 19,000 LF 1.00$ $ 18,000

1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000
44,O00 CY 4.00$ $ 176,000

DGE 93,090 SF $ 85.00 $ 7,911,800
281,000 SF 1.00$ $ 281,000

NEW AC PAVEMENT I 4" A¡C,8" PMB, SOIL PREP 404,000 SF 5.00$ $ 2,020,000
2,600 LF 3.00$ $ 7,800

DE 3 EA $ 4,000.00 $ 12,000
300 LF $ 160.00 $ 48,000
360 LF $ 1rs.00 $ 41,400
360 LF 90.00$ $ 32,400

80 LF 75.00$ $ 6,000
1 LS $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000

NG s2,600 LF 1.00$ $ s2,600
'l LS $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000
1 LS $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000
1 LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000
1 LS $1,665,300.00 $ 1,665,300

$ 12,767,3q'

1 LS 1,532,076 $ 1,532,076
& 15o/o 1 LS 1,915,095 $ 1,915,095

1 LS 638,365 $ 638,365
NONE

$ 16,852,836

Ð 16,9{10,000

c: \mydocurnent\TMRTMF_Prj_cæt\f |ARBOR_BLVD_EST.)ils
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PLANN I NG SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

DESCRIPTION QUANTIry UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 LS $ 70,700.00 $ 70,700
TTI EM 17,000 LF 2.00$ $ 34,000

BBING 1 LS $ 12,000.00 $ 12,000

22,900 CY 6.00$ $ 136,800
17,000 CY 6.00$ $ 102,000

AC 8" PRE 220,000 SF $ 5.00 $ 1,100,000
322,000 SF 1.00$ $ 322,000

ING E NG 1 LS $ r0,000.00 $ 10,000
1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000

E 1 LS $ 28,000.00 $ 28,000co
1 LS $ 273,825.00 $ 273,825

$ 2,099,325

& 1 LS $ 251,919 $ 251,919
& 1 LS $ 314,899 $ 314,899

1 LS $ 104,966 $ 104,966
OF 5 AC $ 65,500 $ 327,500

$ 3,098,609

$ 3,100,000

c:\mydocument\TMF\TM F_Prj_cost\H UEN EM E_RD_EST.xts
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANNI NG SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT PI NT VAI I trY F¡ô.Âf) WID FNING li'l
REACH
LOCATI

MtrNT
CALCUI-ATED: P.F. DATE: 09/93

CHECKED BY: B.E. COST EST. UPDATE 02t01

P

DESCRIPTION o UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

$ 100,000.0( $ 100,000
$ 30,000.0( $ 30,000

$ 110,000

175,000 s.00$ $ 875,000
175,000 5.00$ $ 875,000
55,000 CY 7.OOs $ 385,000

$
1 LS $ 86,000.00 s 86,000

1 LS $ 100,000.00 s 100,000
1 LS $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000

763,¿t65 SF 5.00$ $ 3,817,325
1tz' 1,057,373 SF 1.00s s 1,057,373

36,000 SF $ 5.00 $ 180,000
350 EA $ 350.00 $ 122,s00

4 EA $ 20,000.00 $ 80,000
400 SF $ 200.00 $ 80,000

2,500 LF 35.00$ $ 87,500
5,000 LF s 5.00 $ 25,000

1 EA $ 100,000.00 s 100,000
n $ $

1 EA $ 100,000.00 s 100,000
1 LS $ 25,000.00 s 25,000
1 LS $ 50,000.00 s 50,000
1 Ll' $ 1,251,8il.70 s 1,251,955

$ 9,597,553

1 LS $ 1,151,706 ü 1,151,706
1 LS s 959,755 s 959,755
1 LS $ 479,878 $ 479,979

ñ(rrruY

350 EA $ 200
UcTURE) 4 EA $ 35,000 $ 140,000

14 AG $ 45,000 $ 630,000
1 AC $ 45,000 s 45,000

$ EE5,000

PROJECT $r
C:\mydocument\TMRTMF_Pf_cættpr FA9qNT VALLEY RD EST.)ds



5

VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANNI NG SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT: SANTA AVENUE WI NING IMPROVEM ENT
REAGH: NORTH OF OXNARD CITY LtMtTS TO SR11B
LOCATION: SANTA CTARAAVENUE C

CALCUTATED: D.F. DATE: 02198
HECKED BY: B.E. COST EST. UPDATE:02t01

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST
A CONSTRUCTION:

BILIZATION 1 LS $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000
G AND GRUBBING 'l LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000

REMOVAL 1 LS $ 75,000.00 $ 75,000
UARD RAIL 200 LF $ 35.00 $ 7,000

BERM 12000 LF $ 3.00 $ 36,000
SURVEY SERVICES 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000
RELOCATE SCE TRANS. POLES 64 EA $ 10,000.00 $ 640,000

SCE SERVICE POLES 69 EA $ 2,500.00 $ 172,500
OIL PIPELINE 20000 EA $ 40.00 $ 800,000

ELOCATE SC GAS PIPELINE 5000 LF $ 80.00 $ 400,000
AC REMOVAL 9750 CY $ 8.00 $78
PCC REMOVAL 1600 CY $ 10.00 $1 000
REVETMENT REMOVAL 8700 LF $ 3.00 $ 100
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION 200000 CY $ 6.00 $t 000

DGE REMOVAL 2600 SF $ 10.00 $ 26,000
CULVERT REMOVAL 1000 LF $ 13.00 $ 13,000

EW AC PAVEMENT 4" AC 8" PMB, SOIL PRE 960000 SF $ 5.00 $ 4,800,000
RCB CULVERT CONSTRUCTION 15000 SF $ 100.00 $ 1,500,000
CMP CULVERT CONSTRUCTION 1200 LF $ 100.00 $ 120,000
RC HFâDWALLS t6 EA $ 4,000.00 $ 000
TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODIFICATION 1 EA $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000

NING STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKING 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000
CONTROL AND SAFETY 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000

CONTINGENCIES 1 LS $ 1,559,790.00 $ 1,559,790
TOTAL. CONSTRUCTION $rr

PRELIi'INARY & FINAL DESIGN 12o/o 1 LS $ 1,435,007 $ 1,435,007
C. CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING & INSPECTION '150/o 1 LS $ 1,793,759 $ 1,793,759
D. ENVIRONTENTAL 5o/o 1 LS $ 597,920 $ 597,920
E. R|GHT OF WAY 23 AC $ 60,000 $ 1,380,000

TOTAL $ 17,165,075

17,200,(x)0

C:Vnydocurnent\TMF\TMF_Pd_cæt\SANTA CLARA_AVE_EST.ÍS
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
REACH: 517'WEST OF HILLTOP I.ANE TO MOORPARK ROAD CALCULATED: G.D. DATE: 8/93 .

LOCATION: EAST OF CAMARILLO CITY LIMITS CHECKED BY: B.E. COSTEST. UpDATE: 0zy01.

ADVANCED P].ANNING SECTION

PROJECT: SANTA ROAD WIDENING IMP

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST
A. CONSTRUGTION:

1 LS $ 80,000.00 $ 80,000
CLEARING AND GRUBBI 1 LS $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000

D PAVEMENT 1 LS $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000
150,000 CY 5.00$ $ 750,000

NEW AC PAVEMENT L 650,000 SF 5.00$ $ 3,250,000
ROCK Ð(CAVATION CY $ 20.00 $

SF $ 8s.00 $
1 LS $ 80,000.00 $ 80,000

AI ING WALLS 40,000 SF $ 3.00 $ 120,000
CONCRETED R¡P-RAP 2,000 CY $ 120.00 $ 240,000

600 TON 35.00$ $ 21,000
DRIVEWAYS 5,400 SF 6.00$ $ 32,400

14,000 LF 3.00$ $ 42,000
1,310,000 SF 0.85$ $ 1,1 13,500

UARDRAIL 8,000 LF 35.00$ $ 280,000
STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKING 180,000 LF o.20$ $ 36,000

AND/OR 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000
RAFFIC CO 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000

ENCIES 'l LS $ 933,735.00 $ 933,735
$ 7,158,635

B. PRELITIT{ARY & FINAL DESIGN @ 12o/o 1 LS $ 859,036 $ 859,036
G. CONSTRUCTþN ENGINEERING & INSPECTION @ 15o/o 1 LS $ 1,073,795 $ 1,073,795

@ 5o/o 1 LS $ 357,932 $ 357,932
OF WAYE.

& 1 AC $ 50,000 $ 50,000

fOTAL $ 9,499,398

f]Rq,ECT GOST s 9,5{Xr,O00

C:Vqdocument\TMRTMF-PTJ-cætISAòfTA ROSA_RD-EST., s
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

LCU|-ATED: D. F. DATE: O8i/9t.
BY: B.E. COST EST. UPDATÊ: OZOI .

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 LS 1GRUBBI
1 LS

16500 00
CY $

8" PMB, 1 5.00
DGE 4200p/ 90.00 $ 000IM ENT 1 LS 1 00 1

EA $

5.00 500
SF 1 000PINGIGNI
LF 0.50

AND
1

AND/OR
AT ncluded IPARK LS

1 00960,

& DESIGN 12Vo 1

1 1 LS 1 1U, 1 1

1 LS
OF WAY AC $ 000

ffiñ

C : Vnydæ¡nent\TMRTMF_prj_cæwtCTOR|A_A\Æ_EST94. f s
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

ADVANCED PI.ANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT: VICTORIAAVENUE W|DENING |MPROVEMENT
REACH: GONZALES RD TO OXNARD CITY LIMITS CALCUI.ATED: G.D. DATE: 08/93 .
LOCATION: WEST oF OXNARD CITY LIMITS CHEOKED sy: e.e.-æT esr. UÞõãle:02to1

AL-
ES

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 00 s 240,00(
NG $ 50,000-00

11,940 2.00$
35,500 5.00$ 1

P 14,000 SF 5.00$ $ 720,000
IMP 1 LS $ 300,000.00 $ 300,00(

10,000 SF $ 2s.00 $ 250,000
E 600 EA $ 350.00 $ 210,00(

1 LS $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000
29,000 LF 5.00$ s 145,000

453,000 SF r.00$ $ 453,000
NG 60,000 LF 0.50$ $ 30,000

1 LS $ 55,620.00 $ 55,62(

AVE 1 LS $ 55,000.00 $ 55,000AT

1 LS $ 409,500.00 $ 409,500
$ 3,139,500

FINAL 1 LS $ 376,740 $ 376,740
15o/o 1 LS $ 470,925 $ 470,925

D.
1 LS $ 156,975 $ 156,975

WAY
ADMI 6 AC $ 45,000 $ 270,000

.,140

,¡l{xl,o(x,

C : Vnydocunrent\TMF\TMF_Prj_cætMCTORIA_AVE_EST93. lds
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PTANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT: WENDY,DRIVE WIDENING IMPROVEMENT
REACH: BoRCHARD RoAD To rHousAND oAKS crry LtMlrs cALcul-ATED: D.F.
LOCATION: NORTH AND SOUTH OF T.o. GITY LIMITS CHECKED BY: B.E. coSTF.

toN

DATE: 0€/93
UPDATE:02/01

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 $
AND GRUBBING 1 000.00 $23 ooo

PAVEMENT 500 LF 2.O0 $1
1 LS $ 45,000fn

RELOCATION

1 LS $ 50,000.00 50,tt 8"NEW AC 12800 SF 5.00$
OVERI.AY 128Æp. SF 1.00$

400 LF $ 12.æ $ 4,Boo
2100 SF $ 6.00 $ 14,40(

STRIPI PAVEMENT 1 LS $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000
AND/ORSIGNAL MODI

AT ROAD 1 EA $ 55,OOOOO $
I 1600 SF $ 125.00
CONTROLAND 1 LS $ 20,000.00 20,

1 LS $ 84,m-oo $ &4,000
$ 644,00t

& FINAL 12o/o 1 LS $ 77,2æ $ 77.2U
ENGINEERI 1 LS $ 96,600 $ 96,600

1 LS $ 32,200 $ 32,200
WAYHT NONE

TOTAL $ 850,08(

C :\n¡¡docurnent\TMF\TùlF_Prj_cæt\WEN DY_DR_EST.Í s
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U NTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
ADVANCED PIáNNING SECTION

REACH

TS
.G

NT
EA

LOCATION: WEST oF CAMARILLO CITY L

VENTURA CO

CHECKED BY B.E._ COST
CALCUL.ATED: J DATE:01/01

EST. UPDATE OAO|

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

TION
1 10INEW 4 P 27

EA

1

LS
UTTI T 400 .00

AND 5,000.
NAL

1

733

12o/o

1
t 10

qVnydocument\TMF\TMFJrj_cct\CENTRL AV@ST CI¡RA,ß
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
ADVANCED PI.ANNING SECTION

P

REACH
LOCATI

I-ATED: J.M.GCALCU DATE: 0'1/01ON: UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MOORpARK CH ECKED BY B.E. COST EST. UPDATE:

DESCRIPTION QUANTIry UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

00

00NAL
IN AND

1

1

1

5o/o
5%

1 1

1

E.

c:Vn¡þocurnent\TMRTMF_Prj_cæt\Grir¡es Canyon @ SR-1 iS 2rds
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VENTURA COUNry TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PLANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

E0?/01

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 $ 8,000
AND G

1 LS
CUT 1 CY s.00$

EARTHWORK LL 1111 5.00 5,555
8'PMB,4 L ?25,

SF r.00 s00c MODIFI LS 1 00
STRIPI MARKING 1 005,

1 LS
LS 100.cx)$ 100$

00

12o/oFINAL 1 $ 32
15o/o 1 LS 71 1571

LS 805
E. RIGHT NONE

AL

ffiñ

c:Vnydocunænt\TMRTMF_Prj_cæt\Harbor Blvd @ Gmzales.ús
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PLANNI NG SECTION

PRELIM INARY ENG INEER'S ESTIÍUIATE
PROJECT: SANTA CI-ARA AVENUE AT SR118 INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT
REACH: SANTA CTARAAVENUE AT SR118
LOCATION: DEL NORTE AREA

CALCULATED: JMG DATE: 01101 .

CHECKED BY: B.E. COST EST. UP DATE: OZtOl

QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COSTDESCRIPTION
A. GONSTRUGTION
MOBILIZATION 1 LS $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000
CLEARING AND GRUBBING 1 LS $ 12,000.00 $ 12,000
NEW AC PAVEMENT (4" AC, g" pMB, SO|L pREp) 7,000 SF $ 5.00 $ 35,000
EA 3,000 CY $ 5.00 $ 15,000
SAWCUTTING AND PAVEMENT REMOVAL 1,200 LF 2.00$ $ 2,400
REMOVE AND REPI.ACE GUARDRAIL 600 LF 50.00$ $ 30,000
CONSTRUCT AC BERM 600 LF 5.00$ $ 3,000
TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODIFICATION AND/OR RELOCATION 1 LS $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000

1 LS $ 45,000.00 $ 45,000
UTILITY RELOCATION AND/OR ADJUSTMENT 1 LS $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000

ING 1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000
TRAFFIC CONTROL AND SAFETY 'l LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000

NG 1 LS $ 52,860.00 $ 52,860
$ 405,260

B. 1 ,l LS $ 48,631 $ 48,631
'l5o/o 1 LS $ 60,789 $ 60,789

D. ENVIRONÆNTAL @ 5o/o 1 LS $ 20,263 $ 20,263
E. RIGHT OF WAY 0.3 AC $ 50,000 $ 15,000

TOTAL $ 549,943

T'T<gJEGT G(¡TT Ð öclr,lrur.oo

c:Vnydocurnent\TMF\TMF_Prj_cæt\SANTA CI-ARA AV @ SR-1 1 Srds
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

REACH: PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD AT EAST FIFTH STREET CALCUT,ATED: JMG
LOCATION: UNINCORPORATED AREA OF OXNARD CHECKED BY: B.E. COST EST

PROJECT ROVEMENTPLEASANT

DATE: 12100 .

UPDATE:0201

ROAD AT EAST FI STREET INTERSECTION IM

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST
A. CONSTRUGTION
MOBILIZATION 1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000
CLEARING AND GRUBBING 1 LS $ 6,000.00 6,000$

2,400 LF $ 2.OO $ 4,800
EARTHWORK 6,160 GY 5.00$ $ 30,800
DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000
UTILITY RELOCATION AND/OR ADJUSTMENT LS

PAVEMENT (4'AC, 8" PMB, SO|L PREP) 21,600 SF 5.00$ $ 108,000
AC OVERI.AY 56,500 SF 0.75$ 8 42,375

NG ADJ '1 LS $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000
KI 1 LS $ 8,000.00 $ 8,000

TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODIFICATION AND/OR RELOCATION ,| LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000
FFIC 'l LS $ 5,025.00 $ 5,025

GONTINGENCIES 1 LS $ 63,000.00 $ 63,000
TOTAL. CONSTRUCTION $ 483,(Xl0

B. PRELTUTNARY& FTNAL DES¡GN @ 12yo 1 LS $ 57,960 $ 57,960
@ 15o/oC. CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERhIG & INSPECTþN 1 LS $ 72,450 s 72,450

1 LS s 24,150 $ 24,150
RKìHT OF

TOTAL $ 637,560

I']{gJts,GI ç(JST s 64{¡,[XX¡

cVnydoanrnent\TMñTMF_Prlcæt\Pleæant Vlly @ Fifrh St..fs
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PLANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT: RlcE AVENUE AT woolEy ROAD tNTERSEciloN tMpRovEMENT
REACH: RlcE AVENUE AT wooLEY ROAD CALOULATED: JMG DATE: 12too .

LOCATION: UNINCORPORATED AREA OF OXNARD CHECKED BY-B.E= COST EST. UPDATÊO2/OI

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

TI 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000
1 LS $ 6,000.00 6,000$

G 2,400 LF 2.OO$ $ 4,800
6,160 CY 5.00$ s 30,800

NLI 1,200 LF $ 10.00 $ 12,000
R 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000

ENT 22,000 SF 5.00$ $ 110,000
1 LS $ 7,000.00 $ 7,000

FI 1 LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000
20 EA $ 3s0.00 $ 7,000

AND 1 LS $ 8,000.00 6,000$
1 LS $ 34,590.00 $ 34,590

$ 265,190

1 LS $ 31,823 $ 31,823
c. 15o/o 1 LS $ 39,779 $ 39,779

1 LS $ 13,260 $ 13,260
E. 0.5 AC $ 60,000 $ 30,000

$ 380,051

$38O,ü10

c:Vnldæumenl\TMRTMF_Prj_cæt\Rice Av @ Wodey RdJds
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

ADVANCED PI.ANNI NG SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

-
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

LS
ENT ,400

1

00
1

1

LS ,000. 1

0

12o/o

5o/o

c:Vnydocument\TMF\TMF_Pf_cætìRice Av @ Channd lsl Br/d .¡ds
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTI
ADVANCED PLANNING SECTION

E
MATE

DATE: 12100GALCULATED: P.C.R.
CHECKED BY: B.E. COST EST. UPDATE: O2t01

PROJECT
REACH
LOCATI

: VICTORIA AVENUE AT GONZALES ROAD
ON: NORTH OF OXNARD CITY LtMtTS

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

1 5,000.

CY
ENT

LS 00
12

AND 1 1 1

00

15o/o 1

C:Vvt¡fæument\TMRTMF_PrLCctVtctqia Av @ Gmzaþs.f s
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

ADVANCED PLANNING SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT: V]CTORIA AVENUE AT OLIVAS PARK DRIVE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT
REACH: VICTORIA AVENUE AT OLIVAS PARK DRIVE CRLCUIJATED: p.G.R DATE: 01/01
LoCATION: SOUTH OF VENTURA clTY LIMITS CHEcKED ev_pElcOST ESIFDATE:02t01

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

00
BBIN

LS 00

ENT 200

3.

1 7,600

750
1

AC

,400

B. &

Vicforia @ Olir¡as Park Dr.fs.ls
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANN I NG SECTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJECT: SOMIS ROAD, DONLON ROAD AT SRllS INTERSECTION I]ì,PROVEMENTS
REACH: SOMIS ROAD. DONLON ROADATSRIIS CALCUI-ATED: CALTRANS DATE: OZOr
LocATloN: SOMIS ARF-A CHECKED By: B.E. coST EST. UpDATel2to1 .

DESCRIPTION QUANTIT\ UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST

toN 1 LS $ s5,000.00 $ 55,000
NG NG 1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000

EIR MITIGATION 1 LS $ 90,000.00 $ 90,000
ROCKSLOPE PROTECTION 1 LS $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000

ONP PLAN 1 LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000
955 TON $ 40.00 $ 38,200

BASE CI-ASS 2 640 M- $ 30.00 $ 19,200
BASE CLASS 4 739 M" 25.00$ $ 18,475

ROADWAY 707 M" $ 20.00 $ 14.140
IMPORTED BORROW 1,831 M" 18.00$ $ 32,958

CREEK RC 1 LS $ 653,000.00 $ 653,000
ICATION AN toN 1 LS $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000

DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT 1 LS $ 70,000.00 $ 70,000
RELOCATION AND/OR 1 LS $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000

SIGNI AND PAVEMENT NG 1 LS $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000
1 LS $ 35,000.00 $ 35,(X)0
1 LS $ 197,395.95 $ 197,396

s 1,513.369

& FINAL 1 LS $ 181,604 $ 181,604
15o/o& 1 LS $ 227,æ5 $ 227.005

ENVIRO 5o/o 1 LS $ 75,668 $ 75,668
E. RIGHT OF WAY 1 AC $ 100,000 $ 100,000

$ 2,097,U7

$ 2,100.000

q\mydocurnent\TMRTMF_Prj_cæt\Smris_Dø¡lon @ SR-1 I Brds
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ADVANCED PI.ANNING SECTION

PRE LIMINARY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE
PROJE -ETATtr ITtr.q 11, ANfì {Ãn eôN.ltrsTtôN Ptrr I

REACH: OJAIVALLEY. SR 33 AND SR 150 CALCUTATED:N/A DATE:10/30/00 .

LOCATION: OJAI VALLEY. TRAFFIC DISTRICT #l CHECKED By: N/A COST fSr. UpOnrr:

DESCRIPTION QUANTIry UNIT UNIT COST ITEM COST
I LS I 40,000

SI ERCON 1 LS $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000
ING I.ANES 1 LS $ 260,000.00 $ 260,000

LOCA I LS $ 500,000.00 $ 500,000

C:Vnydocurnent\TMF\TMF_Prj_cæt\Ojr¡¡ Vdtey Cm¡estion Rd¡ef.)ds.ds
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2.4 DETERMINATION OF FUNDING REQUTREMENTS
The schedule of roadway improvement program is comprised of the County roadway
and intersection improvements and the state highway improvements determined in
the previous section.

Two significant events have occurred since 1995 that impacted the funding or
selection of projects included in the traffic impact mitigation fee program. Senate
B¡ll 45 (KOPP) was passed by the State legislature and signed by the Governor.

Senate Bill 45 modified the funding of improvements to state highways. Essentially
the funding of improvements to state highways is now the responsibility of the locaf
transportation planning agency. For Ventura County, the Ventura County
Transportation Commission (VCTC) is the local transportation planning agency.
County Public Works Agency (PWA) staff met with the Executive Director of VCTC
who reviewed the list of state highway improvements (Exhibit 2.9-A), and
determíned that these improvements were consistent with the VCTC schedule of
projects that VCTC had responsibility to fund. For this reason, funding for
improvements to state highways was not included in the calculation of the Phase ll
Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee program. VCTC letter dated October 5, 2000 is
attached, Exhibit 2.4-8.

The second event was the approval of the re-use of the old Gamarillo State Hospital
site as California State University, Channel lslands (CSUCI). Several road
improvements were identified in the Final Environmental lmpact Report approved
by the State Board of Regents. The VCTC, the County and the City of Camarillo
have entered into a cooperative agreement, whereby the County is the lead agency
for accomplishment of the road improvements necessary to support the University
and VCTC will ensure that necessary funding is available. The University Authority
is providing approximately $5.6 million as mitigation for the transportation impacts
pursuant to an agreement with the County. VCTC is providing the remainder of the
project funding. Accordingly, any road improvement projects related to the CSUCI
development have not been included in this Phase ll Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee
program. A General Plan Amendment (GPA) is being processed separately by the
Resource Management Agency (RMA) as part of the lead agency responsibility.

The next step in the determination of the fee was to identify funding that is currently
approved for or reasonably anticipated to be available for the list of projects.

The County of Ventura has not had sufficient funding for over 20 years to fund road
improvements with County General Funds. The operation and maintenance of the
CounÇ road system is funded primarily by subventions of a portion of the gallonage
tax imposed by the State of California on gasoline. For several years, there has
been insufficient funding available from County Road Funds to fund capital
improvements or major maintenance. This trend is anticipated to continue through
the foreseeable future. The only substantive anticipated sources of future funding
for road improvements are federal and/or state grant funds, traffic impact mitigation

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Report, October 2001

Public Works Agency
T ra n sp o rtati o n De p a ñm e nt-44-



fees, or other miscellaneous fund sources.

Exhibit 2.4'A tabulates existing fund sources or anticipated future fund sources
reasonably anticipated to be available for future road improvements. Funding for
some projects identified in the schedule of projects has already been approved and
federal or state grant funds have been allocated by the VCTC. This funding is
identified in column 1 of Exhibit2.4-Aattached. Unfortunately, approved federal or
state grant funding will not meet all the anticipated funding requirements.

The next category is federal or state grant funding anticipated to be available within
the life of the traffic impact mitigation fee program horizon, or year 2020. One might
consider future availability of federal or state grant funding as speculative. There
is no commitment that federal or state grant funding will continue to be avaítable for
transportation needs. However, the Federal Highway Administration has provided
federal aid for "on-system" roads identified in the federal aid roadway classification
system (i.e., roads that are eligible for federal-aid) for over four decades. There is
no indication this practice will change and there is strong political support to continue
it at the federal and state level. All of the county road or intersection projects on the
schedule of projects are eligible for federal aid. Likewise state grant funding, while
not as abundant as federal aid, is anticipated to continue to be available for valid
transportation needs. Federal-aid funding is currently provided by the
Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty First Century, commonly called TEA-21.
This act typically has a six year life, and at least three successor funding cycles will
occur or be imminent within the anticipated 2020 horizon. Hence, it would be
inequitable to assume zero anticipated federal funding for future transportation
improvements. A typical planning strategy is to discount future funds to account for
economic uncertainty or other unknown variables. While there are no mathematical
planning models available to estimate these amounts exactly, one can make intuitive
estimates based on past history. An iterative process was used to determine the
appropriate amount of anticipated future federal or state grant funding availability.
Using this methodology, twenty-five percent of the project cost (after deducting for
federal or state funding already approved) was determined. This amounts to
approximately $1 million federal or state grant funding annually. This amount is
reasonable based on historical allocation of federal or state grant funding by the
VCTC. This amount is shown in column2of Exhibit 2.4-A. Intersection projects and
the Wendy Avenue widening project were not included in this calculation because
of their small size, and in a further effort to be fiscally conservative.

The current balance in the Ventura County traffic mitigation fee trust fund is
approximately $6 million. This amount consists of approximately $2.1 million that
has been collected pursuant to the existing reciprocal agreement with the City of
Camarillo and approximately $1.S m¡U¡on collected pursuant to the reciprocal
agreement with the City of Oxnard. The remainder, approximately 92.4 million, has
been collected on all other projects approved since 1995 in the unincorporated area
pursuant to County Ordinance H071. The allocation of thls funding is shown in
column 3 of Exhibit2.4-A. A reserve amount of approximately $225,000 is set aside

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoft, October 2001

Public Works Agency
Transpoftation Depaftment-45-



for anticipated planning costs related to County General Plan update and other
administrative expenses.

Of the projects listed in the schedule of projects, the current daily traffic volume on
Harbor Boulevard is approximately 18,000 ADT. This exceeds the County's LOS
D planning threshold of 16,000 ADT for a Class l, two-lane roadway by 2000 ADT.
The LOS E threshold is 27,000 ADT. lt would be inequitable to assess future
development for that portion of road capacity that has already been used.
Accordingly, the project cost for widening Harbor Boulevard has been discounted
approximately 2111 of the total project cost, or $3,000,000 for existing traffic in
excess of the planning threshold. This amount is depicted on column 4 of Exhibit
2.4-4.

Other miscellaneous fund sources are depicted in column 5 of Exhibit 2.4-A. The
City of Oxnard has concurrently listed several projects in their traffic impact fee
program that are listed on the County's schedule of projects. A copy of City of
Oxnard letter dated February 9,2001 is attached (Exhibit 2.4-B). A portion of the
project for improvement of the intersection of Somis Road (State Route 34) and
State Route 1 18 is being funded by the La Gumbre Road Trust Fund, a trust fund
established to fund future road improvements to La Cumbre or Donlon Road. Thus
the total funds available are anticipated to be approximately $39,975,200.

These amounts are then subtracted from the total project cost estimate to determine
the total funding required by the traffic impact mitigation fee program. This
procedure is depicted in Exhibit 2.4-C. The net funds required are anticipated to be
approximately $50,4 21,800.

Based on the above information, and the costs identified in attached Exhibit 2.1-A
and Exhibat2.l-8, the transportation improvement costs included in the mitigation
fee nexus procedures calculations and is summarized as follows:

County Road &
lntersection lmprovements

$88,397,000 $37,975,200 $50,421,800

State Highway Costs $243,870,000 $243,870,000 $o

Total $332.267.000 $281.845.200 $50.42r.800

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoft, October 2001

PublicWorks Agency
Tra n sportation De paftment-46-



Determination of Funds Available.

VCTC letter dated October 5, 2000.

City of Oxnard letter dated February 5,2001.

Determination of Net Project Costs.

Tratric lmpact Mitlgation Fee Progrcm
Engineering Repoft, October 2001 Tra nspoftatio n Depa ftme nt
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950 Counry Square Dr¡ve, Suite 202
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http : / /www. goventu ra. org

October 5,2000

Mr. Ron Coons, Director
Public Works Agency
County of Ventura
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

Subject: Highway Projects Funding

Dear Mr

As a follow-up to our meeting, I want to confirm our discussion regarding funding of
needed improvements on segments of the State Highway System. All of the projects
included on your list titled "State Highway Improvement Projects Within County
Jurisdiction" are eligible for lD}yo State funding. Such funding, per SB 45, would be
provided through the VCTC under its responsibility to select projects for STIP funding.
It is worth noting also that all of the projects on the list are included in the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) currently being prepared by the Southern Califomia
Association of Governments.

We hope this information clarifies the issue of funding for state highway improvement
projects within Ventura County. If you have any questions or require additional
information, please do not hesitate to call either myself or Chris Stephens of our staff.

Sincerely,

Ginger Gherardi
Executive Director

l*,

ExH¡err 2.4-B



City of

February 5,2001

Ronald Coons, Director
Venfl¡ra County Public Works
800 S. Victoria Avenue
Venh¡ra CA 1600

This is rega¡dingtheproposed CitylCounty reciprocal trafüc agreemenl Please delete/modify
the following components on the list of County Road Irnprovement projects:

Rose Avenue from Hueneme Road to Oxna¡d City Limits

Harbor Boulevard at Gonzales Road Intersection Improvement

Ha¡bor Blvd from Oxnard City Limits to Ventura City Limits-delete %of thecost ofthe bridge
and% of the cost of widening to four lanes..

The reason for these changes is that the City of Oxnard Trafüc Fee includes these improvements
already.

Please call me at 385-8281 or Joe Genovese, Traffic Engineer at 385-7869 if thcre are questions
or comments

Cc City Manager
Matt Winegar
Rob Roshanian

oursS

Public Works Director

RF {l nÍvED
ttB - s z00l

'.arrspclrtationf *.,.' i

Traffic Engineering & Signal Program
305 westThirdsrreet. oxnard, cA 93030. (BO5) 3gs--7866. FAX(Bo5) 3gs-78 ExHleF 2.4-C



Determination of Net Project Costs

No. Road/ lntersection Total Project
Cost

Gurrently
Approved/
Available

Net Proiect
Gost

1 CentralAvenue 200 $2,334,800

2 Harbor Blvd $16,900,000 1 225 000 $4,675,000

3 Hueneme Road $3.100.000 $945,000 $2.155.000

4 Pleasant Valley Road $r3,080.000 $3.700.000 $g

5 Santa Clara Avenue $17.200.000 $6,150,æ0 $11.050.000

6 Santa Rosa Road $9,s00,000 $3.72s,000 $s.775,000

7 Victoria Avenue - A $9,950.000 $2,850,000 $7.100.000

I Mctoria Avenue - B $4.400.000 $1,300,000 $3,100,000

9 Wendy Drive $850,000 $50.000 $800.000

10 CentralAvenue at Santa Glara, lntersection $550.000 $100,000 $450.000

11

Grimes Canyon Road at State Route 118,
lntersection $500,000 $250.000 $250,000

12 Harbor Blvd at Gonzales Road, lntersection $630.000 $470,000 $r60.000

13
Santa Clara Ave. at State Route 118,
Intersection $550,000 $300.0æ $250,000

14
Pleasant Valley Road at E. F¡fth Street,
lntersection $4n0.000 $50.000 $590.000

15 Rice Avenue at Wooley Road, lntersection $380.000 $40,000 $340.000

16
Rice Avenue at Channel lslands Blvd.,
lntersection $390,000 $40.000 $50.æ0

17
Mctoria Avenue at Gonzales Road,
lntersection $400.000 $40,000 $360.000

18
Victoria Avenue at Olivas Park Road,
lntersection $480,000 $50.000 $430,000

19
Somis Road, Donlon Road, SR 118,
lntersection $2.100.000 $2,r00,000 $0

20 sR 33/150 Relief $1,000,000 $975,000

G¡and Total $88,500,000
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5t20t01



2.5 GALCULATION OF MITIGATION FEE PER DISTRICT
A set of fourteen fee districts within Ventura County is utilized in the nexus
procedures to determine traffic shares and to allocate improvement costs. These
districts are illustrated in Exhibit 2.1-A. The boundaries for the fourteen districts
were developed based on input from the Public Works Directors of each city, and
generally correspond to the Spheres of Influence established by the Ventura County
LocalAgency Formation Commission (LAFCO). Within each district, the outermost
traffic analysis zones (TAZ's), used in development of the model, correspond to the
boundaries of each district.

Within each district, the allocated cost or traffic mitigation fee per future trip or future
unit of development is the same. Differences between districts reflect the amount
that each district contributes to the need for the identified transportation
improvement.

An initial step in the nexus procedures is to determíne the amount of trips expected
to be generated within each district due to future development that will be subject
to traffic mitigation fees. Consistent with the current ordinance, the trip generation
and traffic share calculation routines applied in the nexus procedures are based on
average daily traffic (ADT) generation estimates.

Traffic on any given link of the road circulation system is made up of many individual
trips each having their own specific origin and destination. For the proposed Phase
ll update to the County Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee program, use is made of the
2020 version of the VCTM to identify these origins and destinations so that the
geographic components of the traffic at any given location on the circulation system
can be summarized. The traffic share data is accumulated during the VCTM's traffic
assignment process in which zone-to-zone trips are assigned to the highway
network. During this assignment process, the daily trips at each roadway and
intersection location included in the mitigation fee improvement program are
accumulated according to their zonal origins and destinations.

ln tabulating the origin/destination data, certain procedures are followed to ensure
logical and consistent information that can be used in establishing funding shares.
Such procedures are largely related to differentiating between "trips" (the origin and
the destination of the trip)and the procedure reconciles the two ends of each trip by
allocating one-half of a trip to the area of origin and one-half of a trip to the area of
destination, thereby avoiding double counting. Traffic shares are, therefore, based
on trips so that a share represents the proportion of trips on a link that are related
to a given area.

The tratfic share procedure established in Exhib¡t 2.5-A also separates trips into
those related to existing development versus those related to future development,
thereby enabling improvement costs to be allocated only to future development.
Trips that have origins and/or destinations outside of Ventura County (generally
referred to as "external" trips) are also differentiated by the traffic model and traffic
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share procedure. The resulting traffic share database summarizes the traffic at
each improvement location according to its geographic components and its existing
versus future development components.

ADT volumes and traffic shares calculated in the manner described above are
summarized in Exhibit 2.5-A for the County roadway and intersection improvements.
For each improvement location listed in the tables, the ADT volume attributed to
future traffic within each of the fourteen fee districts is identified together with the
ADT volumes attributed to existing development and external trips. The summary
tables also indicate the future traffic shares for each of the fourteen fee districtó
based on the percentage of the total future trips forecast at each improvement
location that are attributed to each fee district. The allocation of improvement costs
to the fee districts follow directly from this traffic share data, and the results are also
included in the traffic share summary tables Exhibit 2.5-8. The costs for each
improvement location are distributed among the fee districts using the following pro
rata formula:

Ac.,= C, * S'

Where Acü = cost of location "i" allocated to district "j"

C¡ = cost of location "i"

S,, = share of location "i" future traffic attributable to district,J"

To derive a total improvement cost share for a given district, the costs allocated to
that district are summed for every improvement location as follows:

WhereTC¡=EAc'

T"j = total improvement cost share for a given district

At,j= cost of allocation "i" allocated to district'J" noted above

Exhibit 2.5-A documents the calculation of the traffic impact mitigation fee per
individual traffic district.

Exhibit 2.5-B provides a summary of the proposed fee for each district and a
tabulated amount of the fee for the three most commonly encountered land uses:
I ) single family dwelling units, 2) general commercial, and 3) general industrial
development.

Exhibit 2.5'C provides another comparative chart of current city fees or development
costs, the proposed County Phase ll update and the total estimated reciprocalfee,
i.e., County's portion plus city portion. Assuming reciprocal traffic agreements are
realized with each of the ten cities as estimated in this report, the Traffic lmpact
Mitigation Fee program, Phase ll, will constitute a key component and a strategy to
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provide for full funding of all road improvements to be required in the unincorporated
area (2020) resultant from development, within a reasonable period of time. NOTE:
The highest reported city fee or development cost was used in this table. The actual
costs in most cities varied due to location and land use.

Exhibit 2.5-A ADT Share and District Cost Allocation Sumffiary, 2 pages.

Comparison Chart, Proposed Traffic lmpact Fee per District
per ADT.

Exhibit 2.5-C Comparison Chart, City & County Traffic Fees & Estimated
Reciprocal Fee.

Exhibit 2.5-B

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Repoft, October 2001

Public Works Agency
Transpoftation Depaftment-54-



ADT Share and District Cost Allocation Summary Gounty Road and lntersectlon lmprovements
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ADT Share and Dietrict CostAllocat¡on Summary Gounty Road and lntersection lrnprovemenb
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2.6 ALTERNATIVES
The proposed traffic impact fee structure requires the cooperation of the 10
incorporated cities in Ventura County to be a fully funded program. Less than 10%
of the development in Ventura County occurs in the unincorporated area. However,
in the seven years that have elapsed since the County traffic mitigation fee program
was first approved by the Board, only two Ventura County cities have entered into
a reciprocal traffic agreement program. lt is anticipated that the improvement to the
traffic model resulting in a more equitable fee structure, and the participation of the
ten cities at various stages to develop the model and analyze the proposed fee
structure, will help convince most of the cities to participate. However, there is no
way to compel any city to participate in the fee program. Accordingly, one
alternative to the fourteen-district structure proposed would be a fee per ADT
applied to the development in the unincorporated area only. ThÍs is shown as
Alternative A. Essentially this alternative places the entire burden of future
improvements to County roads and intersections resultant largely from development
in the cities on the backs of development in the unincorporated area.

Another alternative would be to calculate the traffic impact mitigation fee by dividing
the total cost of the improvement program by the future ADT generated for the entire
County. This would also generate one fee amount counhywide, similar (and with the
same technical objections) to the existing fee program. This alternative is shown as
Alternative B.

The results of these alternatives are presented in the following table:

These alternatives are not recommended because they are not as equitable as the
multi-district alternative analyzed earlier. Neither altemative would be as technically
defensible in accordance with the nexus requirement of AB 1600, however they are
presented herein for comparative purposes.

Additional alternatives, related to revising the Level of Service standards, are
possible. However, such action would require a General Plan Amendment, including
environmental analysis of the impact of any change to the policies establíshed by
the General Plan. A General Plan Amendment is currently being pursued by the
Resource Management Agency, but this effort is anticipated to take approximately
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Fee Structure ADT

Alternative A:
Costs allocated to unincorporated future
ADT tripends only $50,421,900 $454,452 $110.95

Alternative B:
Costs allocated to countywide future ADT

$50,421.800 $2,065,732 $24.41
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l2 months, and it would be speculative at this point to anticipate the results of this
amendment.
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3.0 PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE EXISTING ORDINANCE AND
RESOLUTION

3.I SUMMARY OF CHANGES
The fee structure is modified to include fourteen traffic districts

The existing ordinance includes a 5% allowance for administrative costs. Since
1995, less than $25,000 has been expended for administrative costs plus $1 15,000
for costs related to an ongoing General Plan Amendment (GPA). This equates to
approximately 2%. However, the existing program has been administered with no
increase in staff. The existing program has also been relatively simple to administer,
but the day to day functions of administering fourteen separate districts is expected
to increase significantly the complexity and the cost of administering the program.
lf a majority of the cities agree and execute reciprocal agreements, the complexity
and cost will increase further. The initial reaction of a majority of the City Public
Works Directors and City Managers to the County's proposal is positive. However,
it would be speculative to assume that a majority of the cities will agree to a
reciprocal traffic agreement, until the proposed program has been reviewed by the
appropriate city advisory bodies and City Councils, and a firm commitment of
support has been obtained. Reasonable costs for administering the individual
projects have been incorporated into each individual cost estimate. Accordingly, it
is recommended that the administrative percentage fee be reduced to 0% effective
with this update to the ordinance. Further review of the administrative cost
percentage, based on actual experiential rates, will be conducted and an increase
may be warranted at the next update of the ordinance. This is consistent with the
intent of the original ordinance. An additional update is anticipated when a GPA is
presented to the Board of Supervisors within the year.

The existing ordinance is updated annually by an inflation factor linked to the
Caltrans District 7 Construction Cost lndex. Caltrans District 7 no longer publishes
such an index, and instead uses the Engineering News Record Construction Cost
lndex for the Southern California Area. This lndex is published in the Engineering
News-Record, a construction weekly publication of the McGraw-Hill Companies,
and is a nationally recognized index of construction costs. Accordingly, the use of
the Engineering News Record Construction Cost lndex for the Southern California
area is recommended.

The existing ordinance exempted the area north of latitude N34'41', which includes
the Lockwood Valley area. Although minimal development is still anticipated in the
northern section of the County, the updated traffic model does provide reasonable
basis to apportion cost. Accordingly, the exemption is no longer recommended.
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3.2 DRAFT ORDINANCE

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE VENTURA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

REPEALING AND RE-ENACTING TRAFFIC IMPACT MITIGATION FEES ON

CERTAIN DEVELOPMENT

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Ventura ordains as follows:

Chapter 6 (commencing with section 8601-0) of Division 8 of the Ventura County

Ordinance Gode is here[y repealed and a new Chapter 6 (commencing with section

g601-O) Division I of theVentura County Ordinance Code is re-enacted to read as

follows:

CHAPTER 6 - TRAFFIC IMPACT MITIGATION FEES FOR MAINTENANCE AND

IMPROVEMENT OF REGIONAL ROAD NETWORK AND CITY STREETS

sec. g601-0 - AUTHORTW AND TITLE - This chapter is adopted pursuant to the

authority vested in the County of Ventura by Section.7 of Article 1 1 of the California

Constitution. This Chapter may be cited as the "Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee

Ordinance."

Sec. g601-1 - DEFINITIONS - For the purposes of this Chapter, the following words

and phrases shall have the meanings respectively ascribed to them below.

(a) Acceptable LOS. The term "acceptable LOS" means, with respect to

any fiuen road segment ¡r intersection within the Regional Road

Netwärk, the applicãble "minimum acceptable Level of Service (LOS)"

specified in eoiiòy 4.2.2-3 of the Goals, Policies and Programs volume

of the General Plan.

(b) ADT. The term 'ADT' or "Average Daily Trips".means the total

number of motor vehicle trips that will occur over the roads on the

average weekdaY'

(c) Traffic lmpact Districts'
fourteen traffic imPact dis
traffic imPact fee related t
CountY. These Districts
#TIMF-1 and adoPted bY

subject to the provisions of this Ordinance'

(d) City Road System. The term "city road system" mgan_:, with reference

to 
"ny 

gñcity, atl public roãds maintained by that city and all

portionJof the Regional Road Network lying within the city.

Traffia lmpact Mitigation Fee Program Public Works AgencY
Tran sportation DePadme nt

Engineering RePoft, October 2001 -62-



(f)

(e) Director. The term "Director" means the Director of the Ventura
County Public Works Agency, or his or her designee.

Diverted Linked rrips. The term "diverted linked trips" has the
meaning assigned to that term by the lrE Trip Generation Manual.

(g) Estimated ADT. The term "estimated ADT'Iwhen used with reference
to a particular development means the ADT that, according to
estimates made in accordance with Section 8601-3, will be generated
by that development.

(h) General Plan. The term "General Plan" means the Ventura county
General Plan as amended from time to time.

(¡) lrE Trip Generation Manual. The term "lrE Trip Generation Manual"
means the most recent edition of the Trip Generation Manual
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

LOS. The term "LOS' or "Level of Service" has the meaning assigned
to that term by the Goals, Policies and Programs volume of the
General Plan.

(k) Pass-By Trips. The term "pass-by trips" has the meaning assigned to
that term by the ITE Trip Generation Manual.

(t) Regional Road Nétwork. The term "Regional Road Network" has the
meaning assigned to that term by the Goals, Policies and Programs
volume of the General Plan.

Sec. 8601-2 - TRAFFIC IMPACT MITIGATION FEE - Except as otherwise provided
in Sections 8601-7 and 8601-8, a traffic impact mitigation fee computed pursuant
to Section 8601-3 shall be paid as a condition of approval of any building permit or
zoning clearance.

Sec. 8601-3 - COMPUTATION OF FEE - Except as otherwise provided in this
Section, and subject to the provisions of Section 8601-7, the amount of the traffic
impact mitigation fee to be paid pursuant to Section 8601-2 for each traffic impact
district shall be computed in accordance with the following formula:

Fee = [A x B x (1 +C) x D] + E

where:

"4" equals the estimated ADT for the development for which the building
permit or zoning clearance is issued;

ú)
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"8" equals the estimated cost per ADT expressed in 2001 dollars of the pro-
rata cost per ADT for each traffic district. To fund the improvements to that portion
of the Regional Road Network lyíng within the unincorporated area of the County
that are or will have to be made between January 1, 2001, and January 1,2020, in
order to maintain an acceptable LOS on that portion of the Regional Road Network,
if the development that is projected by the General Plan to occur between January
1, 2001, and January 1, 2020, within both the incorporated and unincorporated
areas of the County, actually occurs;

"C" equals 0% of the value "8" which 0% is hereby determined to be the
estimated amount, expressed in 2001 dollars of the development's pro-rata share
of the cost of administering this Chapter;

"D" equals an inflation adjustment factor, based upon the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost lndex as published by the McGraw-Hill Companies, to
account for inflation from January 1,2001, to the date the fee is computed; and

"E" equals the amount of the traffic impact mitigation fee, if any, imposed by
this Chapter on development located within the unincorporated portion of a traffic
impact district pursuant to an agreement between the County and a city for the
purposes of reimbursing the city or other responsible agency for the development's
pro-rata share of the cost of improvements to the city road system that are needed
to accommodate additional traffic generated by that development.

The value "E", with respect to development within the unincorporated portion
of the traffic impact district, as identified above, of any city in the County is the dollar
amount determined in accordance to a separate cooperative traffic impact fee
agreement between the County and the city pursuant to County Ordinance Code
section 8601 et seq. ln the absence of a signed agreement between the County
and the city, the value of "E" is zero. This amount equals the portion of the traffic
impact mitigation fee imposed by the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance within
the unincorporated portion of the city's area of interest pursuant to an agreement
between the County and that city for the purposes of reimbursing the city or other
responsible agency for the development's pro-rata share of the costs of
improvements to the city road system that are needed to accommodate additional
traffic generated by that development.

The specific number value to be assigned to "A" with respect to any
development for which an adequate traffic study has been prepared shall be the
estimated ADT specified in the traffic study for that development. The specific
number value to be assigned to 'A" with respect to any other development shall be
the applicable estimated ADT determined by reference to a Traffic Generation
Factor Table to be adopted from time to time by resolution of the Board of
Supervisors based upon evidence presented to it. That table shall list appropriate
land use categories, appropriate measurement units within each category, and the
estimated ADT for each measurement unit. For example, the table might list senior
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citizen housing as one category of land use, list a dwelling unit as the appropriate
measurement unit, and list an estimated ADT for each dwelling unit within such
housing. The estimated ADT for each measurement unit on the table shall be
computed in consideration of the average trip length, pass-by trips and diverted
linked trips, if any, associated with the land use category to which the measurement
unit belongs. ln cases where the development use does not clearly fall within one
of the land use categories listed on the table, the person issuing the building permit
or zoning clearance shall assign the development to the category that he or she
deems most nearly applicable, subject to the appeal process specified in section
8601-5. ln any case where the development is the modification or replacement of
an existing structure or use, the value "A" for the development shall be the estimated
ADT for the new or modified structure or use minus the estimated ADT for the
existing structure or use.

_ The specific number values to be assigned to "4" and "8" in the foregoing
formula shall be determined by resolution of the Board of Supervisors from t¡me tó
time on the basis of evidence submitted to it, subject to the provisions of this
Ordinance.

Sec, 8601-4 - TIME AND MODE OF PAYMENT - Any traffic impact mitigation fee
imposed as a condition of approval of a building permit shall be paið prior to
issuance of the permit or, if otherwise specified in section 66007 of the Government
Code, on the earliest date payment can be required under that section. Any traffic
impact mitigation fee imposed as a condition of approval of a zoning clearanðe shall
be paid prior to issuance of the zoning clearance.

Payment of the traffic impact mitigation fee shall be in cash; provided that,
with the prior permission of the Director, any portion of the fee (except for the portion
attributable to the a city and identified as "E" irì section 8601-3, if any) may be paid
by dedication to the County of certain road improvements having at least an
equivalent value. The dedicated road improvements shall be to a portion of the
Regional Road Network lying within the unincorporated area of the County. The
value of the dedicated improvements shall, before payment by dedication is made,
be determined by the Director based upon adequate engineering studies and cost
data. lf the value of the dedicated improvements is less than the portion of the fee
that may be paid by dedication, the balance of the fee shall be paid in cash. lf the
value of the dedicated improvements is greater than the portion of the fee that may
be paid by dedication, the County shall not pay for the difference and the portion of
the fee attributable to the value "E", ¡f any, shall be paid in cash. For the purposes
of this Section, payment by dedication of improvements that have not yet been
completed shall be deemed to have been paid when the County has title to the right
of way to be improved and the improvements are to be completed pursuant to an
improvement agreement secured in the manner required by this Code for
improvement agreements pertaining to subdivisions.

Sec. 8601-5 - APPEALS - Any applicant for a building permit or a zoning clearance
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pertaining to a development for which the estimated ADT (i.e., the value "4") has
been determined by reference to the Traffic Generation Factor Table adopted
pursuant to section 8601-3 may, if he or she contends that the development was
assigned to the wrong category listed on that table, appeal that assignment pursuant
to this section. The sole issue on appeal shall be to determine which category listed
on the table is the appropriate one for the development in question. Tñe âppeal
shall be initiated and processed as follows:

(a) Filing. The appeal shall be filed by the appellant with the Director príor
to payment of the traffic impact mitigation fee. The appeal shall be in
writing on a form provided by the Director within 60 days of the
determination of, and shall provide such information as the form may
require, and shall be accompanied by payment of an appeal fee in añ
amount established from time to time by resolution of the Board of
Supervisors to be the estimated average cost to the County of each
such appeal.

(b) Notice of Hearing. upon receipt of the completed appeal form and
appeal fee, the Director shall mail to the appellant at the address
indicated on the appeal form written notice of the time and place of the
hearing on the appeal, which shall be within 15 calendar days after the
appeal was filed.

(c) Hearing. The Director shall conduct a hearing at the noticed time and
place, provided that he or she may continue the hearing to a mutuaily
convenient time and place at the appellant's request.

(d) Evidence. Tcstimony may be given in an informal narrative style. Any
relevant evidence shall be admitted if it is the sort of evidence on
which responsible persons are accustomed to rely in the conduct of
serious affairs, regardless of the existence of any common law or
statutory rule that might make improper the admission of such
evidence over objection in a civil action.

(e) Record. The Director shall record the hearing on a recording device
and shall maintain the recording and all documentary evidence
submitted at the hearing in a file established for that purpose.

(f) Determination. At the conclusion of the hearing, or within a
reasonable time thereafter, the Director shall make a written
determination as to which category listed on the table is the
appropriate one. The written determination shall contain such findings
as may be necessary to bridge the analytic gap between the raw
evidence and the conclusion. such findings shall be supported by the
weight of the evidence presented at the hearing. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, if no evidence is presented, the determination shall be to
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dismiss the appeal and no further findings need be made.

(g) Notice of Determination. The Director shall promptly mail the written
determination to the appellant at the address indicated on the appeal
form. The written determination, once issued, shall be final and
conclusive,

Sec. 8601-6 - USE OF FEES - All traffic impact mitigation fees collected pursuant
to section 8601-2 shall be deposited in a restricted account within the County
Treasury in accordance with section 66006 of the Government Code. Except as
othenryise provided in this section, all moneys deposited in such account, together
with any interest earned thereon, shall be used only for the purposes of
administering this Chapter and of maintaining or making improvements to the
Regional Road Network. That portion, if any, of the fee that is collected to
reimburse a city or cities for the cost of city street improvements (the value "E" in the
fee formula) shall be paid to that city or those cities in accordance with the
applicable agreement or agreements between the County and that city or those
cities pursuant to which that portion of the fee was imposed.

Sec. 8601-7 - EXEMPTIONS FROM FEE - The following are exempt from the traffic
impact mitigation fee imposed pursuant to this Chapter:

(a) zoning clearances for construction that requires a building permit; and

(b) zoning clearances for subdlvisions.

Thls Ordinance shall become operative 60 days after adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this _ day of
following vote:

2001 by the

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT

CHAIR, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ATTEST:
RICHARD D. DEAN, County Clerk,
County of Ventura, State of California,
and ex officio Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors thereof.

By
Deputy Clerk
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3.3 DRAFT RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE

COUNTY OF VENTURA RESPECTING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
TRAFFIC IMPACT MITIGATION FEES

WHEREAS, the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance (Ventura County
Ordinance Code section 8601-0 et seq.) imposes a traffic impact mitigation fee oñ
certain development for the purposes of funding that development's pro-rata share
of improvements to the Regional Road Network and city streets; and

WHEREAS, the traffic impact mitigation fee will be used solely for the
purposes of maintaining and improving the Regional Road Network and city streets;
and

WHEREAS, the formula for computíng the traffic impact mitigation fee (set
forth in Ventura County Ordinance Code section 8601-3) establishes a reasonable
relationship between the need for and the use of the fee on the one hand and the
development on which the fee is imposed on the other hand; and

WHEREAS, the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Ordinance contemplates that
this Board will, by resolution, make certain findings respecting fees imposed thereby;
and

WHEREAS, this Board has received and duly considered evidence to support
such findings;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED AS
follows:

1. Traffic Districts. Fourteen traffic districts are hereby established as
depicted on Public Works Drawing #TIMF-1 dated October 11,2001a copy of which
is attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit 1.

2. Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee. The specific number values assigned
to "4" and "8" in the formula set forth in Ventura County Ordinance Code section
8601-3 are, or shall be computed, as follows:

(a) The value "A", with respect to any given development for which
there is no adequate traffic study specifying an estimated ADT,
shall be determined by reference to the Traffic Generation
Factor Table marked "Exhibit 2" and attached hereto.

(b) The value "8" in each traffic impact district shall be the number
shown in Exhibit 3 for each respective district and attached
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hereto. This number represents the pro-rata portion per ADT
of the estimated unfunded cost of all improvements to that
portion of the Regional Road Network that are or will have to
be made between January 1,2001 and January 1,2020 in
order to maintain an acceptable LOS on that portion of the
Regional Road Network if the development that is projected by
the General Plan to occur between January 1, 2001 and
January 1, 2020 within both the incorporated and
unincorporated areas of the County actually occurs,

The derivation of the value of '8" is contained within Section
2.0 of the Final Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Report (Engineering Report) a copy of which is on
file with the Clerk of the Board and is incorporated herein by
reference.

3. Appeal Fee. The appealfee authorized by Ventura County Ordinance
Code section 8601-5, subdivision (a), shall be $500.00. This number equals the
estimated average cost to the County of each appeal pursuant to that section.

4. Operative Date. This Resolution shall become operative on the date
Ordinance becomes operative.

On motion by Supervisor , seconded by Supervisor , the
foregoing resolution was passed and adopted on 

- 

day of 2001.

CHAIR, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ATTEST:
RICHARD D. DEAN, County Clerk,
County of Ventura, State of California,
and ex officio Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors, thereof.

Deputy Clerk

Attachments
Exhibit 1 - TIMF-1 Drawing
Exhibit 2 -Tralfic Generation Factor Table
Exhibit 3 - Traffic District Values

By
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TRAFFIC GENERATION FACTOR TABLE
(Derived from County Resolution dated August 30, 1994
pursuant to County Ordinance Code 98601-0, et seq.)

1 Computed in consideration of average trip length, pass-by trips and diverted linked trips, if
applicable.

Meas u rement U n it Âlofes:
1. DU = Dwelling Unit
2. ISF = Thousand square feet of gross building area or poftion thereof
3. VFS = Vehicle fueling station
4. Person = student, pupil, client, or patient seryed Exxrer 2

Residential Single Family

Other Housing

Senior Housing

12.0

8.4

3.6

DU

DU

DU

130.0

TSF 182.0

TSF

9.0

3.2

Site

Quality Restaurant

TSF

Stall

TSF

Room

40.0

62.0

TSF

16.0

30.0

80.0

General lndustrial

TSF 12.8General Office

VFSGas Station

Hotel

Auto Car Wash

Commercial/
lndustrial

High turnoveri Siþdown
Restaurant

Fast Food
Restaurant

General
Commercial/Retail

Car Wash - Self
Service

TSF

Person

Bed

150

1.5

2.0

Hospitals General

Day Care

Convel. Care

Hospitals/ Care
Facilities

Determined by traffic study or analysis prepared to
satisfaction of County Public Works Director.

Other Uses

See County Resolution dated August 30, 1994 or successor
resolution.

Exempt Uses
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VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATIOI\ DEPARTME¡{T

TRAFF'IC DISTRICT VALUE - |l8'| ($ PER ADT)

I Ojai Area $ 6.40

2 Santa Paula Area $ 36.9t

3
Fillmore Area $ 8.41

4 Moorpark Area $ t2.95

5
Simi Valley Area $ 3.28

6
Thousand Oaks Area $ 4.58

7 Camarillo Area $ 42.3t

8
Oxnard Area $ 43.43

9
Port Hueneme Area $ 48.69

10 Ventura Area $ 34.55

11
North Area (County) $ 45.61

L2 Central Area (County) $ 81.01

t3 Coastal Area (County) $ 6.05

t4 Piru Area (County) $ 13.05

AI)T = AVERAGE DAILY TRAF,F.IC

altimfÄH disÍic{þxcel:så/l Gl 6-01 Ex¡lleff 3



DRAFT - Citv of 10t16t2001

RECIPROCAL TRAFFIC MIT¡GATION AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement")is made and entered into by and between
the City of 

-, 
a municipal corporation ("City"), and the County of Ventura, a

political subdivision of the State of California ("County"). City and County are from
time to time referred to herein individually as "Party" and collectively as the "Parties".

RECITALS
A. City and unincorporated portions of County share common jurisdictional
borders.

B. Traffic District #- is identified in the Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program,
Engineering Report, dated october 2001, prepared by the County of ventura,
Transportation Department, copies of which are on file at the Public Works Agency
and the Public Works Department, City of 

-. 
The boundaries of this District

extend beyond the established City limits and into portions of unincorporated areas
of County. Traffic District #-, shown on Exhibit A, which is attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference.

C. The City Council of City and the Board of Supervisors of County jointly find
as follows:

Future development or intensification of existing development
(hereafter collectively "Development") of property within City or
unincorporated areas of County will result in an increase in traffic
volumes that will cause the level of service ('LOS") of certain
intersections or road segments in the City and unincorporated areas
of County to fall below the minimum acceptable LOS specified in the
respective General Plans of City and County, unless those
intersections and road segments are improved so as to accommodate
such increase in traffic volumes; and

1

2. Such increase in traffic volumes will also cause additional air pollution,
noise, and restrictions on access for emergency vehicles within City
and unincorporated areas of County, unless such improvements to the
intersections and road segments are made; and

ln the absence of an agreement to establish a method of reciprocal
traffic impact mitigation to be used in connection with future
development within City and CounÇ, existing and future sources of
revenue will be inadequate to fund such improvements to the

3
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intersections and road segments.

The Parties bear responsibility under the Congestion Management Law (Gov.
Code 565088, et seq.), and under the Ventura County Congestion
Management Plan ('CMP') approved by the Ventura County Transportation
Commission pursuant to that law, to analyze and mitigate the regional traffic
impacts of their respective land use decisions. This Agreement fulfills, in
part, that CMP mandate.

This Agreement also promotes the goals of the Regional Transportation Plan
adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG
Resolution #98-385-3).

Each party has a legal responsibility pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code 521000, et seq.) and the State CEQA
Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., title 4, 515000, et seq.) to analyze the
regional environmental impacts of development approved by each Party, and
to identify and implement feasible mitigation measures. This Agreement
addresses that responsibility with respect to impacts attributable to additional
traffic volumes on both County and City roads resulting from development
approved by either Party.

The Parties hereto wish to cooperate with each other in order to more
effectively respond to the legal obligations described above.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

Section l. Payment of Traffic Fee by City to County
A. For all development approved by Ci$ where the City has the ability to collect

fee, a fee shall be imposed to reimburse County for the project's pro-rata
share of the cost of improvements to intersections and road segments in the
unincorporated area needed to accommodate additionaltraffic generated by
the development.

The amount of the Fee to be transferred to Gounty wlth respect to any given
development project (as described in paragraph A above) shall be computed
in accordance with the following formula:

Fee = X*Y*Z

where:
{ = $- which is the cost per additional average daily trip of
improvements to intersections and road segments in the unincorporated area
generated by development projects. The list of intersections and road
segment improvements and the fee calculations for Traffic District #_

E

F
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(District), are identified in the report entitled Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee
Program-Engineering Report, dated october 2001, prepared by the county
of Ventura, Transportation Department.

{ = An inflation adjustment factor, based upon the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost lndex for the Los Angeles area, to account for
inflation from the date of this agreement to the date the fee is computed. The
county shall recalculate in January of each year and send a copy of all
calculations to the City by the first day of February each year. City will apply
and use the new factor no later than the first day of March of the same year,
provided County has timely sent the calculations to the City.

I = The estimated number of average daily trips that the project will
generate determined by either:

1) A traffic study approved by the city Public works Director, or
2) The total average daily trips for projects as determined by the

current version of Trip Generation as published by the Institute
of Traffic Engineers or other such published data as routinely
used by City to determine traffic generation volumes.

The Fee shall be collected in accordance with one of the foltowing
alternatives:
1) City shall collect the Fee at the same time and in the same manner as

City collects other traffic mitigation fees imposed on the project. City
shall transfer the Fees to county within 30 business days after
collection, or

2) The city may direct the applicant to pay said fees direcfly to the
County. ln such case, City shall establish and enforce administrative
procedures where a building permit will not be issued for a project
subject to this fee until an applicant has provided satisfactory
evidence that the County Fee has been paid.

County will use the Fees transferred to improve the intersections and road
segments listed in the report entitled Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program,
Engineering Report, dated october 2001, prepared by the county of Ventura,
Transportation Department. County intends to make such improvements in
such a manner as to prevent the volume-to-capacity ratio of the Intersections
and road segments from exceeding 0.84, but nothing herein creates a
binding obligation upon County to do so. County agrees to meet and confer
with City at least annually on the prioritization of projects and expenditure of
funds collected or transferred to the County under this agreement.

Provided that City fulfills the obligations placed on City by this Agreement,
County shall not challenge any development approved by city on the ground
that the project's traffic impacts on County roads have not been adequately

D
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evaluated or mitigated.

F County shall comply with all requirements of all applicable laws, including,
without limitation, Govemment Code 566000, et seq. with respect to the Fees
that are transferred to County and provide an annual report accounting for
said funds to the City.

County shall defend, indemnify, and hold City and its elected and appointed
officers, agents and employees free and harmless from any claim, demand,
loss, cost, expense, lien or judgment ("Glaim") against City relating to the
collection, attempted collection, accounting for, expenditure, or legality of
Fees designated for County intersections and road segments. This
indemnity shall also include, without limitation, any Claim arising out of
County's failure or alleged failure to comply with any applicable law,
including, but not limited to, Government Code 566000, et seq. relating to the
use of or accounting for Fees transferred to County.

Section ll. Payment of Traffic Fee by County to City
A. For all development approved by County within the unincorporated portion

of Traffic District #-that is subject to the Ventura County Traffic lmpact
Mitigation Fee Ordinance (Ventura County Ordinance Code 58601-0 et seq.),
an additional traffic impact mitigation fee (the "Fee") shall be imposed to
reimburse City for the project's pro-rata share of the cost of improvements to
City intersections and road segments needed to accommodate additional
traffic generated by the project.

The amount of the Fee to be imposed on a project and transferred to City
shall be computed in accordance with the following formula:

Fee = A*Y*C

where:
fi = $ , which is the cost of improvements to City roads and
intersections, required by each average daily trip generated by a project.
Such figure is calculated pursuant to City Council Resolution

dated (the value of "A" and resolution, if applicable, to be
provided by the City) or as updated annually by the City of _.
f = An inflation adjustment factor, identified and defined previously in
Section I (unless such adjustment is already included in A).

Q = The estimated number of average daily trips the project will generate
determined by either:

1) A traffic study approved by the County Public Works Director,
or

B
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2) The total average daily trips calculated according to the trip
generation rate established in County Resolution dated August
30, 1994. Such trip generation rates are shown in Exhibít B,
attached hereto and incorporated by reference.

County shall collect the Fee at the same time and in the same manner as
other traffic mitigation fees imposed on the project. County shall transfer the
Fees to City within 30 business days after collection.

City may use the Fees transferred to City to improve City intersections and
road segments as identified in (to be provided by the C¡ty). City agrees to
meet and confer with County at least annually on the prioritization of projects
and expenditure of funds collected or transferred to the City under this
agreement

Provided that County fulfills the obligations placed on County by this
Agreement, city shall not challenge any discretionary project approved by
County on the ground that the project's traffic impacts on City intersections
and road segments have not been adequately evaluated or mitigated.

City shall comply with all requirements of applicable laws, including, without
limitation, Government Gode 566000 et seq., with respect to the Fees that
are transferred to City.

City shall defend, indemnify, and hold county and its elected and appointed
officers, agents and employees free and harmless from any claim, demand,
loss, cost, expense, lien or judgment ("Claim")against County relating to the
collection, attempted collection, accounting for, expenditure, or legality of
Fees designated for City intersections and road segments. This indemnity
shall also include, without limitation, any Claim arising out of City's failure or
alleged failure to comply with any applicable law, including, but not limited to,
Government Gode 566000 et seq., relatíng to the use of or accounting for
Fees transferred to City.

NOTE: Where a City does not have an existing traffic impact fee ordinance,
Secúion ll will have to be modified to reflect either that this section will be
applicable when the City adopts a traffic impact fee ordinance OR alternatively
payment to the City will apply to pr$ects exceeding a threshold value, or
alternatively to discretionary projects subject to CEQA, or such other
alternative as ffie City and County may determine is appropriate.

Section lll. State Routes
The Parties agree that the responsibility for programming, budgeting, funding, and
accomplishing work on state highways rests with the California Department of
Transportation. The Parties recognize that the incremental and cumulative impact

E
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of projects approved by the local jurisdictions may have an impact on state
highways. City and County agree to cooperate with each other and other agencies
or entities as appropriate and as required by State law in coordinating needed future
improvements. Such cooperation will include arranging local fair share funding for
such improvements as may be required by State law.

Section lV. Changes and Predecessor Agreement
This Agreement may be modified from time to time by mutual written agreement of
both Parties.

Section V. Notices
Whenever notices are required to be given pursuant to the provisions of this
Agreement, such notices shall be in writing and shall be served upon the Party to
whom addressed by personal service as required in judicial proceedings, or by
deposit of the same in the custody of the United States Postal Service or its lawful
successor in interest, postage prepaid, addressed to the Parties as follows:

CITY: Office of the City Manager
City of _

COUNTY: County of Ventura
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1600
Attn: Director of Public Works

Notices shall be deemed, for all purposes, to have been given on the date of
personal service or three consecutive calendar days following the deposit of the
same in the United States mail, postage prepaid.

SectionVl. Arbitration
A. Except as otherwise expressly provided herein, the Parties hereto agree that

any claim or dispute between them, arising out of or relating to the terms of
this Agreement, shall be resolved by compulsory binding arbitration
conducted by a retired Superior Court Judge of the State of California or
other qualified person the Parties mutually agree upon. The claim or dispute
being arbitrated shall be resolved in accordance with California law.

The arbitration proceedings shall be governed by the laws and procedures
governing civil judicial proceedings in this State. Each party shall comply
with all applicable laws relating to binding and compulsory arbitration, the
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directions given by the Arbitrator and the provisions of this Agreement. The
determinations made by the Arbitrator, if within the scope of the Arbitration
and the Arbitrator's function, shall be binding and conclusive on the Parties
and shall be enforceable in the manner provided by law.

The Arbitrator shall be selected in the following manner:
1. The Party initiating the Arbitration ("lnitiating Party") shall prepare and

submit to the other Party a list ("List") containing the names of not to
exceed three retired Superior Court Judges all of whom the lnitiating
Party believes are qualified to serve as Arbitrator. The names of the
judges on the List shall be numbered consecutively.

2 The Party upon whom the List is served, within ten calendar days after
service of the List, shall either:

(a) select one of the named retired judges to act as Arbitrator, in
which case that retired judge shall serve as the Arbitrator; or

(b) stríke one name from the List

Upon expiration of said ten-day period, if no selection is made, the
Arbitrator shall be the retired judge on the List with the lowest number
next to his or her name, unless that judge's name was stricken during
the ten-day period by the non-initiating party.

lf, for any reason, the retired judge designated as the Arbitrator is
unwilling or unable to serve as the Arbitrator, the judge on the List with
the next lower number whose name was not stricken shall be the
Arbitrator. In the event that none of the three retired judges named on
a List is willing or able to serve as the Arbitrator, the lnitiating Party
shall prepare and submit a new List, containing the names of not to
exceed three different retired judges, and the above-described
procedure shall be followed until an Arbitrator is selected. By way of
illustration, if the List served by the lnitiating Party, upon the other
Party, has the name of three retired judges, A, B, and C, numbered 1,
2 and 3, respectively, and number I is stricken, then B, number 2,
shall be deemed for all purposes to be the selected Arbitrator.

Each party hereto hereby agrees to pay one-half of the compensation to be
paid to the Arbitrator, and, except as othenruise expressly provided herein,
each party shall bear its own costs and expenses of arbitration, including, but
not limited to, attorney's fees and related costs.

Section Vll. Severability
This Agreement shall not be deemed severable. lf any provision or part hereof is

3
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judicially declared invalid, this Agreement shall be void and of no further effect,

Section Vlll. Termination
This Agreement may be terminated by either party, with or without cause by the
terminating party with not less than one-year advance written notíce to the other
party. As a condition of termination, each party shall provide the other a full
accounting of the fees received under this agreement, and will continue to do so
until either all funds have been expended or the tenth anniversary of the effective
date of termination, whichever occurs first. The rights and duties of the parties
under Section lF, lG, llF and llG shall survive the termination of this Agreement.

After termination of this Agreement, neither Party shall challenge the approval of any
discretionary development project by the other Party on the ground that such
project's traffic impacts on the challenging Party's roads and intersections have not
been adequately evaluated or mitigated, provided that the project was approved by
the other party before the effective date of the termination and all fees that were to
have been collected by the other Party and transferred to the challenging Party
under this Agreement have been, ín fact, collected and transferred.

Section lX. Exemptions
The following are exempt from paying of Traffic lmpact Fees under this Agreement:1. Projects approved by City or County as Lead Agency in accordance

with the California Environmental Quality Act of ß70 as amended
prior to the date of this Agreement.

2 Projects with a vested tentative map pursuant to Government code
s664e8.1.

or, on a development agreement in force prior to the effective date of this
Agreement.

lN WITNESS THEREOF, the Parties hereto have authorizedtheir respective
agents to enter into this Agreement as follows:

CITY OF COUNTY OF VENTURA

By:

-, 

Mayor Frank Schillo, Chair
Board of Supervisors

-80-
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ATTEST:

By:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By

ATTEST:

By:
Clerk of the Board

City Attorney

NOTE: Attachments to this Agreement wÍll very with each respective city.
fhrb rs a draft template only.
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5.0 LETTERS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSES

A. Comments, Gity of Port Hueneme letter dated September 12,2001
1. The fee should allow consideration for including exemptions or credits for

"affordable" housing.

Response: when the concept of exempting certain classes or sizes of
projects was discussed during the working meetings held with the Public
Works Directors and key staff, the general consensus was that this was not
advisable. At this same discussions, the concept of exempting projects
below a certain "threshold value" was examined. The consensus was that
this would inequitably (and perhaps illegally) burden all other projects. The
impact fees for all other projects would have to be proportionally increased
to allow for exemption of certain classes or sizes of projects. This might also
provide a basis for an opponent to challenge the fee determination, on the
basis of an inequitable nexus burden.

It is acknowledged that "affordable" housing goals are a current community
objective. However, the issue of exempting this class of projects would
appear to rest with the appropriate political body. lt is my understanding that
there have been discussions at the state legislative level to exempt
"affordable" housing projects from municipal fees and other land use
restrictions. There are already certain classes of federal and state projects
that are exempt by state or federal law from local municipal fees, and it would
appear to be the purview of the state (or federal) legislature to similarly enact
such legislation to correspond with the state mandated goals for "affordable"
housing. Alternatively, local municipalities may elect to provide financial
incentives to "affordable" housing projects or other local community
objectives.

2. Credit for existing development

Response: Standard traffic engineering analysis includes allowing credit for
existing traffic. Legally the fee may only be charged for net "new" traffic.

How was the ADT for the City of Port Hueneme derived? Does it include
projected development on the Navy base?

Response: A comprehensive response can be found in Section 2.1 (Pages
9-11) of the engineering report. To summarize, the traffic model was
developed from two primary sources, the 199O-census trace boundaries and
individual City traffic model zone boundaries. The City of Oxnard's traffic
model includes the City of Port Hueneme. The year 2020 buildout conditions
were based on each of the Cities' and the County's general plans, and
compiled according to the 18 land use categories established for the traffic
model.

3
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The Oxnard Model provided the following info for special generators in Port
Hueneme:

Port trips increase from 2,000 to 3,800 in 2020
CBC trips increase from 34,900 to 47,000 in 2020
Naval Base trips increase from 1 ,600 to 2,100 in 2O20

ln general (for the purposes of the traffic model) the Naval Base is
considered as fully built out, and is not anticipated to generate significant new
development (and traffic) in the future, although actual traffic volumes will
increase and decrease as the needs of the military dictate. To a certain
degree, however, the question is moot. Neither the city nor the county has
authority to charge a traffic impact fee for new federal development.

Does the fee apply to discretionary development only?

Response: The fee applies to discretionary and ministerial development that
generates new or additional traffic. lt is collected at the time of pulling a
building permit or issuance of a conditional use permit for change of use, for
projects that generate new or additional traffic. The example given, a room
addition to an existing dwelling unit, would be subject to the proposed
reciprocal agreement, but would also be considered to generate no new or
additionaltraffic based on common traffic engineering analysis methodology.
Accordingly, the net fee in this example would be zero.

4.

B. Gomments, City of San Buenaventura letter dated September 14,2001
1. Some apparent traffìc volume inconsistencies were noted.

Response: The traffic volumes listed in Exhibit 2.5-A are for long roadway
segments that extend well beyond the single point volumes cited from Exhibit
21-B in the City's comment letter. The project limits for the four roadways
identified in the letter are listed in Exhibit 2.3-A of the TIMF report as follows:

Hueneme Road from the Oxnard City Limits to the Rice Avenue
Extension
Pleasant Valley Road from Dodge Road (near PCH) to Las posas
Road (the Camarillo City Limits)
Santa Clara Avenue from North of the Oxnard City Limits (near U.S.
101) to SR-118
santa Rosa Road from west of Hilltop (near the Gamarillo cig Limits)
to Moorpark Road

There is no direct correlation between the ADT volumes listed in Exhibit 2.5-A
which are used to calculate traffic shares and the segment by segment
volumes listed in Exhibit 2.1-8, primarily since a vehicle that travels in entirety

a

a

a

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
Engineering Report, October 2001

Public Works Agency
T ra n spo rtati on De pa rlm e nt-83-



c
1.

any of the roadways lísted above is included in the ADT volume that is posted
for each segment of the roadway (i.e., that vehicle is accounted for more than
once in Exhibit 2.1-B). For the nexus traffic shares calculations listed in
Exhibit 2.5'A, a vehicle that is forecast to travel on any of these roadways is
only counted once, whether that vehicle travels the roadway in its entirety or
only travels a portion of the limits listed above.

Comments, Gity of Simi Valley letter dated September S, 2001
Draft Reciprocal Agreement, delete Paragraph 2, section Vlll, Exemptions,
or add the following text, "or a development agreement in force before the
effective date of this agreement".

Response: The suggested text has been added.

D. Gomments, City of Oxnard letter dated September 7,2001
1. Page 68, please revise the third "Whereas" to make it clear that traffic impact

mitigation fee is not for maintenance.

Response: Section 8601.3 of the proposed ordinance titled "Computation of
Fee", does not include maintenance costs.

2.

3.

Page 73, section "D", reword to indicate that county shall use the Fees onry
to improve the intersections and road segments identified.

Response: The section has been reworded.

The reciprocal agreement should discuss how funds will be segregated into
accounts for each traffic district.

Response: The accounting for fees collected by or transferred to the County
is discussed in Paragraph D and F Pages 73 and 14, Draft Reciprocal
Agreement. A sample report is being developed and will be provided to each
City for review prior to implementation, and periodically thereafter.

Gomments, SGAG Ietter dated August 13,2001
Acknowledge receipt of the document.

Response: No response necessary.

Comments, Citizens to Preserve the Ojai letter dated September 13,
2001
Letter opposes the use of fees or tax increases as traffic mitigation.

E
1

F.

1.
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Response: The comment is acknowledged. No further comments are
necessary.

Comments, Building lndustry Association of Southern Galifornia letter
dated September 6,2001
Acknowledges receipt of report and briefing.

Response: No response necessary.

Gomments, Gity of Thousand Oaks letter dated September 14,2001
Modify Exhibit 2.1-A.

Response: Requested change made

2. Modify Exhibit 2.5-C, Citywide Fee

Response: Requested change made

1

H.
1.

3. Clariff language of traffic agreement and include the City in the determination
when road segments of County unincorporated areas would fall below the
minimum acceptable level of service, Page 71, Section C.1.

Response: Concur, clarifying language has been included in final report.

4 Recommend a finding that Assembly B¡ll 1600 has been complied with, Page
72, Section F.

Response: Assembly Bill 1600 was codified by Government Code 566000,
et seq. which is referenced in Paragraph F, Page 73 and Paragraph G, Page
75.

5. Page 72, Section 1.4, add words, "City has the ability to collect fees".

Response: Requested change has been made.

Page 72, Section 1.8, Thousand Oaks uses the California Highway
Construction Cost lndex.

Response: No response necessary. We have no objection to the City's use
of an alternate index.

Gomments, Gity of Moorpark letter dated September 20,2001
Delete Sections l-E and ll-E, relating to the right of either party to challenge

6

t.
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the approval of developments.

Response: No objection to deleting this provision

Gomments, VCEDA letter dated September 24,2001"
*NOTE: This letter was received after the public comment period was closed.
The Public Works Director, Mr. Ron Coons, and Public Works Deputy
Director, Mr. Butch Britt, met with the Executive Director of VCEDA on
October 15,2001 to discuss the following concerns.

What fees are currently being collected by the 10 cities and the County to
mitigate traffic impacts?

Response: The existing fee or development cost per city is tabulated in the
upper table on exhibit 2.5-C of the Engineering Report. Note that three cities
do not currently have a citywide traffic impact mitigation fee.

How much has been collected by each of the 10 cities and the County since
the inception of each policy or program through individual mitigation effort?

Response: The information on each city's traffic impact mitigation program
is not available to the County. The total fees collected by the County since
the inception of the County's Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program is
discussed in section 2.4 oÍ the Engineering Report. The County annually
presents an annual report regarding developer fees collected (or expended)
by the County in accordance with California Government Code, sections
66000, 66001, and 66006.

How and when has each dollar collected been spent by each of the 10 cities
and the County?

Response: Please see response to item 2 above.

What is the plan, budget and timeline for expending dollars collected from
this time forward?

Response: The County's plan is to schedule and construct the projects listed
within the Engineering Report within the horizon of the County General Plan
(2010). The actual timing will depend on actual development (and traffic
growth), and funding availability. The Public Works Agency's Capital
lmprovement Program, published annually, contains the planned schedule
of capital project accomplishment on a rolling five year basis.

5. What fees are due and payable currently and from whom?

3.

4
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Response: The county TIMF is generally collected at the time of approval
of a building permit and shall be paid prior to issuance of the permit (by the
permittee or his/her agent). Currently the fee is paid at the public counter,
Transportation Department.

6. Funds are required to be expended within 5 years

Response: Government code 66000 et seq. does not mandate expenditure
of developer fees collected or completion of construction within 5 years. lt
does require the commitment of the fees for the purpose required and a
findings that the purpose and need are still valid. This is done through the
General Plan, annual update of the capital lmprovement Program, and by
placing the funds into restricted trust funds. The Board is requested annually
to complete an annual review of all such trust fund accounts and make
findings to reaffirm the purpose to which the fee is to be put, and to
demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for
which it was charged.

Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program
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City of Port Hueneme
I

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

September 12,2001

Mr. Wm. Butch Britt
Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department
County of Ventura
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

SUBJECT: RECIPROCAL TRAFFIC MITIGATION AGREEMENT
REVIEW COMMENTS

Gonsideration should be given to including exemptions or credits for
"atfordable" housing. Higher development fees do not promote affordable

housing development and may be in conflict with other county and local
policies.

It is our understanding that a 1-for-1 credit for preexisting development is

provided for redevelopment projects. Please confirm our understanding
and /or provide additional clarification as needed.

Clarity how the future ADT for the City of Port Hueneme was derived?
Does it include projected development on the Navy base?

Dear Mr. Britt,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DRAFT Engineering

Report and DRAFT Reciprocal Traffic Mitigation Agreement. Although we have

been working closely with the County on this issue for some time, the City
requests further clarification and / or consideration regarding the following
comments:

o

a

a It is our understanding that the traffic fee applies only to development
considered discretionary under CEQA, and that room additions, etc., are

exempt. Please confirm that our understanding is correct.

RE CEIVED
sEP 1 3 2001
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Gity of Port Hueneme staff would like to set up a meeting to discuss these items.
Please contact me at your convenience to schedule a meeting.

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss our comments further before
meeting, please call me at (805) 986-6568. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

cr Finley, P

City Engineer

Cc. City Manager



CITY OF SAN BUENAÑ/ENTURA
September 14,2001

Wm. Butch Britt
Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department
County of Ventura
800 South Victoria Street
Ventura, CA 93009

I :\Pl-AN\2001 \901 -500

suBJEcT: TRAFllc IMPACT MlTlcATtoN FEE PROGRAM ENcINEERING
REPORT

Dear Mr. Britt:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft engineering report for
the proposed revisíon to the County of Ventura Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program.

As one of the participating agencies involved in the technical refinements to the study,
we have identified some minor inconsistencies related to roadway widening projects
shown in the table below that may need to be verified and corrected.

PROJECT
EXHIBIT 2.1.8

2O2O ADT VOLUMES
EXHIBIT 2.5.A
TOTAL TRIPS

Hueneme Road 11,000 36,167
Pleasant Valley Road 30,000 55,659
Santa Clara Avenue 29,000 34,195
Santa Rosa Road 19,000 23,234

lf you have any questions, please contact V. S. Chandrashaker, Associate
Transportation Engineer, at (805) 654-7714.

Sincerely,

Susan J luddung
Community Development Director

c Bob Boehm, City Attorney
Ronald J. Calkins, Public Works Director
Dennis Mackay, Planning Manager

CITY COUNCIL

Sandy E. Smith, Mayor
Donna De Paola, Deputy Mayor
Brian Brennan, Councilmember
Ray Di Guilio, Councilmember

James J. Friedman, Councilmember

James L. Monahan, Councilmember
Carl E. Morehouse, Councilmember

R.E CEIVED
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CITY OF
SIMI VALLEY

2929 Tapo Canyon Road, Simi Valley, CA 98068-A199 a [8O5] 583-67OO hltp : / / v'¡v'¡w. sim iva I I ey. o rga

September 5, 2001

County of Ventura
Transportation Deparünent
Public Works Agency
Attn: ùlr. Wilii¿un Butchr Britt
Deputy Director of Public Works
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

SI.]BJECT: TRAFFIC AGREEMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Engineering Report for the County's TrafFrc
Impact Mitigation Fee Program. We do not have any conunents regarding the draft report at
this time. Our City Attorney's Office has reviewed the draft reciprocal trafflrc mitigation
agreement and recommends deleting Paragraph 2, under Section VItr Exemptions, or adding
the following text to the paragraph "or a development agreement in force before the effective
date of this agreement". Please keep us informed of the progrcss of the County report through
your approval with the Board of Supervisors so that we may complete our approval process in
a timely manner.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Chic Dabbs, Principal Engineer, at (805) 583-6809.

Sincerely,

?
Timothy P. Nanson
Director of Pr¡blic Works

cc City Manager
Deputy Director/Traffic Engineer
Princþal Engineer, Chic Dabbs

RE C EIVEI)
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BILL DAVIS
Mayor

BABBBA WILLIAMSON
Mayor Pro Tem

PAUL MILLER
Council Memben

GLEN T. BECEBBA
Council Member

TFc\rrdffüéf,Fr. soJKA
Gouncil Member



City of

September 7,2001

V/m. ButchBritt
Deputy Director ofPublic rù/orks

Hall of Administration L # 1600
County ofVentu¡a
800 S. Victoria Ave
Ventura CA 93009

Dear Mr. Britt:

This is to respond to yoru request for comments on the draft engineering report for the üafüc
impact mitigation fee program dated July 31, 2001.

l. Page 68, " Resolution ofthe Board...Respecting Establishment of Traffic Impact
Fees"-Please revise the third "'Whereas" to make it clear that the traffrc impact
mitigation fee is not for maintenance.

2. PageT3, "Reciprocal Traffic Mitigation Agreement" section "D"---Re\ilord to indicate
that Cot¡nty shall use the Fees onþ to improve the intersections and road segments....

3. The reciprocal agreement should discuss how funds uiill be segregated into accounts for
each Traffrc District.

Contact Joe Genovese at 385-7869 ifthere are questions.

Sincerely Yor¡rs

Granville M. Bowman
Public Works Director

RE CEf VEI)
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OUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATIOil of
GOVERlIMEl{TS

Main Office

818 West Seventh Street

rzth Floor

Los Angeles, California

9oo77-3435

t (zr3) 236-18oo

Í þr¡) 46-t825

www.scag.ca.gov
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August 31,2001

Mr. Wm. Butch Britt
Deputy Director ofPublic Works
Transportation Department
County of Ventura
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventur4 CA 93009

RE: scAG clearinghouse ri¿0010462Trafltc rmpact Mitigation x'ee
Program f,ngineering Report

DearMr. Britt:

We have reviewed the above referenced doctlment and determined that it is
not regionally significant per Areawide Clearinghouse criteria. Therefore, the
project does not wa¡rant clearinghouse comments at this time. Should there
be a change in the scope ofthe project, we would appreciate the opportunity to
review and comment atthattime.

A description ofthe project will be published in the September 1, 200r
Intergovernmental Review Report forpublic review and comment.

The project title and scAG clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG concerning this project. Correspondence should
be sent to the attention ofthe clearinghouse coordinator. Ifyou have any
questions, please contact me at (213) 23G1867.

ê

Senior Planner
Intergovernmental Review

t

AICP

R E C EIVEI)
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Citiryns to Preserae the Ojai
P.O. Box 635 Ojai, California 93024o

Re: comments m Traffic Impt Mtigation Fee program Engineering Report

The R€port is quite impre*sive and shor¡ld be la¡ded for dteryting to define the problem a¡d model a fair
fee dishibution -Infonnation alone hwever is nø enougl¡ as ú" fremises that ñame its use must be based
u¡on erperience and widom.We all hrow rhat 

, Añ
thd ta:rpayers don't favor panng the difference u,ithpublicfimds.

is not addressed tbere is no solution out th€re.

ook
the

Addingto thepoblen is theappøent disænnectbetween Stateagencies md theír oonAixiry
swnt is an infnmone foroe for State ænüol It is

Pa$atory horsing demands upon the oqtnty pÌomote sprawl. rhe Cor¡nty and Cities response shmld be
both political ad legl.

Iilhile tbere a¡e thoce ç'ho beneûtfrom grcwrh,
dedicated to s¡pporting the increased needs and
lean toua¡d size ammmodari<¡n and not to tb eohanoå€ni of qrality of life.

Tntst in gwermem has adwiu nffer as more and mre costly and poorly unfustmd technical solutions
are creued' and more ard more of them fail in the fong n¡n" Páh4s i" Auot t*¿ U,riUiog t"oo* ,",ae good at thaL but we must frvor beüer goals and ptaming even if we'¡e *t 

"r 
geod 

"i 
ú- 

-

Ìve should not $rppolt th€ use of fees or tax increases as trafrc mitigatiou perpetrutionof governmental
age'ncies is lrot the ged aod $Ðort of historically ñiled methods isîø govemm€nt

NOTE: See attacled information for str¡dies that n4portthe idea rh¡t rcadbuilding isfrffic irducing
r¿th€r trafrcmitigting.

Save the Ojai Valley RECEIVED
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September 6, 2001

Mr. Wm. Butch Britt
Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department
County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009

Dear Mr. Brltt,

On behalf of the Greater Los AngelesA/entura Ghapter of
the Building lndustry Association, I would like to thank you
for taking time out of your busy schedule to discuss the
Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee Program with the Ventura
County Government Affairs Committee on September 5,

2001. Your presentation was very informative and much
appreciated.

I look forward to a continuing working relationship with
you in the future.

S¡ ncerely,

Rondi G
Deputy Director of Government Affairs

Blf,
Greøter LA. I
Ventura Chnpter

Building Industry Association

of Southern California

24005 Ventura Boulevard

Calabasas, California 91302

818.591.2001

fax 818.591.0072

http://www.biasc.org

RE CEIVEI)
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City of Thousand Oaks
PUBUC WORKS DEPARTMENT
DONALD H. NELSON, DIFECTOR

September 14,2001

Ronald C. Coons, Director of Public Works
County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009-1600

Re: Reciprocal Traffic Fee Agreements

Dear Mr. Coons:

The City of Thousand Oaks ís pleased to offer the following comments on the Traffic
lmpact Mitigation Fee Program Engineering Report dated .tuty ZOOt. Our comments are
noted in the report (attached) on the tabbed pages, and are summarized here.

On Exhibit2.l-A, please include the dashed areas within Thousand Oaks Traffic District
#6. These areas include the Hidden Valley/Lake Sherwood area and the Santa Rosa
Valley area, approximately eastward of Hill Canyon Road at the Rancho Conejo section
line. We have discussed the Santa Rosa Valley adjustment with the City of Camarillo and
have their concurrence to the change.

Exhibit 2.5-C, the existing Citywide Road lmprovement Fee, is $2,600/single family
residence or $.98 per square foot. The fee shown of $2,820 includes the Mãster plañ
Signal Fee of $220, which is fully funded within the City and therefore would not be
included for reciprocal fees.

ln the Traffic Mitigation Fee Agreement, we would recommend the inclusion of general
language relieving both the City and the County of any liability should they fail to côllect a
fee inadvertently. ln addition, on page 71, Section C.1, we recommend that the City be
included where the finding is made that road segments of County unincorporated aieas
would fall below the minimum acceptable level of service.

On page 72, Section F, we recommend that a finding be made that the terms of this
Agreement are in compliance with Assembly B¡ll 1600.

On Page 72, Section 1.A, we recommend adding the words "City has the ability to collect
fees" as shown.

R.E CEIVEI)
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Reciprocal Traffic Fee Agreements
September 14,2001
Page 2

On page 72, Section 1.8, the inflation adjustment factor for our City fee is the California
Highway Construction Cost lndex.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Engineering Report and the
Reciprocal Fee Agreement. Hopefully, an agreement of this type will help to lessen the
gap that currently exists between the needed improvements within the County and the
revenues available to construct such improvements.

lf you have any additional questions, please contact me at (BOs) 449-24sr.

dH e on
Public Works Director

Attachment

c: Mark Watkins, Deputy Public Works Director

DPW:5'l 0-50/cm/h :final/nelson/coons.wpd

2100 Thousand oaks Boulevard . Thousand oaks, califom¡a 9i962-2909 . (Bos) 449-z4oo . FAX (Bos) 449-247s

{¡ e;nt"d on reryrted poper



MOORPARK
799 Moorpark Avenue Moorpark, California gg021 (gOS) 517-6200

September 20,2001

Butch Britt
Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department
Public Works Agency
County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1600

Re: Reciprocal Traflic Mitigation Agreement

Dea¡ M¡. Britt:

At its meeting of September 19, 2001, the City Council approved the subject Agreement, with one
change, subject to final language approval by the City Manager and the City Attomey. Please note that
Sections I-E and II-E, relating to the right of either party to challenge the approval of developments,
should be deleted from the final document.

Please prepare and forward the final draft Agreement to the undersigned.

Kenneth C.
Director of Public Works

Steven Kueny, City Manager
Ron Coons, Director of Public !V'orks, County of Ventura

cc:

RE CEIVED
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\TRICKHUNTER
Malor

CIINTI-IARPER
Ma¡,or Pro Tent

RqSEAN¡N MIKOS
Councilmernber

KEITH F. MILLHOUSE
Councilmernber

JOHNE.WOZNIAK
Councilmernber
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September 24,2001

The Boa¡d of Directors of the Ventura County Economic Development
Association has authorized this letter because of many concerns it has
about the proposed Ventura County Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. The
Board of Supervisors is scheduled to consider adjusting the fees at
meeting scheduled in the near future. VCEDA believes that the following
questions should be asked and responded to before the Board of
Supervisors votes on the subject.

1) What fees are currently being collected by the 10 cities and the
County to mitigate haffic impacts? (On a case-by-crise basis as

traffic mitigation as well as part of an overall policy or program.
2) How much has been collected by each of the 10 cities and the

County since the inception of each policy or program through
individual mitigation efforts?

3) How and when has each dollar collected been spent by each of the
l0 cities and the County?

4) What is the plan, budget and timeline for expending dollars
collected from this time forward?

5) rffhat fees are due and payable cunently and from whom?

It is possible that funds previously collected have not been spent within
the five years required by law or returned to those payingthem. Further, it
is possible that fees collected for traffic mitigation on identified roads and
streets were not spent specifically on those areas to improve taffrc flow.
Finally, it is our concem that the imposition of the revised fee will do
nothing to address the current General Plan provisions that artificially
impedes and restricts all development, however minor, in the Ojai Valley
and potentially along the Highway 118 corridor, except for the cities of
Ojai and Moorpark where developers are not so resticted.

VCEDA believes that it is imperative at this time of a faltering economy
to carefully scrutinize all development fees and charges to make
absolutely certain they are needed, and being properly spent of refunded as

required by law, before raising additional fees.

Sincerely
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