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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

DATE: 11/24/2015

TO: Mayor and Council Members

FROM: Joe Sbranti, City Manager

SUBJECT: Receive and File Staff's Report on the Review of Development Impact

Fees Received by the City of Pittsburg that are Subject to AB 1600
Reporting Requirements

MEETING DATE: 12/14/2015

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AB 1600 (Government Code Sections 66000-66008) requires cities to justify and account
for developer fees which they enact, increase or impose as a condition of new development
for the purposes of financing “public facilities and improvements”. AB 1600 also requires an
annual review of the developer fees that have been collected and spent during the previous
year. This report fulfills these AB 1600 requirements.

FISCAL IMPACT

‘There is no fiscal impact to receive staff’'s report on the review of the Development Impact
Fees received by the City of Pittsburg.

RECOMMENDATION

Receive staff's report pertaining to the review of Development Impact Fees received by the
City of Pittsburg that are subject to AB 1600 reporting requirements.

BACKGROUND

Many cities charge fees on new development to fund public facilities and improvements
such as streets, libraries, sewer and water systems and storm drains. These fees are
commonly known as Development Impact Fees. In order to ensure that these fees are
spent in a timely manner and on projects for which they were collected, the State
Legislature passed a bill known as AB 1600 (Mitigation Fee Act). This bill applies to
developer fees increased or imposed, on or after January 1, 1989. AB 1600 enacts
Government Code Sections 66000-66008 that generally contain the following four
requirements:



1. A local jurisdiction must follow the process set forth in the bill and make certain
determinations regarding the purpose and use of the fees, and establish a “nexus” or
connection between a development project or class of project and the public improvement
being financed with the fee.

2. The fee revenue must be segregated from the general fund in order to avoid commingling
of public improvement fees and the general fund.

3. If a local jurisdiction has had possession of a developer fee for five years or more and
has not committed that money to a project or actually spent that money, then it must make
findings describing the continuing need for that money. In addition, an annual report must
be made of fees collected, interest earned, projects on which fees were expended, and any
transfers or loans from the fee account. This report is to be reviewed by the local agency
assessing the fees.

4. If a local jurisdiction cannot make the findings required under Paragraph 3, the city or
county must refund the fees collected.

It should be noted that AB 1600 reporting requirements do not apply to the following fees:

Fees charged in lieu of parkland dedication

Regulatory and processing fees

Fees collected pursuant to development agreements

Fees collected pursuant to a reimbursement agreement that exceeds the developer's share
of an improvement

Assessment district proceeds or taxes

SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS

N/A

STAFF ANALYSIS

The City of Pittsburg assesses the following Developer Impact Fees:

Kirker Creek Drainage Fee

Local Traffic Mitigation Fee

Park Dedication Fee

Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee

Traffic Impact Fair Share Fee

Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fee
Water Facility Reserve Fees

Sewer Facility Reserve Fees

The Traffic Mitigation Fees, Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development Impact
Mitigation Fees, Kirker Creek Drainage Fees, Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fees, Traffic
Impact Fair Share Fee and the Sewer and Water Facility Reserve Fees that the City of
Pittsburg collects, qualify as Development Impact Fees. Therefore, these fees must comply
with the above referenced Government Code. Government Code Section 66001 requires
the City to make available to the public certain information regarding development impact
fees for each fund within 180 days after the end of the fiscal year.



Expenditures of the fees collected must occur within a 5-year period of collection unless the
City can make the appropriate findings that there remains reasonable relationships between
the current need for the fees and the purpose for which they were originally proposed.

Kirker Creek Drainage Fees collected in the amount of $564,969.46 have been on deposit
for over five years and these findings are stated on page 2 of the attached report. In
addition, there are Traffic Impact Fair Share funds in the amount $504,413 that have been
on deposit for over five years and these findings are stated on Page 7 of the attached
report.

Although the Park Dedication Fee is covered under the Quimby Act and not AB 1600, staff
has included the Park Dedication Fee in this report for reporting purposes only.

ATTACHMENTS: Report for 16 Respective Developer Fee Funds related to Revenues
and Expenditures for Fiscal Years 2010/11 through 2014/15

Resolution No. 05-10291; Water and Sewer Development Connection Fees

Resolution No. 05-10372; Sewer Development Connection Fees

Resolution No. 05-10215; Inclusionary Housing “In-Lieu” Fee

Resolution No. 06-10687; Rescinding Resolution No. 36-10651 and Approving and
Adopting the Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee Program Update Report,
Including a Revised Schedule of Local Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fees
and a Revised List of Transportation Improvement Projects

Resolution No. 07-10917; Local Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fee

Resolution No. 10-11533; Establishing Fees for City's PRTDIM Program

Resolution No. 12-11778; Amending Resoclution 05-10291 by Revising Water Facmty
Reserve Charges

Ordinance No. 01-1180; Adding Chapter 15.104 — Entitled “Stormwater Management Plan
for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area” to the Pittsburg Municipal Code

Ordinance No. 05-1236; “The Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed
Drainage Area”

Ordinance No. 06-1275; Park Dedication in New City Subdivisions
Ordinance No. 10-1329; Establishing a Revised Regional Transportation Development

Impact Mitigation Fee Program

Report Prepared By: Diane Agar, Finance Division Manager
Reviewed By: Brad Farmer, Director of Finance




Kirker Creek Drainage Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 302 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15
Fund Balance - July 1 1,343,696 1,333,017 1,334,173 1,322,341 1,246,441
REVENUES:

Kirker Creek Drainage Fees Collected 61 1,638 1,237 710 99,647
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 10,460 12,818 9,727 (813) 9,859
Funding from Outside Sources for Kirker Creek Slide Repair 50,356 3,000

Sale of Plans & Specs - - - - 360
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 60,878 17,456 11,664 {103} 109,866
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Railroad Ave, Storm Drainage Improvements 645 - 7,034 59,169 670,716
Kirker Creek Slide Repair 54,612 - - - -
Transfers - Qut:

Tsfr-Out to General Fund (Engineering Support) 16,300 16,300 16,463 16,628 16,628
Total Expenditures: 71,557 16,300 23,497 75,797 687,344
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: I {1 0,679)| 1,156 | {11,832) {75,900) {577,478}
Fund Balance - June 30 r $ 1,333,017 | $  1,334173 | $ 1,322,341 § 1246441 |* § 668,963

1) There have been no fee refunds to-date.

2) The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Ordinance No. 01-1180 dated April 16, 2001 and Ordinance Ne. 05-1236 dated

02/07/05,

3) The five-year CIP was adopted by the City Council on August 3, 2015 per Resolution 15-13086.

* A portion of these funds ($212,380) have been allocated towards the Railroad Ave. Storm Drainage Improvement project, {844,000} allocated
towards a project o replace storm drain pump scheduled for completion during FY 2015-16




KIRKER CREEK DRAINAGE FEES

FY,04005 ... 23615320}
FY05006 - 14,9066
FY06/07. 7 7 214,722.00 1

FY 0708
‘FY 08109 T e on 01,020,000
FY 0910 18,986.00

Total Fees:. .+ % -564,969.46 ;

The above fees collected in the amount of $564,969.46 have been on deposit for over 5 years. Findings are as
follows:

The Kirker Creek Drainage Fee was established in May 2001 for the purpose of providing funding for
improvements to the storm water drainage system, which was overwhelmed by floodwaters in 1998. The City
Council adopted Ordinance No. 01-1180 on May 7, 2001, adding Chapter 15.104, entitled "Storm Water
Management Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area”, to the Pittsburg Municipal Code.

Chapter 15,104.080 set out a fee schedule, currently $0.68 per square foot of impervious area for commercial
development in the watershed. Fees collected are deposited in the account of the drainage facilities fund, and
may be expended for land acquisition, construction, engineering, administration, repair, maintenance and
operation of planned drainage facilities or to reduce the principal or interest of any bonded indebtedness of

the drainage area.

Some of these fees were collected more than five years ago. Currently, the Kirker Creek Drainage Fund is
insufficient ta construct aif of the improvements recommended in the 2001 Storm Water Master Pian.

As development continues in this area of the City, additional funds will be collected and deposited into the
Kirker Creek Drainage Fund and used to consfruct improvements identified by the 2001 Master Plan.
Unforiunately, the timing of these funds is dependent on the pace of development within the watershed and is
therefore inexact.

Reviewed and Confirmed By: M W /(ﬂkol’*

Fn@f\/féi(lnl%,rfj’[}treciof of Commumty Development




Traffic Mitigation Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 303 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/1%- FY 14/15 FY 10i11 FY 1112 FY 12143 FY 13114 FY 14115
Fund Balance - July 1 4,758,888 3,164,373 2,922,069 2,794,371 2,687,799
REVENUES:

Traffic Mitigation Fees Collected 52,386 35,874 1,737 202,268
QOther Revenue:

Interest Earmnings 32,060 29,409 19,7323 (1,401) 25676
Grant Revenue 187,022 117,915 62,430

CCTA Reimbursement (California Ave Widening} 76477

Contra Costa Housing Authority Portion of Funding (£l Pueblo Street Rehab) 275.801

Sale of Plans and Specifications 385

Transfers-In:

Tsfr-In from RDA Tax Increment - California Ave Widening (Phase [} 72,278

Tsfr-In from Traffic Impact Fair Share (Traffic Signal & Balclutha/Willow Pass) 45,138 N

Total Revenues: 389,269 183,198 436,179 [1,401) 227,974
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

California Ave, Widening Phase | {North) 1,805,294 375,502 18,054 9,533 8.919
Traffic Signal & Balclutha and Willow Pass 97,329

El Pueblo Street Rehab Project 338,231 -
PiA Hwyilovesidge Intersection Improvements 23,628 10,707 4,738
W. Leland Road Extensicn (San Marce to Avila) 8,444 639 670
San Marco Blvd/ Santa Teresa Signal 147
Other Expenditures:

Administration/Engineering Support 68,571 70,803 74,238
Transfers - Qut:

Tsfr-Out to RDA Fund - Bailey Rd. Widening/Streetscapes Improv. 31,161 106,850 3,490

Tsfr-Qut to General Fund (Engineering Support) 50,000 50,000 10,000

Total Expenditures: 1,983,784 425,502 563,876 105,172 88,712
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: | (1.594,515)‘ (242.304)‘ {1 27.698)‘ (106.573)' 139,262

Fund Balance - Juhe 30

I $ 3,164,3734 3 2.922,069‘ $  2,7943M1 ‘ $ 2887,799

t § 2,827,060

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resofution No. 08-10687 dated December 18, 2006.

*A portion of these funds have been allocated towards ihe California Ave. Widening Project - North and South ($370,834), W Leland Rd Ext - San Marco to Avila
{$40,250), San Marco Bivd/Santa Teresa Signal (3160,853), West Leland/Oak Hills Signal ($78,062), Intelligent Transportation System Upgrade ($170,000}

The five-year CIP was adopted by the City Council on August 3, 2015 per Resoiution 15-13086.




Park Dedication Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 304 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11-FY 14/15 FY 10i11 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 14115
Fund Balance - July 1 L 2,602,204 786,284 2,380,718 2,486,676 1,873,672
REVERUES:

Park Dedication Fees Collected 129,888 183,485
Other Revenue:

Interest Eamings 13,860 4,369 10,766 8,162 22,783
Sale of Plans and Specs 825 345 214 428
Donations - John Buckley Square Projact 3,000
Measure WW Grart - Abrose Park Pgol Renavaticn 16,842
Ambrose Park Pool Renovation « County Share 577,651

Grant Revenue (Soccer Fields) 2,909,825 (611)

Jaohn Henry Johnseon Park - Housing Refated Parks Grant 40,701 72,222 7.967
Transfers-in:

Tsfr-In from 2006 RDA Tax Exempt Bond - Swim Center Rehab 116,449 1,000,000

Tsfr-In from 2006 RDA Tax Exempt Bond - Old Town Plaza 930,362 44,637 1

Tsfr-In from 2005 CFD Bonds - Vista Dal Mar

Interfund Lean from Sewer Fund - John Buckley Square ! 400,000
Interfund Lean from Pittsburg Power Fund - John Buckiey Square ! 400,000
Tsfr-In from City Capital Impr Fund - John Buckley Square 360,000
Tsfr-In from Infrastructure Repair/Rplement Fund - Buckley Square 300,000
Total Revenues: 1,061,596 4,088,716 628,853 80,598 1,703,505
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Sullenberger Swim Center Rehab 165,283 1,082,782 115,049 34,391

Hillview Junior High Playfield 1,122,830 2,708 -

Small World Park New Features 37.000 67,608 39,824 61,822
Whoodland Hills Court Resurfacing 13.315

San Marco Park 401

Ambrose Park Master Plan & improvements 181,402 141,623 35,327 54,085 118,486
Buchanan Park Stcrm Drainage System 708

City/PUSD Partnership - Hillview Soccer Field 707,006

Old Town Plaza/Block 105 Improvements 930,362 52,859 7,000

Marina Vista Soccer Field Screan

Central Park Soccer Field Renovation 842,744 {6,618)

John Henry Johnson Park Improvements 80,701 72,222 7,967
City Park Bball Court/Lighting/Bleachers 128,125 19,471

San Marco Park 132 1,853 133
John Buckley Square (Oid Town Park) 2.533 285,968 2,264,45¢
Highlands Ranch Dog Park 32,551 3n
Buchanan Swim Center Wading Pool Heater 12,020
Interest Accrual - Interfund Loans 1,808

Transfers - Out:

Tsfr-Out to Ganeral Fund - Enginearing Suppart 50,000 50,000 52,710 53,237 63,763
Total Expenditures: 2,877,506 2,494,292 I 522,894 583,602 2,520,764
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: ’ (1,815,910)I 1,594,424 I 105,958 I (513.004)| {817,250}
Fund Balance - June 3¢ ‘ 5 786,294 l § 2,380,718 I §  2486,676 | § 1973672 § 1,156,413

There have been ng fae refunds to-date.
The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Qrdinance No. 06-1275 dated October 16, 2006.

The five-year CIP was adopted by the City Council on August 3, 2015 per Resolution 15-13086.

*A major portion of these funds have been programmed towards the following:  Small World Park New Features {18,746), Ambrose Park Pool Reno {$526,625),
San Marce Park ($97,481)., John Buckley Square/Old Town Park {$305,486), Highlands Ranch Dog Park ($12,449), De Anza Park Rehab ($50,000), Interfund
loan paybacks ($800,000) 1o Sewer and Pittsburg Power Funds - when funding becomes available.

! Interfund loan to b8 pai¢ back with interest to Power and Sewer Funds when PDF Fees collecled are sufficient




Inclustonary Housing In-Lieu Fees

FY 09/10 - FY 13/14

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 305

FY 10/11

FY 11/12

FY 12113

FY 1314

FY 14115

Fund Balance - July 1

366,772

370,523

375,287

378,278

378,093

REVENUES:
Inglusionary Housing In Lieu Fees Collected

Other Revenue:
Interest Earnings

Transfers-In:

3,752

4,764

2991

(185)

3,543

Total Revenues:

3,752

4,784

2,991

{185)

3,543

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures:

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures:

‘ 3,752 I

4,764 ‘

2,991 |

{1 85)|

3,543

Fund Balance - June 30

| $ 370,523 | $ 375,287 ‘ $

378,278 | $

378,093 | $

381,635

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

These fees will be used to help finance future construction of new afferdable housing units by private and non-profit developers.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are aitached per Resolution No, 05-10215 dated 2/7/2005 and Ordinance No., 04-1229 dated 11/15/04.




Traffic Impact Fair Share Fund

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 306 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11 - FY 14/15 FY 1011 FY 1112 FY 12H3 FY13/14 FY 14115
Fund Balance - July 1 568,974 528,001 530,448 504,285 499,731
REVENUES:

Traffic Impact Fair Share Fees Collected

Other Revenue:

Interest Eamings 4,185 5,440 3,837 (258) 4,682
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 4,165 5,440 3,837 (258) 4,682
EXPENDITURES:

Reimbursements - Prior Year Revenue 4,295

Tranafer-Out to General Fund (Staff Time - Liaison with CCTA) 2,593

Transfer-Out to RDA CIP - Bailey Road Improvements Project 30,000

To Traffic Signal @ Balclutha & Willow Pass (Praject Funding) 45,138

Total Expenditures: 45,138 2,993 | 30,000 4,296 | -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: | (40,9?3)| 2,447 | {26,163)| (4,554)| 4,682
Fund Balance - Jung 30 | $ 528,001 | § 530,448 | 5 504,285 I 5 499,731 | $ 504,413

1411413 - A fze refund of $3,750.00 + $726.00 interest was paid to Empire Business Park {tonne Carr). Refund due to a deposit intended to extend
the left turn lanes at the intersection thal was proposed, however there were no plans by the City, Contra Costa County or Caltrans to complete this

at this time.

Description of fee:

Traffic Impact Fair Share fees were collected for the purpose of funding transportation projects in the area of new developments. Developers of
individual projects paid a fee consistent with their percentage share of the cost of the traffic project, such as road widening or traffic signal, made
nacessary by their development. The share of responsibility was determinad by a traffic study required by the City during the permit approval
process. For example, if a fast food restaurant was determined by a traffic study to add 3 percent of the traffic at an intersection that will need a
traffic signal, the developer would pay a fee in an amount equivalent to 3 percent of the cost of a signal, or 36,600 for a $220,000 traffic signal
preject. (See attachment for the ameunt collected per developer and the description of the specific traffic impact.}




.

ACCOUNT # 306-55501-5495
TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION (TRAFFIC iMPACT) FAIR SHARE REVENUE
at June 30. 2013

1 105/18/01 A D. Seeno air Share - West Lelanc Signalat '+ 19.415.00 - 7. 632 62 ' R00059539
Oak Hills Drive _
7T gsrE T AD. Seena Ra-Afign Driveway al Los Medanos | 76,774,523 " "30,867.80 R000595312" T 109.742
3 College with Signal at Leland ang - .
U & 1L Lo &0 e e e ot e e e« - e J
3 112/12/06  William Lyon Homes Fair Shara for intersection 351,448.00 | 46,174.97 " 0624502- 1417 (30.000.00) $ 367,523

Improvements al - {1} West Leland
Rd/Bailey Road intersection {2)

i Avila ReadMillow Pass Road (3}
San MarcofWes! Leland Intarsection

| ] ! Totals:| $449637.52 I $ 84,775.44 | i $ (30.000}] 5 504,413
Funds refaled to lems 1. 2. and 3 have been on deposmicr over 5 years. Findings are as follows:

1 Traffic Signal at West Lelang Road and Oak Hils Drive has been designed and is scheduled for constrution in 2016. These funds will be added to the project
budget to pay project related cosis,

2 Fees collected in the amount of $78.774.52 are for improvements to the intersection of East Leland Road and Century Boulevard, near the intarsection of East
Lelang Road and Los Madanos Collega’s easlern entrance. This project is included in the Cily's adopted Capital Improvement Program as 57-30, but has not yet
been scheduled or constructed. Adgitional development on a vacant parcel on the southeast corner of this intersection will glso conlribute a share of the traffic
impacts al this intersection, A readway that is proposed to connect this interseclion with Buchanan Road and James Donlon Boulevard may aiso contribute o
these impacis. The pace of devefopment in this arza is oulside the City's conlrad, but it is a factor lkat has delayed implementation of this project. Once the
remaining development in the area is identifiad. the project wilt be designed and consirucled using these funds.

3 Intersection improvements are planned at three intersections thal will be impacled by development in this area of the city. Specifically,

{a) At Willow Pass and Avila reads, inciuding addition of left tum Janes in ihe wesibound and southbound directions, and a right twm lane from the norhbound
direction: and

(5] At San Marco and West Leland Road, including converting nerthbound shared lane into exclusive right lurn ane, and convert northbound left tum lane to a
thru-lane; and

{c) At Bailey and West Leland Roads. including addition of wesibound shared thrufright tum lane. addition of easibound left urm i2ne, and sastbound right turm
lane,

The timing of the construction of these projecis is subject 1o the pace of development in the area of the Cily, among other faclors. In addition, a portion of the
project ar2a lies cutside the Cily's jurisdiction. These funds will be retained pending developmert of a project scops, schedule and design.

Raviewed and Confirmed By: M%&M .

ntchK 15} DtrﬁclororCommunny Develop /




Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development Impact Mitigation (PRTDIM) Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 307 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 1011 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13114 FY 14/15
Fund Balance - July 1 ‘ 1,275,708 2,880,864 5,432,836 5,973,086
REVENUES:

PRTDIM Fees Collected 1,368,071 2,028,616 2,863,097 526,872 -
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 2,634 19,787 27,566 27 32,396
Prior Year Revenue 95,526 -
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 1,370,705 2,048,403 2,890,664 622,425 32,396
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

James Donlon Blvd. Extension 22,000 441,622 338,691 82,175 126,052
Misc. Expenditures:

PRTDIM Fee Study/Set-Up Costs/Contractual Fees 43,997 1,625

Transfers - Qut:

Tsfr-Out to General Fund - Set-Up Administration 29,000

Tsfr-Qut 1o eBART CFD 233,184
Transfer-Out {Interfund Loan to eBART CFD) 3,300,000
Total Expenditures: 94,997 443,247 338,691 82,175 | | 3,659,236
Revenues OverfUnder Expenditures: ‘ 1,275,708 ‘ 1,605,156 | 2,551,973 | 540,250 | (3,626,839)
Fund Balance - June 30 ‘ $ 1,275,708 ‘ $ 2,880,864 I $ 5,432,836 I $ 5973086 |* § 2,346,247

These fees were used to help fund regional transportation improevemenis, necessary to offset the impacts of
continuing growth and development within the City, and to cooperate with the City's regional partners, including
ECCRFFA, to fund and implement transportation projects in the regional area, Fees are no longer retained at the
City level, but instead are collected and passed through to East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority

(ECCRFFA) to be used for regional projecis.

* A portien of these fees ($599,460) have been programmed for the James Donlon Extension project.

' Aninterfund loan was paid out to the eBART CFD fund in the amount of $3,300,000 to partially fund the Pittsburg Center eBART

Station project construction. Funds will be repaid as special {axes are received in the development area per CFD 2014-1.

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No, 10-11533 dated 09/20/10 and

Ordinance No. 10-1329 dated 10/04/10.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Water Treatment Plant Expansion

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 502

FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10411 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 1314 FY 14/15
Fund Balance - July 1 941,543 689,369 ‘ 612,951 ‘ 346,681 133,632
REVENUES:

Water Facility Reserve Fees Collected 103,740 83,641 79,200 69,800 87,410
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 7.168 6,462 4,544 (1,741) 420
Sale of Plans & Specs 1,020
Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Meters @ SMV (4.430)

Transfers-In from Water Fund 467,796 202,205
Transfers-In from Water Fund (iBank loan funds) 1,938,432
Total Revenues: 110,908 85,673 83,744 535,855 2,229,187
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

(7/08 Water Treatment Plant Capital Repairs/Improvements 37,396 133,442

Water Treatment Plant SCADA Upgrades 325,687 28,649 36,028 45,096 3,854
Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling Facility " ! 313,087 703,808 2,441,417
Transfers-Out

Total Expenditures: 363,083 162,091 350,014 748,904 2,145,271
Revenues Over/lUnder Expenditures: (252.175)| (76.418)' (266,270)‘ (213,049)| 83,916
Fund Balance - June 30 689,369 l $ 612,951 | $ 346,681 | 3 133,632 1 * 217,548

The description of this fee and fee amounts collected prior to August 20, 2005 are attached per Resolution No. 98-8551.

The description of this fee and fee amounts collected on or after August 20, 2005 are attached per Resolution No, 05-10291,
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

12/29/11 - A Fee refund of $4,430 was paid to Discovery Builders for Irrigation Meters at San Marce Villas.

* $60,686 has been programmed to upgrade the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system
at the Water Treatment Plant, as well as ($364,220) funding for Water Main at Buchanan Road.

$100,000 funding which has been programmed for the Water Main on Buchanan road will be reimbursed by
Fund 503 - Water Facility Reserve Fees Waler Distribution, when revenue receipts are sufficient in that fund

$550,000 total funding supplied by this fund for the Sludge Handling Facitity project will be reimbursed by
Fund 509 - Water Treatment Plant Sludget Handling fund, when revenue receipts are sufficient.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Water Distribution

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 503 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11 - FY 14/15 FY10M1 FY 1112 FY12[13 FY 13114 FY 1415

Fund Balance - July 1 130,372 166,887 29,446 29,661 96,322

REVENUES:

WFR - Water Distribution Fees Collected 35,320 10,973 66,400 194,555

COther Revenue:

Interest Earnings 1,195 1,585 216 261 1,821

Sale of Plans and Specs

Transfers-In:

Transfers-In from RDA 2006 Tax Exempt TAB

Total Revenues: 36,515 12,558 216 66,661 196,376

EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

2007/08 Water Main/Service/Valve Replacement

Transfers - Qut to Water Operating : 150,000 -
Funding for Railroad Ave Waterling Project

Total Expenditures: - 150,000 - - -

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 36,515 | (137,442) 216 66,661 196,376

Fund Balance - June 30 $ 166,887 [ $ 29446 | % 29,661 | $ 96,322 | $ 292,698

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No.12-11778 dated 02/21/12

These fees will be used to insure that the existing distribution system has available operational capacity to meet
the demands of new development cutside the Southwest Hills,




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Zone 1 & 2 Reservoir

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 504 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 1213 FY 13114 FY 1415
Fund Balance - July 1 782,544 887,806 931,319 938,122 937,664
REVENUES:

WFR - Zone 1/11 Reservoir Fees Collected 98,670 34,176

Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 6,592 9,338 6,803 (458) 8,786
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 105,262 43,513 6,803 {458) 8,786
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Total Expenditures: - - - - -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: { 105,262 ‘ 43,513 | 6,803 ‘ (455)‘ 8,786
Fund Balance - June 30 J % 887,806 ! $ 931,319 | $ 938,122 | $ 937,664 ‘ $ 946,450

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.

Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution Ne. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

These fees will be used to fund the cost of a water reservoir for Zones 1 and 2 which are not within the Southwest Hills area.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - SE 20" Trans Line

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 505 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 1213 FY 13/14 FY 14115
Fund Balance - July 1 612,086 695,124 734,903 740,277 747,145
REVENUES:

WFR - 5E 20" Trans Line Fees Collected 77,880 32,415 7,200 21,230
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 5,157 7.364 5,375 (332) 7,102
Transfers-In:

Totat Revenues: 83,037 39,779 5,375 6,868 28,332
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - OQut:

Total Expenditures: - - - - .
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: ‘ 83,037 39,779 5,375 6,868 28,332
Fund Balance - June 30 l $ 695124 | $ 734,903 | § 740,277 | $ 747,145 % 775477

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Reselution No. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resclution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

These fees will be used o fund the Zone 2 Transmission Pipeline to the new Zone 2 Reservoir, net in Southwest

Hills.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - SW Hills CIP - Phase | & Il

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 506 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14115 FY 10/11 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 13114
Fund Balance - July 1 531,232 651,274 6,089 1
REVENUES:

WFR - SW Hills CIP Fees Collected 115,600 103,280 226,325 225,760
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 4,443 4,905 430 126
Refund on Prior Year Revenue - William Lyon {Incl. interest)

Refund to Discovery Builders- lrrigation Meters @ SMY (4,080}

Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 120,043 104,105 226,755 225,886

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Transfer-Out to Water Revenue Bond 749,291 232,843 225,887
Total Expenditures: - 749,291 232,843 225,887
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: I 120,043 l (545.185)1 (6,053)‘ (1)|
Fund Balance - June 30 | $ 651,274 | $ 6,089 | 1 1 | $ (0)|

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No, 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

12/29/11 - A Fee refund of $4,080 was paid to Discovery Builders for Irrigation Meters at San Marco Villas.

(1) The fees collected will reimburse Water Bond funds used in prior years to construct the new 3.0 MG Zone 2 Reservoir,
two pump stations (Zone 2 & 3) and Transmission Pipeline Segments 2-5 te serve Southwest Hills. Reimbursement will
take place as funds become available, starting in Fiscal Year 2011/12. Project Descriptions and Expenses incurred are as
follows:

West Leland Waterline 234,766

Vista Del Mar Waterline 235,154

Southwest Hills Water Impravement Project 13,200,368
Total Eligible for Reimbursement: 13,670,288

Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 11/12 (749,291)
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 1213 (232,843}
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 13/14 (225,887)
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 14/15 (265,688)
Balance Remaining to Reimburse Water Bond $ 12,196,579



Water Facility Reserve Fees - SW Hills Phase |ll Pipe/Reservoir

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund_ o207

FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10111 FY 11112 FY 1213 FY 1314 FY 14/15
Fund Balance - July 1 -1,556,933 1,584,129 1,613,830 1,714,394 1,827,001
REVENUES:

WPFR - SW Hills Phase lil Pipa Fees Colfected 15,130 14,088 88,770 113,080 132,790
Other Revenue: .

Interest Earnings 12,066 16,502 11,795 (473) 17,887
Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Maters @ SMV {890)

Transfers-in:

Total Revenues: 27,186 29,700 100,565 112,607 150,677
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures: - - \ - - -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: I 27,196 l 29,700 | 100,565 | 112,607 | 150,677

Fund Balance - June 30

l $ 1,584,129| $ 1,613,830 I § 1,714,394 I $ 1,827,001 I $ 1,977,678

12/29/11 - A Fee refund of $890 was paid to Discovery Builders for Irigation Meters at San Marco Villas.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No.12-11778 dated 02/21/12

These fees will be used 1o fund the construction of a Transmission Pipeling (P-1) Segment | to serve Southwest Hills

In addition to funding segment P-1, the fees collected will reimburse Water Bond funds used in prior years to construct the new
Transmission Pipeline Segments P2-5 to serve Southwest Hiils. Reimbursement will zke place as funds become available, and

after the other segments of the pipeling are completed




Water Facility Reserve Fees - SW Hills Phase Ill Pump

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 508 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 1415 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13114
Fund Balance - July 1 - 79,717 92,438 4 4
REVENUES:

WFR - SW Hills Phase Hl Pump Fees Collected 12,070 10,792

Other Revenue: :

Interest Earnings 651 586 - {0)
Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Meters @ SMV (710}

Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 12,721 10,668 - {0}

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Transfer-Out to Water Revenue Bond (1, 103,102 - -
Total Expenditures: . - 103,102 - -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: I 12,721 {92,434) - (0)|
Fund Balance - Jure 30 ] $ 92,438 | § 4% 4% 4 |

12/29/11 - A Fee refund of $710 was paid to Discovery Builders for Irrigation Meters at San Marco

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10291 dated June 2(
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resclution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

{1) The fees collected will reimburse Water Bond funds used in prior years to acquire the Zone 4 site at San Marco for water lines
serving Zones 3 and higher within the Southwest Hills area. Reimbursement will take place as funds become available, starting in
Fiscal Year 2011/12. Project Description and Expenses incurred are as follows:

San Marco Site Land Acquisition $325,000

Total Eligible for Reimbursement: $ 325,000
Reimbursed in FY 2011/12: {103,102)

Balance Remaining to Reimburse WaterBond $ 221,898



Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 509

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 1112 FY 1213 FY 1314 FY 14i15
Fund Balance - July 1 - - 5,120 103,033 188,146
REVENUES:

WFR - Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling 5,120 97,650 84,920 105,290
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 263 193 2,285
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: - 5,120 97,913 85,113 107,585
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Total Expenditures: - | - - - -
Revenues Over/lUnder Expenditures: l - | 5,120 l 97,913 | 85113 ‘ 107,585
Fund Balance - June 30 | $ - | $ 5,120 | $ 103,033 | $§ 188,146 \‘" 295,731

The Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Studge Handling Fee (Fund 509) cavers the cost of increasing the WTP's capacity for handling
additionat sedimentation basin sfudge, a result of increased WTP water produclion resulting from additional development within the

City.

Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

(1) $550,000 has been programmed for a Sludge Handling Facility at the Water Plant. Fund 502, Water Treatment Plant Expansion
is currently funding the project and will be reimbursed when Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling funds become available




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Zone 1 Reservair
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 510

FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 1112 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 14/15
Fund Balance - July 1 - - - - 34,221
REVENUES:

WFR - Zone 1 Reservoir Fees Collected 34,080 98,790
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 141 793
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: - - - 34,221 100,583
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Total Expenditures: | . - | . - .
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: | - P - | - | 34,221 | 100,583
Fund Balance - June 30 | $ - | $ - | $ - I $ 34,221 ] $ 134,804

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Zone 1 Reservoir
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 511

FY 10/11-FY 14/15

FISCAL YEAR
FY 10111 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 1415

Fund Balance - July 1

REVENLUES:
WFR - Zone 1 Reservoir Fees Collecied

Other Revenue:
Interest Earnings

Transfers-In:

Total Revenues:

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Total Expenditures:

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures:

Fund Balance - June 30

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounis are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

These fees will be used to fund the cost of a water reservair for Zones 2 which are not within the Southwest Hills area.




Sewer Facility Reserve Fees -Collection System Capacity Buy-in

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 522 FISCAL YEAR

FY10/11- FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 11112 FY 1213 FY 1314 FY 14/15
Fund Balance - July 1 702,022 696,852 703,974 156,725 156,649
REVENUES:

Sewer Facility Reserve Buy In - Fees Collecied 4,540 7,332 100,426
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 5,376 7,226 5,138 (76) 1,048
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 9,916 14,558 5,138 (76) 102,374
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Highway 4 Trunk Line Relief 15,087 7,435 -
Transfers - Qut:

Transfer-Out to Sewer Operating - Sewer Rehab Project 552,387

Total Expenditures: 15,087 7,435 552,387 - | -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: ‘ {5,1 70)‘ 7,122 } (547,249)‘ (76)’ 102,374

Fund Balance - June 30

H 696,852|$ 703,974\$ 155,725‘5 156,649“" $ 259,023

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts collected prior to August 20, 2005 are attached per Resolution No. 87-8495.

The description of this fee and fee amounts collected on or after August 20,2005 are attached per Resolution Na. 05-10291.

Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10372

(1) These fees have been programmed for the Highway 4 Trunk Line Relief Project {($133,113). The total project
allocation of $200,000 will be treated as a loan to Fund 523 - Sewer Facility Reserve - Hwy 4 Trunk Line to be paid

hack when revenue receipts are sufficient in fund 523.




Sewer Facility Reserve Fees - Hwy 4 Trunk Line

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 523 FISCAL YEAR

FY 10/11-FY 14/15 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 14115
Fund Balance - July 1 13,734 13,838 13,982 14,084 15,768
REVENUES:

SFR-Pipe - Fees Collected 1,689 1,176
Other Revenue;

Interest Earnings 104 144 102 (. (2) 148
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 104 144 102 1,684 1,324
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Cut:

Total Expenditures: - - - | - -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: | 104 I 144 | 102 | 1,684 I 1,324
Fund Balance - June 30 | S 13,838 s 13,982 |s 14084 | o] 15,768 | | $ 17,092

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounis are attached per Resclution MNo. 05-10291 dated June 20, 2005.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12

These fees will be used to fund the increase in size for the Highway 4 Sewer Trunk Line to serve new development.

{1) Funds in the amount of $200,000 for the Hwy 4 Trunk Line Relief project are payable to fund 522 Sewer Facility

Reserve Buy-In fund when revenue receipts are sufficient.
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RESOLUTION NO. 05-10291
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of: RESOLUTION NO. 05 - 10291

Amending Resolution 98-8551 and )
Resolution 97-8495 by Adjusting )
Charges for Water and Sewer )
Development Connection Fees )

The PITTSBURG City Council DOES RESOLVE as follows:

WHEREAS, the City of Pittsburg operates and maintains a potable water system
for Pittsburg water customers; and

WHEREAS, the City of Pittsburg operates and maintains a wastewater collection
system for Pittsburg sewer customers; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Pittsburg directed staff to conduct a
- complete review of both water and sewer rates to address four major issues facing the
water and sewer enterprises, as follows:

1. Ensure sufficient funds were collected to finance daily maintenance and
operations. '

2. Endure reasonable and appropriate funds were collected to provide a reserve
for. service rate stability and finance major capital replacement and repair
projects. ~

3. Ensure new development paid its fair share of water and sewer system
expansion costs and not burden ratepayers.

4. Ensure service rates were equitable and compliant with recent changes in state
laws; and

' WHEREAS, a sewer connection fes was adopted in 1885 and has not bee
updated; and : ‘

WHEREAS, a water connection fee schedule wés adopted in 1997, and the last
revision became effective in 2001; and

WHEREAS, the City of Pittsburg City Council authorized the consulting firm of
Brown and Caldwell, Engineers to perform a review of the water system and sewer
connection fees and make recommendations: and

WHEREAS, the comprehensive study of water and sewer Facility Reserve
Charges, or development impact fees, resulted in recommendations fo revise and
update these charges to ensure an equitable rate structure and adequate revenue: and

WHEREAS, the recommendations have been received by the City of Pittsburg.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council finds and determines as follows:

Section 1. Findings

A, The recitals set forth above are true and correct statements and are
hereby incorporated.
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B. Now, therefore, the City Council of the City of Pittsburg does hereby

resolve, modify and amend as follows:

SECTION 1.  Pursuant to Section 13.08.040 (Connection Fees) of the Pittsburg

Municipal Code

a. The water connection fees shall be based on the number and type of dwelling
unit count for residential customers, and a water meter capacity ratio for non-

residential customers and as follows:

Residential
- Single family residential
Multifamily residential G.
Non-Residential
5/-8-inch meter
34-inch meter
1-inch meter
1.%-inch meter
2-inch meter
3-inch meter | 1
4-inch meter 2
B-inch meter 5
B-inch meter 9
10-inch meter 14
12-inch meter 21

1.0R
57TR

1.0R
1.0R
25R
50R
8.0R
6.0R
50R
0OR
00R
50R
50R

per dwelling unit
per dwelling unit

The water connécﬁbn fees (facility reserves charges), effective 2005, shall be .

as follows:

Zone | and |l; not SW Hills

Zone lIf; not SW Hills

SW Hilis; Alves

SW Hills, West Coast development

SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point development area

SW Hills; San Marco development area

SW Hills; San Marco Hills development area
SW Hills; San Marco Meadows development

SW Hills; Bailey Estates
SW Hills; Smith development area

SW Hills; Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R =

DAV DDODA

I | O T { O [ 1 4

$6,960
$3,970
$5,270
$4,270
$5,010
$2,470
$2,840
$3,420
$2,530

$2,450

$3,520

The water connection fees (facility reserves charges), effective 2008, shail be

as follows:

Zone | and II; not SW Hills

Zone HI; not SW Hills

SW Hills; Alves

SW Hills, West Coast deveiopment

SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point development area

SW Hills; San Marco development area

AALDAOVDDA

$7,040
$4,050
$5,310
$4,310
$5,050
$2,510
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SW Hills; San Marco Hills developmentarea R = $2.880
SW Hills; San Marco Meadows development R= $3,460
SW Hills; Bailey Estates R= $2570
SW Hills; Smith development area R= $2,480
SW Hills, Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R = $3,560

The water connection fees (facmty reserves charges), effectlve 200? shall be

as follows:

Zone | and II; not SW Hills R=$7,130
Zone Il}; not SW Hills . R= $4,140
SW Hills; Alves R= 85,350
SW Hilis, West Coast development R= %4350
SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point deveiopmentarea R= $5,090
SW Hills; San Marco development area R= 32,550
SW Hills; San Marco Hills developmentarea R=  $2,920
SW Hills; San Marco Meadows development = $3,500
SW Hills; Bailey Estates = .8$2,810
SW Hills; Smith development area = $2,530

SW Hills; Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R = $3,600

The water cennection fees (facility reserves charges), effective 2008, shall be

as follows:

Zone | and II; not SW Hills R= $7,220
Zaone HI; not SW Hills R=$4,230
SW Hills; Alves R=§5,380
SW Hills, West Coast development R= 4,380
SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point development area R= $§5130
SW Hiils; San Marco development area R= $2,590
SW Hills; San Marco Hills developmentarea R = $2,560
SW Hills; San Marco Meadows development R = $3,540
SW Hills; Bailey Estates R= $2650
SW Hills; Smith development area R= $2,570
SW Hills; Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R = $3,840

b. The sewer connection fees shall be based on the number and type of
dweliing unit count for reszdentlai customers, and a use for non-residential
cusiomers as follows:

Residential
Single family residential or duplex
1T.0R per dwelling unit
Multifamily residential, apartments, mobile homes
0.77 R - per dwelling unit

Non-Residential
Based on gallons per minute (gpm) flows as determined by City
Engineer. The City may, at its option, review flows after two years
to verify data submitted. If the data submitted is not correct, then
additional fees may be required. Any additional fees would be
based on the rates currently in effect.
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440 gpd 20R
880 gpd 40R
2000 gpd 9.1R

The sewer connection fees, effective 2005, shall be as foliows:

- Sewer Sub-basins SW101-105 = . $0-
Sewer Sub-basins.DS601-621 and SW109 R= %2880
" Al other Sewer Sub-basins 7  R= $1,940

The sewer connection fees, effective 2006, shall be as folfowsf

Sewer Sub-basins SW101-105 R= $0
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW109 R= $3,090
All other Sewer Sub-basins R= $2,050

The sewer connection fees, effective 2007 shall be as follows:

Sewer Sub-basins SW101-105 R= $0
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW109 R= §$3,220
All other Sewer Sub-basins R= $2,160

The sewer connection fees, effective 2008 shall be as follows:

Sewer Sub-basins SW101-105 R= $0
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW109 R= $3430
All other Sewer Sub-basins R= %2270

-SECTION 2. The fees establish by this resolution shall {ake effect sixty (60)
days after its adoption, and, annually thereafter effective on November 1% of
each year, starting in the year 2006.

Effective each November 1, beginning November 1, 2009, Facility Reserve
Charges currently in effect will be increased by one-half of the annual change in
the San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of PITTSBURG at a
regular meeting on the 20" day of June 2008, by the following vote:

AYES:  Council Member Casey, Glynn, Johnson, Kee and Mayor Parent
NOES: HNone
ABSTAINED: None

| TRt

Na cy L. f’arent Mayor
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Administrative Offices
65 Civic Drive
Pittsburg, California 94565

DATE: June 20, 2005
TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: ADOPT RESOLUTION SETTING WATER AND SEWER FACILITY
RESERVE CHARGES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg directed staff to conduct a complete review of
both water and sewer rates to address major issues facing the water and sewer
enterprises. The consuifing firm of Brown and Caldwell, Engineers, was hired and
completed a comprehensive study of water and sewer facility reserve charges
(development impact fees). The recommended Facility Reserve Charges were first

‘considered at a noticed public hearing on May 16, 2005 and continued to June 20,

2005. Following discussions with developer representatives, slightly revised Facility
Reserve Charge recommendations will be presented. '

FiSCAL IMPACT:

The increases proposed will meet the costs of expanding the water and sewer systems
to accommodate new development, without burdening the existing ratepayers
unnecessarily. Revenues from these charges will increase substantially, but are
dependent on the pace of new development.

RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt the attached Resolution setting Water and Sewer Facility Reserve Charges.
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BACKGROUND:

A facility reserve charge (FRC), or development impact mitigation fee, is a charge to pay
for public faciliies in existence at the time the charge is imposed and serve new
development, or to pay for new facilities that will be constructed in the future that are of
benefit to the person or property being charged (new development or upgrades to existing
meter capacity).

The facility reserve charges that are developed must meet the regulatory requirements
found in Government Code Section 66000 et seq. regarding the establishment of capacity
charges. The development of FRCs also must meet the policies stated in the City of
Pittsburg’s General Plan adopted September 2004. Policy 3-P-11 states that the City
should "Review and update the City's development impact fee schedule to ensure that
new development pays its proportional share of the costs associated with the provision of
facilities for police, parks, water, sewer, storm drainage, and schoois”.

FRCs ensure that “growth pays for growth” by allocating the cost of new facilities and the
cost of unused capacity in existing facifities to new development while aliocating the cost
of repairing and refurbishing facilities used by current customers to sewer and water rates.
FRCs adopted in the past did not adequately cover the costs of expansion of the water
system or the value of available sewer system capacity. By not collecting appropriate
FRCs, water and sewer ratepayers were unfairly burdened with development-related utility
system costs.

FRCs are intended to recover a portion of the City's Capital Improvement Program costs,
and utility rate payers' prior investment in capital facilities that support land development
through utility system expansion prior to new development

The City has sepafate FRCs for both the water and sewer utilities. However, the
development of FRC unit costs for the water and sewer utiiities are very similar and
address the same fundamental concerns. The payment of appropriate FRCs should:

1. Recoup the cost of new utility facilities that are necessary to provide utility
services to new development, or

2. Recoup the value of utility facilities that have been previously provided for by
ratepayer investment through construction, maintenance and rehabilitation and
are now available for use by new developments.

The total FRC established for a particular utility and zone of benefit can result from
either or both of these fundamental requirements, The unit cost of new capital facilities
are established by calculating the cost of these facilities in the City's Capital
Improvement Program (C!P) and apportioning these total costs to various developments
in an equitable manner through the development of documents such as the Water and
Wastewater Master Plans and the Water and Sewer Facility Reserve Charges report.
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The unit cost of, or value to be recouped for, existing facilities is established by
determining the replacement value of these facilities and equitably apportioning this cost
to various developments in proportion with their use of the utility facilities.

The staff recommendations to revise and substantially increase sewer and water Facility
Reserve Charges (FRC) based on the analysis prepared by the City's consuitant, Brown
and Caldwell, was first considered at a noticed public hearing on May 16, 2005. At the
May 16 hearing, the City Council continued the consideration of the FRC revisions untif
June 20. The continuation was intended to provide developers and their representatives
to have additional time to review the Brown and Caldwell analysis and negotiate with staff
to address any factual errors or differences of opinion prior to further consideration by the
City Council.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

Over the past month, Public Works and Engineering Department staff have met with
developer representatives many times. The purpose of these meetings was to correct
any agreed technical errors in the Brown & Caldwell study of Sewer and Water Facility
Reserve Charges (FRC) and discuss any differences of opinion regarding the data,
assumptions and methodology used for the Brown & Caldwell study. After several
meetings, the differences in opinion between City staff and developer represeniatives
evolved into three basic concerns or issues.

1. Afactual (data) error in the development of one of the three sewer FRCs.

'2. A difference in legal opinion regarding an existing water facility capacity
reservation agreement in favor of West Coast Homebuilders and Seecon
Financial & Construction Company which affect only one of eleven water FRCs.

3. A fundamental difference of opinion on how the valuation of the City's existing
water and sewer system capacity should be established which affects two of the
eleven water FRC’s and two of the three sewer FRCs.

Since it is very important to the financial condition of both the Sewer and Water utility
funds that reasonably increased FRC's be adopted as soon as possible, staff and
developer representatives sought to find a compromise on the above three issues. if a
compromise could be reached on the exisiing utilify system capacity valuation
methodology (item 3 above), then staff could recommend, and the City Council could
adopt, revised fees and limit future discussion to final adjustments of the one water and
one sewer fee (items 1 and 2 above) for resolution at a future meeting.

Therefore, the recommended fees will include two fees (one sewer and one water) and
be lower than the original recommendation, for reasons described below, but still much
higher and closer to reasonable than currently charged. The revised recommendation
in this report also includes a recommendation to decrease the existing utility system
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~ valuation as a compromise in system capacity valuation methodology. In brief, the
recommendation will be different than the original fees proposed in three basic ways.

1. Sewer Facility Reserve Charge

The representative of the Seeno family of companies discovered a factual error in one
of the sewer fees that can't-be resoived before June 20. This is essentially caused
because the Sewer Master Plan is already outdated and needs to be revised to reflect

- higher density development proposed for the area around the BART station, which was
not incorporated into the Sewer Master Plan. Staff agrees there is a factual error and
are recommending a fee that, while lower than was originally proposed, is substantially
higher than currently charged and is acceptable to developers. The fee
recommendation for this zone of benefit will be reevaluated in the very near future after
the Sewer Master Plan can be updated to reflect higher development densities and the
potential for additional sewer improvements to serve this higher density.

2. Water Facility Reserve Charge

After considerable negotiation, City staff and Seeno representatives were still in
disagreement regarding the legal interpretation of several existing agreements between
the City and West Coast Homebuilders/Seecon Financial & Construction Company
(Agreements). The disagreement on the enforceability of these Agreements results in a
disagreement on the amount of the new fee established for the SW Hills - San Marco
zone of benefit. In order to move forward on the new FRC adoption, staff is
recommending this specific fee be initially established at the amount agreed to by
Seeno representatives. This fee, although lower than originally proposed will also be
substantially higher than the current fee. As discussed in item 1 above, staff feels it is
prudent to adopt this fee at the amount acceptable to Seeno representatives at this time
and adjust just this single fee in the very near future after a flnal legal interpretation can
be established.

3. Existing Utility Systern Valuation

State law requires that “fees may not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing
the service”. There is no definitive guidance in State law as to how a “reasonable
estimate” is to be determined. Courts have decided legal challenges fo fees based on
courts findings that an agency’s method was not “reasonable”, but instead “capricious’.
However, court cases to date imply that agencies have broad latitude in establishing fees
utilizing a variety of common accounting practices. In its determination of one such court
case involving development impact fees, the court stated, “perfection in establishing fees
is not possible nor is it expected”. Common accounting practices can include valuation of
assets based on current or replacement value, assets valuation can also be determined
using the depreciated value of the assets, or the escalated acquisition cost method as well
as commonly accepted accounting practices. Each of these accounting methods will
generate a different asset value but all are generally acceptable and “reasonable”. City
staff and our consultant chose to use the replacement cost method to establish the value
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of our current system assets as a basis for establishing a portion of our FRC's for both the
water and sewer systems.

Seeno representatives and City staff continue to have a difference of opinion on the
accounting method .to use in establishing the value of the City's current utility system
assets. in order to secure adoption of the new fees and terminate debate over the
appropriate method of establishing the value of the system and, more precisely, the value =
of it's capacity, staff is now recommending reducing the water and sewer systems current
replacement value based on 10 years of CIP reinvestment in the systems as a
compromise to Seeno team's desire that we use a current systemn depreciated vaiue. Staff
is willing to make this concession, not because we feel there is any flaw in the original
recommendation of the accounting methodolegy on which it was based, but rather to end
debate and prevent possible litigation on these issues. In forwarding this revised
recommendation, staff has knowingly made some concessions. However, if adopted, the
new FRCs as revised following recent negotiations will all be significantly increased, be
much more reasonable and require future development to contribute far more funds to
utility system expansion, with less burden on utility rate payers who are already
experiencing significant rate impacts to address long defayed problems in both the water
and sewer utility systems. The originally proposed FRCs from the May 16, 2005 City
Council meeting and revised FRC recommendations for the first year (2005), or initial
adoption, are shown in Exhibit A for City Council reference as to the magnitude of the
agreed changes.

The attached letter from George B. Speir (Exhibit B), representing the Seeno family of
companies, is intended to demonstrate the Seeno "Team's” acceptance of these revised
FRC recommendations. This letter is also intended to provide assurance that if the City
Councii adopts the fees as recommended, the only future debate wouid invelve the two
fees noted in bullets 1 and 2 above, or new FRCs in the future when the City may be
forced to conduct a new study and possibly revised FRC's based on changed conditions.

%/%—\

Marc'S. Grisham, City Manager

Report Prepared By:

John L. Fuller
Director of Public Works

Attachments:

Resolution Adjusting Charges for Water and Sewer Development Connection Fees
Exhibit A: Comparison of original recommended FRCs and revised recommended FRCs
Exhibit B: Letter from George B. Speir; Miller, Starr & Gegalia
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

AGENDA MEETING DATE: June 20, 2005 _
"AGENDA DATA DESCRIFTION: Adopt Resolution Setting Water and Sewer Facility Reserve
Charges

ALL ACTIONS OF THE CITY COUNCIL MUST BE CONSIDERED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW . COMPLETE
THE CHECKLIST BELOW AND ATTACH TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENDA DATA SHEET. THE EXEMPTION,
NEGATIVE DECLARATION OR EIR DETERMINATIONS MUST BE REFERENCED IN THE RESPECTIVE STAFF
REPORT AND COPIES ATTACHED WHERE APPROPRIATE.

. [X]

This'is not a project. No environmental documents must be filed. A project is any activity which may
cause a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect change in the
envirenment, and is either (1) undertaken by the City, (2) partly or fully subsidized by the City, or (3)
permitted by the City. Only "discretionary projects” are subject to CEQA. Moreover, purchases for
supplies, personnel reiated actions, emergency repairs and general policy-making are examples of
actions which are not a project. If'any of the following environmental factors would be potentially
affected, further environmental review may still be required:

] Aesthetics Agriculture Resources Air Quality

: Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils

| | Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/W ater Quality Land Use/Planning
Materials Noise Population/Housing

[ ] Mineral Resources Recraation Transportation/Traffic

] Public Services Mandatory Findings of Significance

: Utilities/Service Syslems .

This is a project, but it is statutorily exempt under Section . Arficle 18 of the

“Guidelines for the Imptementation of the California Environmental Quality Act or other applicable

statutory exemption not listed in the Guidelines.

This is a project, but it is categorically exempt from environmental review under Section
' . Article 19 of the Guidelines for Implementation of the

California Environmental Quality Act and no exceptions to the categorical exemption apply.

This is a project, but is subject to the “common sense” exemption to CEQA, because it can be seen
with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a significant effect on the
enviranment. The basis for this determination must be set forth in writing in the Council's findings.

A DNegative Deaclaration DMitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) was prepared for this
project or the impacts were addressed under a previously completed ND/MND. The Initial Study and
ND/MND prepared by the City must be attached to the Council materials for Council review and approval.
The Council must adopt a resolution {re}adopting the Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative
Declaration and possibly a mitigation monitoring or reperting program as part of the project approval,

An Environmental impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this project or the impacts have been
addressed under a previously completed and certified EIR, SCH No. . The EIR must be
provided to Councll for review and approval. As part of the project approval, the Council must adopt
resolutions {re)certifying the EIR and adopting findings, a mitigation monitoring or reporiing program and
if necessary, a statement of overriding considerations.

This project falls under the " ‘ " Magter EIR, State Clearinghouse

"~ No. » The new Initial Study prepared pursuant to Section 21157.1 of the Public

Resources Code must be attached to the Council materials for Council review and approval, The Council
must adopt a resolution adopting certain requirec findings based on this Initial Study as part of the
project approval.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: s PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NOTE: CEQA regulations are located in the State Public Resaurces Code, which can be viewad on the intemaet at: www. leginfo.ca.gov.
Should you need further assistance in determining the applicabillty of CEQA to 2 Council action, please contact Planning Staff x, 4920.
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EXHIBIT A

WATER FEES - 2005 Original Fee | Adjust for - Adjust for |

Reservoir Reservoir

Capacity Capacity

Reservation Reservation
in one zone and 10 year
CIP
Zone | & Il not SW Hills $7.120 $7.120 $6,960
Zone Il not SW Hills $4,130 $4,130 $3,970
SW Hilis - Alves $5,270 $5,270 $5,270
SW Hills ~ West Coast $4,270 $4,270 $4,270
SW Hills — Pittsburg/Bay Point $5,010 $5,010 $5,010
SW Hills —~ San Marco $3.620 $2.470 $2.470
SW Hills — San Marco Hills $2,840 $2.840 $2,840
SW Hills — San Marco Meadows $3,420 $3,420 $3,420
SW Hills — Bailey Estates $2,530 $2,530 $2,530
SW Hills — Smith $2,450 $2,450 $2.450
SW Hills — Ridge Farms $3,520 33,520 $3,520
SEWER FEES - 2005 Originally | Adjust for Unit | Adjust for Unit
Proposed Countinone | Count and 10
: Fee zone year CIP

Sub Basin SW101-105 $0 $0 $0.
Sub Basin D5601-621 & SW109 $4,330 $3,690 $2,880
All Other Sub Basins $2,650 $2.650 $1,940

WATER FEES TABLE
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EXHIBIT B

! . 1331 NoRTu CALLPORMIA BLVE.
I\JﬂLLER FiFTH FLOOR
STARR& P.0. Box 8177 ‘
RECALIA. - W ALNUT CREZE, CALIFORNIA 34556

" FacsimiLe (925) 933-4126
L rRarRRNIGNAL ‘
Law CARIODATIAN TELEFHONS (Y25) 935-0400

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET

June 10, 2005
TO: John L. Fuller, Director of Public Works FACSIMILE:  (923)252-4004
City of Pittsburg TELEPHONE:  (925)252-4110
Ruihann Ziegler FACSIMILE:  (916) 556-1516

TELEPHONE:  (916) 556-1531

FROM: George B. Speir

RE: Pittsburg Water/Sewer FRC

COMMENTS:  Attached s our letter agreeing to the proposed FRCs. Please call if you have
guestions. Bill

Total Number of Pages (including this page) 4
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if you do not receive all ;ages;'i;i;asa contact the Cop;-}.‘.enter at {92.5-) 835-9400 ext. 240,

mmmmnenb g ameme ENITONEAUERRERSIRTR NG RS, e R L S LT PP T LA

The information in this facsimile trausmittal is intended only for the use of the addressee and
may contwin information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from divclosure under
applicable lgw. If you are not the imended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this (ransmittal fo the imtended recipient, you aré hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
recaived this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone and return the
original message to us of the above address via the U.S. Postal Service. Thank you

e T L L L ITALLLELL TR LT P L PITIL] T T T T T L LI LTI e LTI L) LTI TP PP Y TLLER

WCHBW4ETG20381.1
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June 15, 2003

The Honorable Nancy Parent, Mayor
Members of the City Couneil

City of Pitisburg

65 Civic Avenue

Pittsburg, CA 94565

Re:  June 20, 2005 City Council Meeting
Water and Sewer Facility Reserve Charges

Dear Mayor Parent and Members of the Couneil:

This firm represents Albert D. Seeno Construction Company, West Coast Home
Builders and Discovery Builders with respect to the City’s proposed increases 1o its Water and
Sewer Facility Reserve Charges (‘FRCs™). As you know, fhe hearing on the Water and Sewer
FRCs was continued from May 16, 2005 until the Council meeting on June 20, 2005, to permit
City staff and representatives of my clients and the development community to meet and discuss
the City's proposed FRCs. Over the jast three weeks, several such meetings have occurred,
including four mectings I attended with my clients. My clients, through this office, and through
their water resources consultant, Stetson Engineers, were able to point out to City staff, and to
the City’s consultants, Brown and Caldwell, flaws in the fee which we believed should be
revised. City staff has similarty explained to us how and why the fee has been calcolated, and
has sometimes agreed and sometimes disagreed with our concerns.

Although City staff and my clicnts have agreed to disagree on some issues,
including using replacement cost without gepreciation to value existing facilitics, we have agreed
that the arount of the amended charges which we understand will be proposed by the Director of
Public Works, and as described oxn the attached Exhibit “A”, is acceptable to my clients. We
therefore support the proposal for adoption of the FRCs as attached, and have agresd that we will
not challenge the adoption of thesc FRCs, n court or otherwise, assuming the amount of the
FRCs adopted by the Cify Council are as tecommended by staff. We also agree that if the City
increases the FRCs in the future by a construction cost index or similar inflation multiplicr, we
will not challenge the FRCs as attached, and we reserve only the right to challenge the
incremental change in the FRCs. We recognize that the City mey in the future propose other

WCHBWA678%24078.
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The Honorable Nancy Parent, Mayor
Members of the City Council
June 13, 2005

~ Page2

-changcs to the FRCs. Our aceeptance of the charges in the amount attached is, of course, not an

acceptance of any future ot amended charges to e acted upon by future Council action.

As a resnlt of our support and cur hope that the Council will adopt staff’s
recommendation, we have not provided a lengthy analysis, reiterating our concems regarding the
calculation of the FRCs. Those comments have been provided to staff, orally and in writing, as
part of the process of reviewing and discussing the FRCs. We would be willing to discuss our
concerns directly with you at the Council meeting on Tune 20, 2005, at your request, should you
believe that is appropriate or Necessary.

We greatly appreciate the Council’s patience in providing enough time to permit
this process to ocour. We wouid also like to thank Mr. Fuller, Mr. Pease and Tom Pavietic of
Brown & Caldwell, for making themselves available during this process, and for their
professionalism in discussing the disagreements we have in the methodology used to calculate

the FRCs.
Very truly yours,
51’ _STARR & REGALIA
GBS:dj
Enclosure

¢c:  Joha L. Fuller, Director of Public Works

Walter Pease, Assistant Public Works Director
Albert D. Seeno, Ir,

Jay F. Torres-Muga
Jeanne Pavao

WCHBWA67824078.|
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EXHIBIT “A" fo June 15, 2005 letter 1o City Coungil

Revisions to Water and Sewer FRCs

WATER CHARGES Adjust for
Resevoir
Capacity
Reservation
and 10 ysar
cie
Zone | & |l not SW Hills $6,960
Zone i1l not SW Hills $3,970
SW Hills - Alves | $5,27C
SW Hills — West Coast | 84,270
| SW Hills — Piftsburg/Bay Point j $5,010
[SW Hills — San Marco §2,470
SW Hills — San Marco Hills $2.840
SW Hills — San Marco Meadows §3.420
['sw Hils - Balley Estates $2,530
| SW Hills — Smith $2,450
| SW Hills — Ridge Farms $3,520
SEWER CHARGES Adjust for Unit
Count and 10
| year CIP
[_Sub Basin SW101-105 $0
Sub Basin DSE01-621 & SW109 $2,9680
All Other Sub Basins $1,940

WCHB\A67 8\624588.2
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of: RESOLUTION NO. 0510372

Amending Resolution 05-10291 by )
Revising The Sewer Facility Reserve }
Charge For Sewer Sub-Basins )
DS601-DS621 And SW109 )

The PITTSBURG City Council DOES RESOLVE as follows:

WHEREAS, the City of Pittsburg operates and maintains a wastewater collection
system for Pittsburg sewer customers; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Pittsburg directed staff to conduct a
complete review of both water and sewer rates to address four maijor issues facing the
water and sewer enterprises, as follows:

1. Ensure sufficient funds were collected to finance daily maintenance and
operations.

2. Ensure reasonable and appropriate funds were collected to provide a reserve
for service rate stability and finance major capital replacement and repair
projects.

3. Ensure new development paid its fair share of water and sewer system
expansion costs and not burden ratepayers.

4. Ensure service rates were equitable and compliant with recent changes in state
laws; and

WHEREAS, revised and updated Sewer Facility Reserve Charges (Development
Connection Fees) were adopted on June 20, 2005; and

WHEREAS, the Facility Reserve Charges were based on the adopted City's
2003 Wastewater Collection System Master Plan (Master Plan) and the City’s adopted
General Plan, with the exception of the Sewer Facility Reserve Charge for sewer sub-
basins DSB01-DS621 and SW109 that were based on anticipated higher land use
densities in the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station area that were adopted in the City of
Pittsburg Water Master Plan Amendment no. 2; and

WHEREAS, the Master Plan and the expansion cost component of the Sewer
Facility Reserve Charge for sewer sub-basins DS601-DS621 and SW109 needed to
be updated to reflect a higher density development proposed for the area around the
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station; and

WHEREAS, the Sewer Expansion project, identified in the Master Plan was
analyzed by MWH Consuiting Engineers to identify potential additional deficiencies
based on higher densities, and remedies and costs to resolve such deficiencies; and

WHEREAS, the City has received recommendations from MWH Consulting
Engineers to resolve the additional deficiencies triggered by this higher density; and
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WHEREAS, after meetings between City staff, property owners and developer
representatives, all parties were able to agree on the proposed facilities needed for
the higher densities; and

WHEREAS, the Sewer Facility Reserve Charge for sewer sub-basins DS601-
DS621 and-SW109 has been revised by Brown & Caldwell based upon the
recommendations of MWH Consulting Engineers; and

WHEREAS, the changes to the Sewer Facility Reserve Charge for sewer sub-
basins DS601-DS621 and SW109 are recommended for adoption; and

WHEREAS, the recommendations have been received by the City of Pittsburg.
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council finds and determines as follows:

Section 1. Findings

A The recitals set forth above are true and correct statements and are
hereby incorporated.

B. Now, therefore, the City Council of the.City of Pittsburg does hereby
resolve, modify and amend Resolution 05-10291 as follows:

The 2005 Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective March 17, 20086, shall
be as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW 109 R= $3,550

The Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective November 1, 2006, shall be
as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621and SW 109 R= $3710

The Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective November 1, 2007, shall be
as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621and SW 108 R = $3,870

The Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective November 1, 2008, shali be
as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621and SW109 R = $4,030

Section 2.

The fees establish by this resolution shall take effect sixty (60) days after its
adoption.

Effective each November 1, beginning November 1, 2009, Facility Reserve
Charges currently in effect will be increased by one-halif of the annual change in
the San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of PITTSBURG at a
regular meeting on the 17" day of January 2008, by the following vote:

AYES: Council Member Casey, Glynn, Johnson, Parent and Mayor Kee
NOES: None
ABSTAINED: None

ABSENT: None

ATTEST.

Lillian J. Pride, City Clerk &ﬁé /ij
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
- Administrative Offices
65 Civic Drive
Pittsburg, California 94565

DATE: January 17, 2006
TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: ADOPT RESOLUTION REVISING SEWER FACILITY RESERVE
CHARGE FOR SEWER SUB-BASINS DS601-DS621 AND SW 109

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Pittsburg City Council directed staff to conduct a complete review of both water and
sewer rates to address major issues facing the water and sewer enterprises. The
consulting firm of Brown and Caidwell, Engineers, was hired and completed a
comprehensive study of water and sewer Facility Reserve Charges (development
impact fees). The recommended Facility Reserve Charges (FRC) were first considered
at a noticed public hearing on May 16, 2005. At the request of developers, final
adoption of new FRCs was postponed to June 20, 2005. Of the 14 FRCs adopted on
June 20, there were two FRCs established based on unresolved issues. This action will
clarify and resolve the one unresolved Sewer FRC from June 20.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Adoption of the revised sewer FRC for sewer sub-basins DS601-DS621 and SW 109
will meet the revenue projections necessary to defray the cost of expanding the sewer
system to accommodate new development, without burdening the existing ratepayers.
Revenues from these charges will increase, but are dependent on the pace of new
development within this specific area of development impact and cannot be predicted
with certainty.

RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt the attached Resolution revising the Sewer Facility Reserve Charge for sewer
sub-basins DS601-DS621 and SW 109.
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BACKGROUND:

A Facility Reserve Charge (FRC), or development impact mitigation fee, is a charge to pay
for public facilities serving new developments that are in existence at the time the charge
is imposed andfor provide for the construction of infrastructure or facilities that are of
benefit to the person or property being charged. Facility Reserve Charges must meet the
regulatory requirements found in Government Code Section 66000 et seq. regarding the
establishment of capacity charges. The development of FRCs also must meet the policies
stated in the City of Pitisburg’s General Plan adopted September 2004. Policy 3-P-11
states that the City should “Review and update the City’'s development impact fee
schedule to ensure that new development pays its proportional share of the costs
associated with the provision of facilities for police, parks, water, sewer, storm drainage,
and schools”.

FRCs ensure that “growth pays for growth” by allocating the cost of new facilities and the
cost of unused capacity in existing facilities to new development to meet the needs of new
development that will use the new or existing facilities. Historically, Pittsburg’s FRCs did
not adequately cover the costs of expansion of the sewer system or adequately value
available sewer system capacity. The City's established FRCs are intended to recover a
portion of the City's Capital Improvement Program costs, and utility rate payers’ prior
investment in capital facilities that support land development through utility system
expansion prior to new development. By not collecting appropriate FRCs, water and
sewer ratepayers were unfairly burdened with development-related utility system costs.
Therefore, it was necessary to consider an appropriate and justifiable increase in the City's
FRCs.

The City has separate FRCs for both the water and sewer utilities. However, the
development of FRC unit cosis for the water and sewer utilities are very similar and
address the same fundamental concerns. The payment of appropriate FRCs should:

1. Recoup the cost of new utility facilities that are necessary to provide utility
services to new development, or

2. Recoup the value of utility facilities that have been previously provided for by
ratepayer investment through construction, maintenance and rehabilitation and
are now available for use by new developments.

The total FRC established for a particular utility and zone of benefit can result from
either or both of these fundamental requirements. The unit cost of new capital facilities
are established by calculating the cost of these facilities in the City's Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) and apportioning these total costs to various developments
in an equitable manner through the development of documents such as the Water and
Wastewater Master Plans and the Water and Sewer Facility Reserve Charges report.
The unit cost of, or value to be recouped for, existing facilities is established by
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determining the replacement value of these facilities and equitably apportioning this cost
to various developments in proportion to their estimated use of the utility facilities.

The staff recommendations to revise and substantially increase sewer and water Facility
Reserve Charges (FRC) based on the analysis prepared by the City’s consultant, Brown
and Caldwell, was first considered at a noticed public hearing on May 16, 2005. At the
May 16 hearing, the City Council continued the consideration of the FRC revisions until
June 20, 2005. The continuation was intended to provide developers and their
representatives additional time to review the Brown and Caldwell analysis and negotiate
with staff to address any factual errors or differences of opinion prior to further
consideration by the City Council.

The representative of the Seeno family of companies identified a possible factuai error
in one of the sewer fees that could not be resolved before the City Council adoption of
amended FRCs on June 20, 2005. The factual error resuited from the fact that the
Sewer Master Plan adopted on May 5, 2003 is anticipated to become outdated soon,
and did not reflect higher land development densities anticipated in the vicinity of the
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station (BART). The sewer FRC for the BART area originally
developed by Brown & Caldwell Engineers was based on lower but adopted
land use densities from the Sewer Master Plan and City General Plan. Staff agreed to
consider establishing the sewer FRC for the BART area that reflect higher density
development proposed for this area, which was not envisioned when the Sewer Master
Plan was adopted. Therefore, on June 20, 2005, Public Works staff recommended a
sewer FRC for the DS601-DS621 and SW 109 sewer sub-basins (BART area) that,
while lower than originally proposed, was substantially higher than currently charged
and was acceptable to developers. The FRC for this (BART) area was established to
reflect the same sewer project cost to serve new development, but added 944 dwelling
units, which lowered the FRC per dwelling unit.

On June 20, 2005, when Public Works staff agreed to recommend a lower sewer FRC
for the BART area, it was noted that the Sewer Master Plan should be reanalyzed for
the potential impact of this higher density development not considered in the adopted
Sewer Master Plan. Staff advised the Developer and City Council that the reanalysis of
the Sewer Master Plan might justify further revisions to the sewer FRC for the BART
area.

MWH Engineers originally prepared the adopted Sewer Master Plan. Since both City
staff and developers agreed that higher density development would probably take place
around the BART station, but was not yet reflected in the City’s adopted General Plan,
City staff directed MWH Engineers to update the Sewer Master Plan to reflect this
higher new development density using the original computer model and the revised
densities. The updated sewer system analysis indicated that additional sewer system
upgrades - EXHIBIT A - would be required to serve the increased development density,
thereby increasing the sewer project costs to serve new development in the BART area.
Specifically, the new analysis indicated that the higher BART area density requires that
an additional 3,900 feet of existing sewer pipe must be increased in size. The



Atftachments - Page 24

expansion component of the sewer FRC adopted on June 20, 2005 for sewer sub-
basins DS601-DS621 and SW 109 decreased from the originally proposed $1,680 per
equivalent single-family dwelling unit to $1,040 per dwelling unit as a result of raising
the density from 1,525 units to 2,473 units. The sewer system expansion component of
the FRC for sewer sub-basins DS601-DS621 and SW 109 also needed to be increased
to an estimated $1,640 per dwelling unit because of this same increased density and
the higher project cost identified in the new analysis.

Based on the reanalysis of the Sewer Master Plan, staff recommended a revision to the
BART area sewer FRC. The City Council first considered this second revision to the
BART area sewer FRC on September 19, 2005, at which time developer
representatives requested that the item be continued to provide them additional time to
consider and analyze this latest change. The City Council continued the Public Hearing
on the BART area sewer FRC revision to November 7, when developer representatives
again requested continuation of this item, claiming difficulty in obtaining and operating
the sewer model to complete their independent analysis. The City Council again
continued the Public Hearing to December 12, 2005, when the developer
representatives again requested, and the City Council granted, a third continuation of
the item to January 17, 2006

STAFF ANALYSIS:

Public Works staff was well aware that the computer program for the City’s sewer model
was complex and required experienced staff to operate it properly. As early as October
12, when staff met with developer representatives, the City offered to have its Sewer
Master Plan consultant MWH run the sewer model analysis for the developers to save
time and the developers’ expense to acquire the appropriate software. However, the
developer who requested a continuation of this item preferred to obtain and operate the
sewer model software/program independently.

The developer representatives were finally able to acquire and operate the sewer model
software and on December 1, 2005 they met with Public Works staff to review their
independent findings. The conclusion of the meeting between developer
representatives and Public Works staff was that the developer confirmed the City’s prior
analysis. In a meeting with City staff on December 20, developer representatives
agreed that the recommended fee was appropriate given the current cost of sewer
construction and the extent of the sewer improvements necessary to provide
wastewater collection in the area of the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station. However, on
December 30, 2005, developer representatives raised a new issue previously not
discussed (contrary to statements in their letter) regarding how escalated costs {cost of
living increases) were handled. These new concerns were separate from the previous
discussion of land use density impacts on the fee calculations.

PW staff reviewed the developer's latest concerns with our consultant Brown & Caldwell
on January 6, 2006. Staff is willing to agree to calculating escalated costs in a revised
manner which will generate the $140 lower initial fee recommendation and have
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advised developer representatives of this agreement. However, staff also advised the
developer representatives that the altered method of fee escalation calculation will not
only lower the initial fee, but will generate higher fees than originally recommended for
future years. Although staff has, to date, not received confirmation that the developer
agrees with and accepts the latest revision staff has agreed to, and would appear to
match the developers request in their December 30 letter, we believe they will agree to
this hopefully final fee recommendation.

Adoption of the attached resolution will both amend the Sewer Master Plan and reflect a

BART area sewer FRC (sewer sub-basins DS601-DS621 and SW 109) appropriate to
higher land use density.

Zz 2

Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

Report Prepared By:

John L. Fuller
Director of Public Works

Attachments:
Resolution Adjusting Charges for Sewer Development Connection Fees
Exhibit A: Revised Capacity Relief Projects report from MWH
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@ mwH

December 20, 2005

Mr. Walter Pease
Assistant Public Works Director
City of Pittsburg
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565
File: 1481039/3.1.2

Subject: Revised Capacity Relief Projects for Oak Hills/Highway 4 Trunk

Dear Mr. Pease:

At your request, we have completed updated project cost estimates based on model results
conducted by Stetson Engineers. A summary of the results is presented in the table below.
Detailed cost breakdowns are attached.

Length Diam. Assumed Construction Estimated
(ft.) {(in.) Method Capital Cost

Project

Proi
No. roject

C-1 Highway 4 Trunk 9,895 15 Pipe bursting/ bore & jack $3,236,600
C-2 West Leland Road 1,180 8 Open cut parallel $ 247,400

C-3 Bailey Road 806 12 Microtunneling $ 489,800

If you have any questions, please call me at 925-274-2202 or Ben Herston at 925-274-2294.

Sincerely,

I / -y 11_:‘/ C
et : =
Lo jl C

/r'

Craig Smith
Senior Engineer

cc: Ben Herston

1340 Treat Bive. Tel: 925933 2250/ 525 375 3400 Detlivering Innovative Projects and Solutions Workiwide
Suite 300 Fax: 925 945 1760 1 925 975 3412

Walnui Creek, California

44507.7466
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CITY OF PITTSBURG
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost

item No:
Description:
Alignment Limits:

Project Justification:

Project Summary :
Potential Utllity Conflicts :

Pamitting & Easement Requirements ;

C-1

Highway 4 Trunk

Starting at Baitey Rd. along Memaorial Way to Ambrose Park,
along Hwy. 4 cight of way under the Detta De Anza Trail,

through residential neighborhood in Carpetta Cr. and Wedgewood
Dr., ending at the DCSD Trunk sewer. DDSD connection is

appx. 30 feet deep.

Ex. 12" sewer pipe crossing Contra Costa Canal is steep and has
sufficient capacity, no need to replace except for consistency
with US/DS 15" pipes.

Relieve predicted capacity deficiency in axisting sewer for future
growth in the southwestern peortion of the City, including the BART
Specific Plan, Oak Hills, Smith and Bailey Estales developments
and expansion and infill of the existing aree: must be competed
before 100 residential units are added to the area.

9,895 feet of 15-inch sewer
EBMUD Mokelumne Aqueduct

City has 20 ft sasement for 12-inch sewer line in stesl casing.

Must submit plans and specifications to EBMUD for approval of new
Mokelumne aqueduct cressing, requiring 2 foot minimum clearance.
Sewer must be in steel ancasement across antire width (100 f) of
EBMUD property.

Alignment Description Improvement Type Length Plpe Size
(feat) {inches)

Paraliel Highway 4 . Pipe Bursting 8,500 15

Undemeath EBMUD Mokelumne Aqueduct Bore & Jack 375 135

Final segment at DDSD connection Open Cut 20 15

Tota! 8,895
Project Cogts Pipe Avg. Dapth| Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost
{in.) {ft) (5) (s}

Baseline Gonstruction Cost (BCC)

" Pipe Bursting 12" to 15" 15 10 9,500 f 182 1,729,000
Bore & Jack (36-inch casing) 15 =15 a7s I 450 168,750
Jacking Pit 1 pit 35,000 35,000
Receiving Pit 1 pit 25,000 25,000
New cennectich to DDSD (final reach) 15 30 20 If 201 4,020
Shoring allowanca 3o 1 s £§,000 5,000
Jundtion Chamber or Pipe Core Tee Conrnection fIs 25,000 25,004
BCC Totat 1,991,770

Estimated Construction Cost (ECC)

{BCC plus 30% for contingenices) 2,589,300

Caphal Improvement Cost
(ECC plus 25% for engineering, administralion, 1,236,600

legal, and construction inspection)

Notes:

1. Pipainstaliation cost assumes avarags tranching conditions, vertical tranch walls with soiid shoring, imported backfil, average dewstering,
new manhgles, pavemant removal and replacement, tratfic contrel, mobilization/demabilization, and tontraciors overhead and profit.
2. This cos? ealimate was developed for planning purposeas only. A detaiisd cost estimate should be prepared during project design.

3. Cost estimats sccuracy is -3C to +50 perzent,
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item No:
Description:
Alignment Limits:

Project Justification:

Project Summary :

Special Conditions:

c-2

West Leland Road

West Letand Road, from Southwood Dr. to Qak Hills Dr.

Relieve predicted capacity deficiency in existing sewer under 5-year
design storm conditions on West Leland Road; provide capacity for
BART Specific Plan, Oak Hills, Smith and Railey Eslates
developments; must be completed before 100 residential units are

added to this area.

1,180 feet of B-inch parallel sewer

Heavy traffic conditions, BART station

legal, and construction inspection)

Alignment Description Improvement Type Length Pipe Size
(feet) {inches)
West Leland Rd, from Southwood Dr. to Oak Hills Dr. New Sewer 1,180 8
Total 1,180
Project Costs Pipe Avg. Depth| Quantity | UnitCost | Total Cost
(in.) (ft) (8) (%)
Baseline Construction Cost (BCC)
New Sewer {open cut) 8 5-10 1,180 |If 123 145,140
Allowance for Heavy Traffic Control 1,180 If 6 7,080
BCC Total 152,220
Estimated Construction Cost (ECC)
{BCC pius 30% for contingenices) 197,900}
Capital Improvement Cost
(ECC pius 25% for engineering, adminisiration, 247,400

Notes:

1. Plpe installation cost assumes average trenching conditicns, vertical trench walls with selid shoring, importad backfill, average dewatering,

new manholes, pavement removal and replacemen, traffic contral, mobilization/damobilization, and contractor's overhead and profit.
2. This cost estimate was developed for planning purposes only. A detailed cosi estimate should be prepared during project design.

3. Cost estimate accuracy is -30 to +50 percent,

12/20/2005
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CITY OF PITTSBURG
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost
Item No: c-3
Description: Bailey Road

Alignment Limits:

Project Justification:

Project Summary :

Special Conditions:

Baitey Road, north of West Leland

Relieve predicted capacity deficiency in existing sewer under 5-year
design storm cenditions on Bailey; provide capacity for Smith and
Bailey Estates, must be completed before these two developments

are started

BO6 feet of new 12-inch sewer

Heavy traffic conditions, BART station, approach to Highway 4

legal, and construction inspection)

intercharge.
Contruction Alternative: Open cut
Alignment Description Improvement Type Length Pipe Size
{feet) {inches)
Bailey Road, from West Leland Rd. to Maylard St. New Sewer 806 12
Total 806
Project Costs Pipe Avg. Depth] Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost
{in.) {ft.) (5) (%)
|Baseline Construction Cost {BCC)
New Sewer {microtunnel) 12 10 806 If 225 181,350
Jacking Pit 2 pit 35000 70,000
Receiving Pit 2 pit 25000 50,000
BCC Total 301,350
Estimated Construction Cost (ECC)
(BCC plus 30% for contingenices) 391,800
Capital Improvement Cost
(ECC plus 25% for engineering, administration, 489,800

Notes:

1. Pipe installation cost assumes average trenching conditions, vertical trench walis with solid shoring, imperted backfill, average dewatering,

new manhcles, pavement remeval and replacement, traffic control, mobilization/demabilization, and contractor's overhead and profit.
2. This cost estimate was developed for planning purposas cnly. A detailed cost estimate should be prepared during project design.

3. Cosl estimate accuracy is -3C 1o +50 percent.

MWH

12/20/2005
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City of Pittsburg
Revised Capacity Relief Projects

June 2005

2000 Feet
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ATTACHMENT
RESOLUTION NO. 05-10215
DOCUMENT FOLLOWS



Attachments - Page 32

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the matter of: RESOLUTION NO. 05-10215

Resolution Establishing Inclusionary )
Housing In Lieu Fee and Inclusionary )
- Housing Monitoring Fee )

The Pittsburg City Council DOES RESOLVE as follows:

A. Based on U.S. Census 2000 data, 49 percent of all households in Pittsburg earn
80 percent or less than the area median income and thereby qualify as Low or Very Low
Income households. Additionally, 36 percent of households in Pittsburg spend more
than 30 percent of their income on rent or mortgage and associated housing costs such
as utilities and insurance.

B. On November 15, 2004, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 04-1229 adopting a
Negative Declaration and amending Pittsburg Municipal Code (PMC) in order to add
Chapter 18.86: Inclusionary Housing, to the zoning ordinance. The inclusionary
housing ordinance requires the construction of affordable housing.units as part of all
privately-constructed residential developments consisting of four or more units within
the City.

C. The ordinance includes incentives for developers to construct affordable units as
part of their residential projects, and also includes options for alternative compliance
with the ordinance. Among the alternative compliance options is the option for
developers, in specific instances and subject to certain findings by the City Councit, to
pay a fee to the City in lieu of constructing the required affordable unifs (PMC
Subsections 18.86.040.D and 18.86.080.C). Subsection 18.86.080.C of the
inclusionary ordinance authorizes the Council to establish, by resolution, the amount of
the inclusionary housing in lieu fee. '

D. Inclusionary housing in lieu fees paid to the City would be used to purchase
existing residential units in order to convert them from market rate fo affordable, and to
help finance construction of new affordabie units by other private and/or non-profit
developers.

E. In addition fo the in lieu housing fees allowed by the inclusionary ordinance,
Subsection 18.86.110.8 of the ordinance allows the City to charge a fee to developers
and subsequent owners in order to defray the City's costs to monitor the program,
including the cost of staff time necessary to verify income levels of occupants and
potential buyers of deed restricted affordable units.

F. As part of the establishment of a new development fee, the Council must identify
the purpose of the fee and the use to which the fee is to be put. The Council must find

Page 10of 5
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that there is a reasonable relationship between the type of development on which the
fee would be imposed, and.the use of and need for the fee. Additionally, the Council
must determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee
and the added demand (in this case, for affordable housing and monitoring thereof)
created by the development. (Gov. Code Section 66001)

G. In accordance with Government Code Section 66018, a “Notice of Public
Hearing” for this inclusionary housing ordinance fee schedule was published in the
Ledger Dispatch newspaper on December 31, 2004, and on January 7, 2005, On
December 28, 2004, the Notice of Public Hearing was also posted in the Police
Department lobby at City Hall and at the Pittsburg Library.

H. In accordance with Government Code Section 66016, the Notice of Public
Hearing was mailed on December 28, 2004, to local residential development
companies, local community and non-profit organizations, financial institutions and
private individuals who had previously attended a Housing Element or inclusionary
housing workshop. On January 4, 2005, a written summary of the proposed
inclusionary housing in lieu and monitoring fee amounts was prepared and made
available for review at a meeting held between City staff and interested members of the
public, non-profit housing organizations and development community, Revised fee
. calculations requested by local developers were made available for review by the same
interested parties at a second meeting held on January 7, 2005. A third summary,
which included the final fee amounts that were to be recommended to the City Council,
was made availabie for public review and was also mailed to development companies
and non-profit organization representatives on January 18, 2005.

I.  On January 18, 2005, the City Council opened the public hearing on the
establishment of the inclusionary housing in lieu fees and inclusionary housing
monitoring fees. As a result of the development company representatives’ request for
continued discussion with City staff in determination of the proposed fee amounts, the
Council continued the hearing to the next regularly scheduled meeting of February 7,
2005. :

J. On February 7, 2005, the City Council held a continued public hearing on the
establishment of the inclusionary housing in lieu fees and inclusionary housing
monitoring fees, at which time oral and/or written testimony was considered.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council finds and determines as follows:

Section 1. Findings

The City Council hereby finds that based on the Staff Report entitied, “Establishment
of an Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee and Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee,” dated
February 7, 2005, and based on all the information contained in the Planning
Department files on the inclusionary housing ordinance, adopted and incorporated here
by reference and available for review in the Planning Department located at 65 Civic

Page 20f5 Reso. No. 05-10215
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Avenue, and based on all written and oral testimony presented at the public hearing
that:

A. The Negative Declaration adopted by Ordinance No. 04-1228 was prepared in
compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (the California
Environmental Quality Act, “CEQA”") and the State CEQA Guidelines, that the Council
has considered the information contained therein, and that the adopted Negative
Declaration discusses and is adequate for purposes of consideration of the inclusionary
housing ordinance fees.

B. The purpose of the inclusionary housing in lieu fee is to allow developers of
residential projects an alternative to construction of affordable units as part of their
market rate developments when the site location is not suitable for affordable housing,
or when the calculated inclusionary requirement includes a “partial” unit. Because the in
lieu fees would be used to fund acquisition and/or construction of new affordable units
by private and non-profit developers, the inclusionary housing in lieu fees for ownership
housing have been determined at four amounts that correspond to the difference
between the cost of construction of a typical market rate unit (City of Pittsburg
inclusionary Housing Feasibility Study, August 2004, Tables 12 and 14) and the
affordable sale price of that unit. This difference is equivalent to the subsidy necessary
to construct a single-family detached residence (Low Density Owner Project) or small-
lot single-family or attached/condominium residence (Owner Project), and to sell that
unit affordably to an appropriately-sized Moderate, Low or Very Low income household.
Because in lieu fees for Rental Projects are not an available option exceptin instances
when the inclusionary requirement includes a fraction that is less than one-half (0.5) of a
unit, the inclusionary in lieu fee has been determined at the cost of construction of the
unbuilt “partial” unit. All inclusionary in lieu housing fees would be charged per
inclusionary or partial inclusionary unit that is not built as part of a residential project and
include a seven percent (7%) administrative charge for the City staff time necessary to
manage the inciusionary housing in lieu fee account and to facilitate the development of
the affordable units by another developer. -

C. There is a reasonable relationship between the need for and use of the in lieu
fee, and the residential development projects on which the fee would be imposed.
Pittsburg currently has a majority of jobs in services and manufacturing sectars, and,
correspondingly, a high percentage of low-income households that overpay for housing
(Housing Element pages 13-11, 13-33, 13-38). As additional residential development in
the City occurs, the increase in the local population will create increased need for
service-based jobs {such as property maintenance, retait sales and food service,
schools, libraries and emergency response) that offer salaries at or below moderate
levels relative to the area median income. Additionally, continued development of
exscutive-style housing consistent with Housing Element goals (program 13-P-1.2) will
likely increase household income ievels and median housing costs, pricing some Low
and Moderate Income households out of the housing market (Housing Element pages
13-33, 13-67). In lieu fees collected from residential developers who opt not to build

Page 3 of 5 ' Reso. No. 05-10215
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inclusionary units would be used to construct housing that is affordable to employees of
service-based businesses and other Low and Moderate Income households.

D. The purpose of the inclusionary housing monitoring fees is to fund ongoing
monitoring and enforcement of inclusionary housing agreements. There is a reasonable
relationship between the monitoring fee and the residential property owners that would
be charged the fee. Specifically, the fees wouid re-imburse the City for staff time
necessary to periodically review and ensure compliance with a unit's inclusionary
requirements, including verification of income and size of eligible households on an
annual basis (for rental units), or upon change of ownership (for for-sale units). The
armounts of the monitoring fees are based on the estimated cost of staff time to conduct
such reviews.

Section 2. Decision

A. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council hereby establishes
inclusionary housing in lieu fees and inclusionary housing monitoring fees in the
following amounts: :

Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fees:

Type of Residential Project . in-lieu Fee per Unbuilt inclusionaty Unit - B

"Moderate Income; $_ 34.200.00
Very Low Income: $ 288,900.00

Owner Project Low income: $ 146,600.00
Very Low Income: $ 206,500.00
Rental Project $154,000.00 (muitiplied by fraction, less than

0.5, of inclusionary unit required)

Inciusionary Housing Monitoring Fees:

Low Density Owner 181
Owner Project $ 100.00 Close of Escrow
Rental Project $ 35.00 Annually

B. The above fees shall become effective on April 8, 2005, sixty (60) days after the
date of adoption of this resolution.

Page 4 of 5 Reso. Na. 05-10215
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C. The Finance Director is hereby directed to establish a City Inclusionary Housing
In Lieu Fee Fund and to place all inclusionary housing in lieu fees collected in said fund
as they are received.

0. The Finance Director is hereby directed to place all inclusionary housing

monitoring fees coliected pursuant to the inclusionary ordinance in the appropriate fund
which supports the staff who will be charged with the monitoring of inclusionary units.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Pittsburg at a regular
meeting on the 7" day of February, 2005, by the following vote:

AYES: Council Member Casey, Glynn, Johnson, Kee and Mayor Parent
NOES: None
ABSTAINED:  None

ABSENT: None

nig
“NancyL. Parpnt, Mayor

ATTEST:

fiag J. Pride, City

Page 5 of 5 " Reso. No. 05-10215
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- Office of the City Manager
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

MEMO: February 7, 2005

TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager
RE: ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN LIEU FEE

AND INCLUSIONARY HOUSING MONITORING FEE.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City's recently adopted inclusionary housing ordinance aflows developers, in limited
circumstances, to pay a fee to the City in lieu of constructing the required affordable
units. The Council must establish by resolution the amounts of the fees before
developers can utilize this in lieu fee option. The ordinance also allows the City Council
to establish fees in order to defray City costs to monitor and enforce inclusionary
housing agreements. Staff has drafted a resolution for Council consideration which
establishes these fees.

FISCAL IMPACT

Funds collected in the form of in lieu fees would be used for construction of affordable
units by another developer. Implementation of the inclusionary ordinance will require
City staff to conduct ongoing monitoring in order to ensure compliance with the income
and occupancy levels for specified affordable units. As proposed, the City would also
be re-imbursed for the necessary additional staff time through payment of
administration and monitoring fees on a per-residence basis.

RECOMMENDATION

City Council adopt the attached resolution establishing inclusionary housing in lieu and
.monitoring fees for the implementation of the inclusionary ordinance requirements.
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City Council Staff Report.
Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fee and Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee.
February 7, 2005

BACKGROUND

The public hearing on this item was opened at the Council meeting of January 18,
2005. However, in response to local developers’ requests for additional time to review
the fee amounts and alternative methods of calculation, staff recommended that the
Council take no action on the item at that time. The Councit moved to continue the
public hearing to its next regular meeting of February 7, 2005.

On November 15, 2004, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 04-1228 adopting a
negative declaration and amending the Pittsburg Municipal Code in order to add
Chapter 18.86: Inclusionary Housing, to the zoning ordinance. The inclusionary
housing ordinance requires the construction of affordable housing units as part of all
privately-constructed residential developments consisting of four or more units within
the City. The ordinance includes incentives for developers to construct affordable units
as part of their residential projects, and also includes options for alternative compliance
with the ordinance. The ordinance also aliows the City to charge a fee to developers
and owners of affordable housing constructed under the ordinance in order to defray
the City’'s costs to monitor affordability restrictions, including staff time spent verifying
income levels of occupants and potential buyers.of deed restricted affordable units.

Inclusionary Housing in Lieu Fee Option: The option for developers to pay the City a
fee in lieu of constructing affordable units is one of the alternative compliance options
allowed, in limited circumstances, by the inclusionary ordinance. The details of this
alternative are outlined in Subsections 18.86.040.0 and 18.86.080.C of the inclusionary
ordinance. This alternative compllance measure is only avas!able to developers in two
situations:

1. When the residential project is a for-sale development and the project site is not
suitable for affordable housing due to its distance from services, schools and
transit, developers may opt to pay a fee as an alternative to constructing the
requil;ed affordable units; or

2. When the project is either a rental or a for-sale project and the residential
project’s caiculated inclusionary requirement includes a fraction that is less than
0.5, the project developer may opt to pay a pro rata fee for the "fractional” unit.

inclusionary housing in-lieu fees paid 1o the City would be used to purchase existing
residential units in order to convert them from market rate to affordable, and/or to help
finance construction of new affordable units by another developer,

During two meetings with representatives of local devetopment companies and
nonprofit organizations, staff presented three alternative methods to calculating the
amounts of the housing in lieu fees, using three combinations of construction costs,
market prices and affordable sales prices. A summary of the three alternatives, the
assumptions used for each, and the formulas to determine the in lieu fee amounts for
each is attached to this staff report as Attachment 4.

Page Z of 6
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City Council Staff Report,
inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fee and Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee.
February 7, 2005

Housing In Lieu Fee Calculation: For-Sale Units: Staff recommends that the Council
establish the ownership housing in fieu fee using the Construction-Affordability Gap,
shown as Alternative 3 on Attachment 4 to this report. Developers would be charged in
lieu fees for each inclusionary unit that they do not build as part of their development,
As recommended, the in-lieu housing fee amounts for ownership units would be set at
four amounts that are equivalent fo the affordable housing developer's cost to build and
selt a market rate unit at an affordable sales price.

To determine these amounts, staff began with the costs to construct a3 market rate unit
in a residential deveiopment, using the construction costs of prototypical low density
and low/medium density residential units as listed in Tables 12 and 14 of the
inclusionary Housing Feasibifity Study prepared for the City in August 2004. Staff then
subtracted the amount that the affordable housing developer could recoup by selling
the house at an affordable sales price to an appropriately-sized Very Low, Low or
Moderate income household. The difference, which is the recommended amount of the
ownership housing in lieu fee, is equivalent to the subsidy that the affordable housing
developer needs to build the unit and seli it affordably. Each in lieu fee amount is then
increased by a 7% administrative charge for the City staff time necessary to manage
the inclusionary housing in lieu fee account and to faciiitate the development of the
affordable units by another developer. '

The recommended in lieu fees for ownership units are differentiated by income
categories. This is done in order to increase the developer's options for compliance
with the inclusionary ordinance. As an example, with fees differentiated by income
level, if a developer of a residential project is required to dedicate 18 Moderate income
units and 12 Very Low income units, the developer can either: 1) build all 30 of the
requisite affordable units; or 2) request to pay in lieu fees for all 30 of the requisite
affordable units; or 3) build the 18 Moderate income units as part of the market rate
development, and request to pay in lieu fees for the remaining 12 Very Low income
units.

Housing In Lieu Fee Calculation: Rental Units: in contrast with the in lieu fee for for-
sale units, the housing in lieu fee for rental units is not based on an affordability gap.
Instead, because in lieu fees for rental apartments are only allowed when the project's
calculated requirement includes a fraction that is less than 0.5, the recommended fee
amount is based strictly on the construction cost of the “partial” unit and does not
assume any recouping of costs by the affordable housing developer (as with the owner
models). The housing in lieu fee for rental units is atso increased by a 7%
administrative charge.

Recommended Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fee Amounts: The five fee amounts in the
following tables correspond to the three residential product types (“Low Density Owner
Project,” "“Owner Project” and “Rental Project”) identified in the inclusionary ordinance
(Section 18.86.040). If the Counci! approves the in lieu fee option for a given
.development, the developer may pay all of the applicable housing in lieu fees prior to

Page 3of 6
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City Council Staff Report.
Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fee and Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee.
February 7, 2005

beginning any construction on the residential project, or to pro rate the total fees and
pay a fraction at the time of issuance of a building permit for each market rate unit built
in the residential development. For the ownership prototypes, the third column of the
table shows what the pro rated fee would be per market rate unit, assuming the
developer is aliowed to pay the full 15% inclusionary requirement as in lieu fees.

_fsinia‘ lnLleuFee— A IaneuFeeper ) :
Project I & (Constructlon-Affordablhty Gap Market Rate Unit Built’

oo 30% Affordable Buiit)

Low Dens&ty Owner T

Moderate Income: $ - 20, 400
Project Very Low Income: § 288,800
Owner Project Low Income: $ 146,600 $ 25,600

Very Low income: $ 206,500

Type of Residential | InLieuFee—. - . - - . |InLieuFeeper
Project o | (Construction Cost per Market Rate Unit Built

= ‘lnlusma Uthot Bullt N

$ 154,000 -
{multiplied by fraction less than %2) |

‘Rental Project

Monitoring Fees: As recommended, manitoring costs would be $100.00 per single-
family house (due upon close of escrow of the inclusionary unit that is sold or re-sold)
and $35.00 per rental unit (paid annually by the project owner). These costs are based
on the estimated staff time necessary to verify compliance with the provisions of the
various affordable housing agreements, such as income levels and size of households
seeking to purchase or rent inclusionary units.

T of Pro;ect: L Amount of Momtonng Fee ' Fru;c:'y of Pay

__{ {per Affordabie Unit Built)- | Monitoring Fee

Low DenSIty Ownjt $10000 " | Close of escrow _
Owner Project $ 100.00 Close of escrow
Rental Project $ 35.00 Annually

Required Findings and Effective Date of Fees: As part of the establishment of a new
development fee, the Council must identify the purpose of the fee and the use to which
the fee is to be put. The Council must find that there is a reasonable relationship
between the type of development on which the fee would be imposed, and the use of
and need for the fee. Additionally, the Council must determine that there is a
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City Council Staff Repoft. ‘
inclusionary Housing in Lieu Fee and Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee.
February 7, 2005

reasonable relationship between the amount of thé fee and the added demand (in this
case, for affordable housing) created by the development (Gov. Code Section 66001).

Upon approval by the City Council, the fees would become effective 60 days after the
date of adoption of the resolution and findings establishing the fees.

Public Notice: In accordance with Government Code Section 66018, a “Notice of Public
Hearing” for this inclusionary housing ordinance fee schedule was published in the -
Ledger Dispatch newspaper on December 31, 2004, and on January 7, 2005. On
December 28, 2004, the Notice of Public Hearing was also posted in the Police
Department lobby at City Hall and at the Pittsburg Library.

in accordance with Government Code Section 66016, the Notice of Public Hearing was
mailed on December 28, 2004, to local residential development companies, local
community and non-profit organizations, financial institutions and private individuals
who had previously attended a Housing Element or inclusionary housing workshop. On
January 4, 2005, a written summary of the proposed inclusionary housing in iieu and
monitoring fee amounts was prepared and made available for review at a meeting held
between City staff and interested members of the public, non-profit housing
organizations and development community. Revised fee calculations requested by
local developers were made available for review by the same interested parties at a
second meeting held on January 7, 2005. A third summary, which included the final fee
amounts that were to be recommended to the City Council, was made available for
public review and was also mailed to development companies and non-profit
organization representatives on January 18, 2005.

STAFF ANALYSIS

The purpose of the affordable in lieu housing fee is to allow developers of residential
projects an alternative to construction of affordable units as part of their market rate
developments when the site location is not suitable for affordable housing or when the
inclustonary requirement results in a “partial” unit. Because the in lieu fees would be
used to fund construction and acquisition of new affordable units by private and non-
~ profit developers, the recommended in lieu fees are equal the cost of construction of a
“partial” rental unit, or for ownership units, are proposed at amounts that correspond to
the subsidy necessary to construct and sell affordably a single-family detached
residence and a small-lot single-family or attached/condominium residence (i.e.,
construction cost less affordable sales price). :

There Is a reasonable relationship between the need for and use of the in lieu fee, and
the residential devetopment projects on which the fee would be imposed. Pittsburg
currently has a majority of its jobs in the services and manufacturing sectors, and,
correspondingly, a high percentage of low-income households that overpay-for housing
(Housing Element pages 13-11, 13-33, 13-36). As additional residential development in
the City occurs, the increase in the local population will create increased need for
service-based jobs (such as property maintenance, retail sales and food service,
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City Council Staff Report.
Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fee and Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee.
February 7, 2005 :

schools, libraries and emergency response) that offer salaries at or below Moderate
ievels relative to the area median income. Additionally, continued development of
executive-style housing consistent with Housing Element goals (program 13-P-1.2) will
likely increase household income levels and median housing costs, pricing some Very
Low, Low and Moderate Income households out of the housing market (Housing
Efement pages 13-33, 13-67). Fees collected from residential developers in lieu of
creating inclusionary units would be used to construct housing that is affordable to
employees werking in these areas of service in the community.

The purpose of the administrative monitoring fees is to re-imburse the City for staff time
necessary to periodically review and ensure compliance with a unit’s inclusionary
requirements, including verification of income and size of eligible households on an
annual basis (for rental units), or upon change of ownership {for for-sale units). The
recommended monitoring fees are based on the estimated cost of staff time to conduct
such reviews,

Z %__,__

Marc S. Gﬁéham, City Manager

Report Prepared By: ;Q%AL %W%ﬁ

Dana Hoggatt/&ssociate Planner

P>
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Proposed Resolution
2. Negative Declaration (adopted November 15, 2004)
3. Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Ord. No. 04-1229)
4. Summary of Alternative Methods to Calculate Housing In Lieu Fees and First-Time

Homebuyer Affordability Analysis Tabie, dated January 12, 2005, with Cover Letter
dated January 18, 2005

Tabie of Inclusionary Housing Fees of Other Cities

Notice of Public Hearing

@ o
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

AGENDA MEETING DATE: February 7, 2005
AGENDA DATA DESCRIPTION: Establishment of an Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fee and
Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fee.

ALL ACTIONS OF THE CITY COUNCIL MUST BE CONSIDERED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW. COMPLETE
THE CHECKLIST BELOW AND ATTACH TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENDA DATA SHEET . THE EXEMPTION,
NEGATIVE DECLARATION OR EIR DETERMINATIONS MUST BE REFERENCED IN THE RESPECTIVE STAFF
REPORT AND COPIES ATTACHED WHERE APPROPRIATE.

1. [:l This is riot a project. No environmental documents must be filed. A project is any activity which may
cause a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect change in the
environment, and is either (1) undertaken by the City, (2) partly or fully subsidized by the City, or {3}
permitted by the City. Only "discretionary projects” are subject to CEQA. Moreover, purchases for
supplies, personnel related actions, emergency repairs and general policy-making are examples of
actions which are not a project. If any of the following environmental factors would be potentially
affected, further environmental review may still be required:

| | Aesthetics Agriculture Resources Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Rescources Geology/Soils

| 7] Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Mater Quaiity Land Use/Pianning

__ Materials Noisge Population/Housing

| | Mineral Resources Recreation Transportation/Traffic

|| Public Services Mandatory Findings of Significance

|| Utilities/Service Systems '

2. D This is a project, but it is statutorlly exempt under Section . Article 18 of the
Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act or other applicable
statutory exemption not listed in the Guidelines.

3. |:| This is a project, but it is categorically exempt from environmental review under Section
, Article 18 of the Guidelines for implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act and no exceptions to the categorical exemption apply.

4, D This is a project, but is subject to the "common sense” exemption to CEQA, because it can be seen
with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a significant effect on the
enviranment, The basis for this determination must be set forth in writing in the Council's findings.

5. A Negative Declaration DMitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) was prepared for this
project or the impacts were addressed under a previously adopted ND/MND.

8. [:] An Environmental impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this project or the impacts have been
addressed under a previously completed and certified EIR, SCH No. . The EIR must be
provided to Council for review and approval. As part of the project approval, the Council must adopt
resolutions (rejcertifying the EIR and adopting findings, a mitigation monitoring ar reporting program and
if necessary, a statement of overriding considerations.

7. ]  This project falls under the " " Master EIR, State Clearinghouse
No. , The new Initial Study prepared pursuant ta Section 21157.1 of the Public
Resources Code must be attached to the Council materials for Council review and approval. The Council
must adopt a resolution adopting certain required findings based on this Initial Study as part of the
project approval.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: l ] QﬁAMA k‘ OB . PLANNING DEPARTMENT

"NOTE: CEQA regulaticns are located in ths State Pyblic Resources Code, which can be viewed on the internet at: www.leginfo.ca.gov.
Should you need further assistance in determining the applicability of CEQA to a Council action, please contact Planning Staff x, 4920,
H:Finance Forms/Femn Environmental Review Checklist (10-19-04) '
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Attachment 2

CITY OF PITTSBURG
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ORDINANCE

Adopted by the Pittsburg City Council on: November 15, 2004

Notice is hereby given that the City of Pittsburg finds that no significant effect on the
environment, as prescribed by the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
(CEQA), as amended, will occur for the following proposed project:

1. Project Proponent: City of Pittsburg, 65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, CA 94565

2. Project Description: This is a City-initiated effort to adopt an ordinance amending
Pittsburg Municipal Code in order to require the construction of affordable
housing units in all privately-constructed developments within the City of
Pittsburg. The amendment would add Chapter 18.85 of Part V; General Land
Use Regulations of Title 18: Zoning, in order to incorporate an inclusionary
housing requirement. In summary, the ordinance would be consistent with the
minimum requirements for affordability as specified in Redevelopment Law,
would apply to all new residential construction in the City of Pittsburg, and wouid
require affordable housing as a component of all privately-constructed residential
projects in the City. Affordability requirements would vary depending on the type
of housing {density and ownership) constructed.

o For ownership developments constructed on properties designated by the
General Plan as Low Density Residential, Hillside Low Density
Residential, or Downtown Low Density Residential, the minimum
affordability requirement would be 20% for Moderate-income households,
or 8% for Low-income and 6% Very Low-income households, Typical
developments in this category include single-family detached residences.

o For ownership developments constructed on properties designated by the
General Plan as Medium Density Residential or Downtown Medium
Density Residential, the minimum affordability requirement would be 20%
for Low-income households, or 9% for Low-income and 6% for Very Low-
income households. Typical developments in this category include single-
family attached and townhouse developments.

o For ownership developments constructed on properties designated by the

General Plan as High Density Residential, Downtown High Density
Residential, or Mixed Use, the minimum affordability requirement would be
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20% for Low-income households, or 9% for Low-income and 6% for Very
Low-income households. Typical developments in this category include
stacked flat condominium developments.

o For all rental deveiopments, the minimum affordability requirement would
be 9% for Low-income and 6% for Very Low-income, or 10% for Very
Low-income, or 6% for Extremely Low-income households. Typicat
development in this category includes apariments.

The ordinance would include incentives for compliance as well as options for
aiternative compliance with the ordinance. Incentives to developers to
construct affordable units would include deferred payment of local impact fees
from building permit issuance to issuance of certificate of occupancy; financial

. subsidies; minor reductions in the sizes and/or number of rooms (formal living
rooms, formal dining rooms, bathrooms) in the affordabie units; and 0.25
credit for construction of large family rental units.

Alternative compliance measures would include opportunities for developers
to dedicate buildable land for construction of affordable units by another
developer,; to pay fees in lieu of partial construction of affordable units (when
the calculated requirement includes a fractional unit); to purchase price-
restriction covenants in existing developments; or to construct affordable units
of the same or comparable size and construction type off-site of the proposed
residential development. '

The ordinance would establish affordability requirements at the following
income thresholds based on area median income (AMI): Moderate-income —
up to 110% of AMI; Low-income (for ownership units) — up to 70% of AMI;
Low-income (for rental units) — 60% of AMI; Very Low-income — up to 50% of
AMI; and Extremely Low-income — up to 30% of AMI. AMI is based on the
annual median income in Contra Costa County {currently $82,200.00 for a
household of four pecple}.

Project Location: City-wide

Finding: The Planning Director has determined that the project described above
will not have a significant effect on the environment.

Statement of Reasons in Support of the Finding: The inclusionary ordinance
would not directly entitle any residential development proposal within the City.
individual developments’ potential impacts on the natural and built environment
would be reviewed at a project-specific level as their applications are submitied
for review. General Pian policies adopted in order to reduce potential impacts to
wildiife and wetland habitats, water quality and cultural and historic resources,
traffic and transportation, recreational facilities and public services, will remain
operative after adoption of the inclusionary ordinance. Each future application for
residential development would be subject to the affordability requirements in the

Negative Declaration
inclusionary Housing Ordinance
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ordinance, but would also be reviewed for consistency with adopted General
Plan policy in order to minimize each future development's potential impacts.

Impacts resulting from this project were found to be less-than-significant in the
following areas: Land Use and Planning, Population and Housing, Geological
Problems, Water, Air Quality, Transpertation/Circulation, Biclogical Resources,
Energy and Mineral Resources, Hazards, Noise, Public Services, Ultilities and
Service Systems, Aesthetics, Cultural Resources, Recreation, and Mandatory
Findings of Significance.

8. Initial Study: A description of the project, environmental ana|y3|shn:tlal study of
the potential effects of the subject proposal, and documents referenced in the initial
study may be reviewed at the City of Pittsburg Planning Department, located at 65 Civic
Avenue, Pittsburg, CA 94565, The Environmental impact Reports (EIR) for the
General Plan and Los Medanos Community Development Plan are included as
reference and are also available for review at the City of Pittsburg Planning Department.

Negative Declaration
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
Page 3 of 3
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Attachment 3

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

in the Matter of: ORDINANCE NO. 04-1229

Crdinance Amending Pittsburg Municipal )
Code in order to Add Chapter 18.86 of )
Part V: General Land Use Regulations of )
Title 18: Zoning (“Inclusionary Housing”) )

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES ORDAIN as follows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A. Based on U.S. Census 2000 data, 49 percent of all households in Pittsburg
earn 80 percent or less than the area median income (AMI) and thereby qualify as Low
or Very Low Income Households. Additionally, 36 percent of households in Pittsburg
spend more than 30 percent of their income on rent or mortgage and associated
housing costs such as ufilities and.insurance. - Census data also indicates that the 3.2
person average household size in Pittsburg is higher than that for the County as a
whole, which has an average household size of 2.72 persons per househaold; however,
the existing housing stock is inadequate for the number of large households in the City,
Specifically, 23 percent of renter and 10 percent of owner households in the City are
overcrowded, with occupancies in excess of 1.01 persons per room. Census data
further indicates that one-fifth, or 20 percent of househoids in the City are female-
headed households, who are generally disadvantaged by lower average incomes and
lower rates of auto and homeownership when compared to male counterparts.

B. November 17, 2003, the City Council adopted Resoiution No. 04-9985
amending the Housing Element for the City of Pittsburg. The City Council, as part of its
adoption of the Housing Element, committed the City to the development of housing
that is affordable to all income levels. Specifically, it is the City’s goal to create 1,500
units affordable to Above Moderate Income Households; 268 units affordable to
Moderate Income Households: 281 units affordable to Low Income Households; 347
units affordable to Very Low Income Households; and 59 units-affordable to Extremely
Low Income Households within the 1998 through 2006 reporting period. In order to
meet these objectives, the City Council, as part of its adoption of the Housing Element,
adopted program 13-P-2.4(J) committing the City to evaluate the need for an
inclusionary housing ordinance with options for in-lieu fees or land dedication. The City
Councit determined that adoption of an inclusionary requirement was necessary if the
City was to meet its affordable housing objectives, and initiated the process to prepare
such an ordinance.

C. By Minute Order at a regular meeting held on February 2, 2004, the City

Council accepted a work program and time line to establish an inclusionary housing
ordinance in or prior to the month of February, 2005.
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D. On April 5, 2004, the Council adopted Resolution No. 04-10050 appropriating
funds for the consulting firm of David Pau! Rosen and Associates (DRA} to prepare an
inciusionary housing feasibility study and ordinance.

E. On June 3, 2004, and July 28, 2004, DRA held public workshops at the Civic
Center in an effort to introduce the intent of the study, obtain public input, and to
present the findings of the feasibility study completed in July 2004.

F. The feasibility study completed by DRA found that, under current market
conditions, prototypical single-family and ownership residential development would be
feasible with or without an inclusionary requirement. The study also found that muiti-
family rental development with or without an inciusionary requirement is generally
infeasible under current market conditions, though a prototypical multi-family
development of 22 units per acre was feasible with or without inclusionary
requirements, with a density bonus and higher assumed financial risk. The study
further analyzed the strengths and weaknesses of various ihcentives for developers to
construct affordable housing and discussed alternative compliance options for
construction of affordable units.

G. On September 7, 2004, and September 20, 2004, DRA held two public
workshops with members of the public, City Council and Planning Commission. Based
on the direction from the Council and Commission at the September 20, 2004,
workshop, DRA and staff prepared a draft inclusionary housing ordinance which sets
criteria for minimum affordability requirements for both ownership and rental residential
projects, establishes incentives, and provides measures for alternative compliance with
the ordinance.

H. in order to approve an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance, the Council,
upon recommendation by the Commission, must find that the amendment is consistent
with the objectives, policies, general land uses and programs in the General Pian; that
the land use requtation is compatible with uses and regulations of the land use district
or districts for which it is proposed; that there is a community need for the zoning
change; and that the change will be in conformity with public convenience, general
welfare, and good zoning practice (PMC Section 18.16.020).

1. The proposed inclusionary ordinance is consistent with the General Plan.
The ordinance wouid implement Land Use Element goals 2-G-4 and 2-G-5
and Housing Element goals 13-G-1 and 13-G-2, which support expansion
and diversification (in density and type) of the City's housing stock, and
ensure that housing is made affordable to all income ievels. The ordinance

‘would also implement Housing Element policies 13-P-2.4 and 13-P-2.5,
which commit the City to increase the supply of rental housing and
homeownership opportunities available and affordable to Extremely Low,
Very Low, Low and Moderate income Households. :

Y

2. Incentives adopted with the ordinance would offer developers opportunities to
construct small lot single-family infill projects to meet the inclusionary
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requirements for estate-lot single-family and hiliside estate projects. This
component of the ordinance is consistent with adopted General Plan policies
2-P-16, 2-P-19, 2-P-59, 4-P-75, 5-P-5, 5-P-9 and 5-P-21, which encourage
development of housing at a range of densities, including low-density hillside
development and multiple-unit high-density, mixed use and small lot
development on infill and other sites accessible to transit and services.
Incentives in the ordinance would also comply with Downtown Element
poiicies 5-P-19, 5-P-24 and 5-P-45, in support of affordable large family
housing and reductions in parking requirements in areas of the downtown
that are designated for high-density multi-family housing.

. The proposed inclusionary ordinance is compatible with uses and regulations
of the land use districts for the residential and commercial (i.e., mixed use)
districts for which it is proposed. The inclusionary ordinance, while it would
require development of affordable housing in conjunction with new residential
development and wouid allow some flexibility in development regulations,
would not supersede the permitted land uses and maximum densities
adopted for the respective zoning districts within which the development
would occur; specifically, new residential development must still conform to
the allowable uses, density ranges and density bonus standards of the base
- district regulations as identified in Parts Il and IV of the Zoning Ordinance
and in City Council Ordinance No. 04-1216 (Interim Zoning Ordinance).
Where dedication of land would be permitied by the inclusionary ordinance,
the ordinance would stili require that the dedicated land be approgpriately
zoned with adequate density to accommodate regional affordable housing
units.

. There is a community need for the inclusionary ordinance. Almost half of the
households in Pittsburg are below Moderate income level, over one-third of
households in Pittsburg are overpaying for housing, and 15 percent of all
households in Pittsburg are overcrowded. The ordinance is necessary to
ensure that a portion of all new rental and ownership housing is reserved for
appropriately-sized Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate Income
Househoids, in order to reduce the percentage of households in the City that
are overcrowded and that overpay for housing. Components included in the .
ordinance would offer developers incentives to create rental housing for large
families, also in an effort to reduce the percentage of overcrowded
households. Additional incentives in the ordinance would offer reductions
from the minimum parking requirements in the Zoning Ordinance and
dedication of land within reasonable distance to public facilities, schools,
parks, transit, retail and services. These incentives would serve to reduce
developers’ costs of compliance and would accommeodate lower-income
households (such as female-headed households) that may not be able to
afford a personal vehicle.

. The inclusionary ordinance would be in conformity with the public
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice. The ordinance
would ensure the development of affordable housing necessary for the City to
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meet its quantified housing objectives for ali income levels, and would ensure
that housing is developed to accommodate the high percentage of
households in the City that have income levels at or below Moderate income
level. The ordinance would also ensure that affordabie housing is created
and distributed throughout the City on appropriately-zoned sites and, for
rental and Very Low income units, on properties that are accessibie to and
within reasonabte distance of public facilities and services.

l.  Amendments to zoning ordinances are subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080(a)). O
October 7, 2004, A Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration for this mclusmnary
housing ordinance was filed with the County Clerk and was posted at City Hall and at
the Pittsburg Library, the Planning Director having found that no significant effects upon
the environment would occur as a result of this project. The Notice specified the
beginning and ending dates of the public review period on the proposed Negative
Declaration; a brief description of the project; the location where information on the
project and other supporiing documentation were available for review; and the date,
fime and location of the October 12, 2004, Commission public hearing on the project.
On October 8, 2004, the Notice of Intent was also published in the local newspaper
(Ledger Dispatch) and mailed to individuals and organizations who previously filed
written request for such notice, in accordance with State PRC Sections 21092, 21092.2
and 21092.3.

J. On October 10, 2004, and October 26, 2004, the Planning Commission held
two duly noticed public hearings on the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Following the
close of the public hearing on October 26, 2004, the Planning Commission by vote of 6
to 0 (one Commissioner absent) moved to adopt Resolution No. 9530 recommending
that the City Council amend Pit‘:sburg Municipat Code in order to add Chapter 18.86:
inclusionary Housing, as presented in Exhibit A to that Resolution.

K. On October 22, 2004, a “Notice of Public Hearing"” for the inclusionary
housing ordinance was published in the iocal newspaper, posted at City Hall and the
Pittsburg Library, and mailed out to individuals and organizations that requested such
notice, in accordance with PMC Section 18.14.010 and Government Code Section
85090. Notice was also mailed to local development companies, community and non-
profit organizations and private individuals who had previously attended a Housing
Element or inclusionary housing workshop.

L. On November 1, 2004, the City Council held a public hearing on the
inclusionary housing ordinance, at which time oral and/or written testimony was
considered.

SECTION 2. Findings.
The City Council hereby finds that based on the Staff Report entitied,

“Inclusionary Housing Ordinance,” dated November 1, 2004, and based on all the
information contained in the Planning Department files on the project, adopted and
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incorporated here by reference and available for review in the Planning Depariment
jocated at 65 Civic Avenue in Pittsburg, and based on all written and oral testimony
presented at the public hearing that: '

A. The Negative Declaration and initial Study prepared for this project were
prepared in compliance with CEQA, State and City guidelines, and that the Council has
independently reviewed and considered the information contained therein,

B. The amendment to the text of the Zoning Ordinance to add a requirement for
inclusionary housing is consistent with the General Plan. The ordinance would
implement Land Use, Downtown and Housing Element goals in support of diversity in
the density, type and affordability of residential units in the City, and implements
Housing Element goals and policies that commit the City to increasing its supply of
housing affordabie to Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate Income
Households. As an incentive to developers, the ordinance supports development of
affordable units at low densities; offers reductions to minimum parking requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance; promotes creation of large-family, medium- and high-density
rental, mixed use and small-lot single-family developments; and encourages dedication
of tand or construction of Extremely Low and Very Low income-appropriaie units on infill
and other sites accessible to public facilities, transit and services.

C. The addition of an inclusionary requirement in the Zoning Ordinance is
compatible with uses and regulations of the land use districts for the residential and
commercial (i.e., mixed use) districts for which it is proposed. The inclusionary
ordinance would require development of affordable housing in conjunction with new
residential development, but new residential development must still comply with the use
and density regulations identified in Parts iil and 1V of the Zoning Ordinance and in the
interim Zoning Ordinance. The inclusionary ordinance would also require that any land
dedicated in lieu of constructing affordable units be appropriately zoned and allow
adequate density o accommodate regional affordable housing needs.

D. There is a community need for the inclusionary ordinance. The ordinance is
necessary to ensure that a portion of the community's rental and ownership housing is
reserved and affordable for appropriately-sized Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and
Moderate Income Households, in order to reduce the percentage of households in the
City that are overcrowded and that overpay for housing. The ordinance would
encourage developers to create rental housing to add to the currently insufficient supply
of rental housing for large families, many of whom live in overcrowded conditions.
Additional incentives to reduce parking requirements wouid serve to reduce developers'
costs of compliance, and options to dedicate land near public faciiities, transit and
services and would accommodate lower-income households (such as female-headed
households) that may not be able to afford a personal vehicle.

E. The inclusionary ordinance is in conformity with the public convenience,
general welfare and good zoning practice. The ordinance would ensure the
development of affordable housing necessary for the City to meet its regional fair share
housing allocation and quantified housing objectives for all income levels, and wouid
ensure that housing is developed to accommodate the high percentage of households
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in the City that have income levels at or below Moderate income level. The ordinance
would alsc ensure that affordable housing is developed throughout the City, on
appropriately-zoned sites and on properties that are within reasonable distance of
public facilities and services.

SECTION 3. Approval.

Based on the findings and the authority set forth above, the City Council hereby
adopts the Negative Declaration, and amends Part V: General Land Use Regulations of
Title 18: Zoning of Pittsburg Municipal Code, in order to add Chapter 18.86:

Inclusionary Housing, to read as follows:

Sections:
18.86.010
18.86.020
18.86.030
18.86.040
18.86.050
18.86.060
18.86.070
18.86.080

18.86.090
18.86.100
18.86.110
18.86.120
18.86.130
18.86.140

18.86.01¢

Chapter 18.86
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING

Purpose.

Applicability.

Definitions,

Basic Requirements.

Performance Standards for Affordable Units.
Incentives for On-site Compliance.

Financial Subsidies.

Alternatives to Construction of Affordable Units On-site of
Owner Projects or Low Density Owner Projects.
Time Performance Required.

Continued Affordability; City Review of Occupancy.
Use and Expenditure of Fees,

Affordable Housing Agreement.

Enforcement.

Severability.

Purpose.

The purpose of this Chapter is to establish minimum requirements, incentives, and
alternative measures by which to ensure the provision of safe, decent and affordable
housing for all segments of the City’'s population, regardiess of household income.

18.86.020

Appilicabllity.

A The regulations of this Chapter shall apply to any residential development of five (5)
or more dweliing units or residential lots, or dwelling units and residential lots which total
five (5) or more in combination.
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B. in order to prevent evasion of the provisions of this Chapter, contemporaneous
construction of five (5) or more dwelling units on a lot, or on contiguous lots for which there
is evidence of common ownership or control, even though not covered by the same City
land use approval, shall also be subject to the regulations of this Chapter.

C. A residential development shall be exempt from this Chapter if:

1. The project is subject to a development agreement executed by the project
developer and the City, and the project has an inclusionary housmg component as
approved by the City; or,

2. The, prOJect has an inclusionary housing component adopted as part of the
approval of a prior City entittement; or,

3. Prior to the effective date of this Chapter, the City has approved all
discretionary planning approvals necessary for the project, including rezoning,
general ptan change, major subdivision, use permit, or design review approvals.

4, The project replaces Market Rate Units that have been destroyed by fire or
other natural catastrophe, provided that the replacement units are built on the same
site as the destroyed units, and the number of dwelling units and total building
square footage is not higher than that of the destroyed Market Rate Units.

D. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, the requirements of this
Chapter shall be waived, adjusted or reduced if the developer of the Residentia! Project
demonstrates to the City Council, as part of the first approval for the Residential Project
and/or as part of any appeal process for the first approval, that applying the requirements
of this Chapter would take property in violation of the U.S. or California Constitution.

18.86.030 Definitions.

A Affordable Ownership Price. Affordable Ownership Price means a sales price that
results in a monthly housing payment consistent with California Health and Safety Code
Section 50052.5(b), as amended from time to time.

1. For Very Low Income Households, monthly housing payment during the first
calendar year of a household’s occupancy, including mortgage interest and principal
payments, property taxes, morigage insurance, homeowner’'s insurance,
homeowners’ association dues, allowances for utilities and property maintenance
costs, and any assessments paid by homeowners, is equal to or less than one-
twelfth (1/12) of thirty percent {30%) of fifty percent (50%) of the area median
income aliowed for appropriately-sized Very Low income Households.

2. For Lower Income Households, monthly housing payment during the first
calendar year of a household’s occupancy, including mortgage interest and principal
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payments, property taxes, mortgage insurance, homeowner's insurance,
homeowners’ association dues, allowances for utilittes and property maintenance
costs, and any assessments paid by homeowners, is equal fo or less than one-
twelfth (1/12) of thirty percent (30%) of seventy percent (70%) of the area median
income afiowed for appropriately-sized Lower Income Households.

3. For Moderate income Households, average monthiy housing payments,
during the first calendar year of a household’s occupancy, including mortgage
interest and principal payments, property taxes, homeowner's insurance,
homeowners’ association dues, allowances for utilities and property maintenance
costs, and any assessments paid by homeowners, is equal to or less than one-
twelfth (1/12) of thirty-five percent (35%) of one hundred ten percent (1 10%) of the
area median income allowed for appropriately-sized Moderate Income Households.

B. Affardable Rent. The definition of Affordable Rent shall be consistent with California
Health and Safety Code Section 50053, as amended from time to time.

1 For Extremely Low Income Households, monthly rent, including utilities and
all fees for housing services, is equal to or less than one-twelfth (1/12) of thirty
percent (30%) of thirty percent (30%) of the area median income aliowed for
appropriately-sized Extremely Low Income Househoids.

2. For Very Low Income Households, monthly rent, including utilities and all
fees for housing services, is equal to or less than one-twelfth {1/12) of thirty percent
(30%) of fiftty percent (50%) of the area median income allowad for appropriately-
sized Lowsr Income Households. ’

3. For Low Income Households, monthiy rent, including utilities and all fees for
housing services, is equal to or less than one-twelfth (1/12) of thirty percent (30%)
of sixty percent (60%) of the area median income aliowed for appropriately-sized
Lower income Households.

C. Affordable Unit. Dwelling units that are required under this Chapter to be rented at
an Affordable Rent or available at an Affordable Ownership Price to specified households,
and occupied by specified households.

D. Appropriately-sized. “Appropriately-sized” shall be consistent with California Health
and Safety Code Section 50052.5(h}, as amended from time to time, and shall be based
on presumed maximum occupancy levels of one person in a studio apartment, two (2)
persons in a one (1} bedroom unit, three (3) persons in a two (2) bedroom unit, and one
additional person for each additional bedroom thereafter.

E. Area Median Income. Area median income as published pursuant to California
Code of Regulations, Title 25, Section 6932 (or its successor provision).

F. Eligible Household. A household whose household income does not exceed the
maximum specified in this section for a given Affordable Unit.
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G. Extremely Low Income Household. The definition of Extremely Low Income
Household shall be consistent with California Health and Safety Code Section 501086, as
amended from time to time. Extremely Low Income Household means persons and
families whose income does not exceed thirty percent (30%) of area median income,
adjusted for household size. '

H. Extremely Low Income Renter Unit. Extremely Low Income Renter Unit means a
dwelling unit that is reserved at an Affordable Rent for Extremely Low Income Househoids.

i Household Income. The combined adjusted gross income for all adult persons living
in a dwelling unit as calculated for the purpose of the Section 8 program under the United
States Mousing Act of 1937, as amended, or its successor.

J. Low Density Owner Project. Low Density Owner Project means a Residential
Project, or portion thereof, intended to be sold to' owner-occupants upon completion, and
- constructed in a Low Density Residential or Hillside Low Density Residential area as
designated in the City of Pittsburg General Plan.

K. Lower Income Household. The definition of Lower Income Household shall be
consistent with California Health and safety Code Section 50079.5, as amended from time
to time. Lower income Household means persons and families whose income does not
exceed eighty percent (80%) of area median income, adjusted for household size.

L. Lower income' Owner Unit. Lower Income Owner Unit means a dweliing unitin a
Residential Project that is reserved for purchase at construction completion at an
Affordable Ownership Price for a Lower Income Household.

M. Lower Income Renter Unit. Lower Income Renter Unit means a dwelling unit in a
Residential Project that is reserved at an Affordable Rent for a Lower Income Household.

N. Market Rate Units. Dwelling units in Residential Projects that are not Affordable
Units under Subsection C of this Section. :

0. Moderate Income Household. The definition of Moderate lncome Household shall
be consistent with California Health and Safety Code Section 50093, as amended from
time to time. Moderate income Household means persons and families whose income
does not exceed one hundred-twenty percent (120%) of area median income, adjusted for
household size. :

P. Moderate Income Owner Unit. Moderate Income Owner Unit means a dwelling unit
in a Residential Project that is reserved for purchase at construction completion at an
Affordable Ownership Price for a Moderate income Household.

Q. Owner Project. A Residential Project, or portion thereof, which is intended to be
soid to owner-occupants upon completion and is not a Low Density Owner Project.

R. Rental Project. A Residentfal Project, or portion thereof, which is intended to be
rented to tenants upon completion.
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S. Residential Pl‘OjeCt Any planned development district, subdivision map, conditional
use permit, design review or other discretionary City land use approval which entitles five
(5) or more dwelling units or residential lots, or dweliing units and residential lots which total
five (5) or more in combination.

T. Very Low Income Household. The definition of Very Low income Household shall
be consistent with California Health and Safety Code Section 50105, as amended from
time to time. Very Low Income Household means persons and families whose income

" does not exceed fifty percent {50%) of area median income, adjusted for household size.

U. Very Low Income Owner Unit. Very Low Income Owner Unit means a dwelling unit
that is reserved for purchase at construction completion at an Affordable Ownership Price
for a Very Low income Household.
V. Very Low Income Renter Unit. Very Low Income Renter Unit means a dwelling unit
that is offered at an Affordable Rent for a Very Low Income Household.
18.86.040 Basic Requirements,
A. For Rental Projects:
1. At least nine percent (9%) of all new dwelling units shall be Lower Income
Renter Units and six percent (6%) of all new dwelling units shall be Very Low

income Renter Units; or,

2. At least ten percent (10%}) of all new dwelling units shall be Very Low Income
Renter Units; or,

3. Atleast six percent (6%).of all new dwelling units shall be Extremely Low
income Renter Units.

B. For Low Density Owner Projects:
1. At ieast nine percent (9%) of ail new dwelling units shall be Moderate income
Owner Units and six percent {6%) of all new dwelling units shall be Very Low

Income Owner Units: or,

2. At least twenty percent (20%) of all new dwelling units shall be Moderate
Income Owner Units.

C.  For Owner Projects:
1. At least nine percent (9%) of all new dwelling units shall be Lower Income

Owner Units and six percent (6%) of all new dwelling units shall be Very Low
Income Owner Units; or,
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2. At least twenty percent (20%) of all new dwelling units shall be Lower Income
Owner Units,

D. When the application of the Affordable Unit requirements set forth in the applicable
Subsection A, B or C of this Section results in a number that includes a fraction, and the
fraction is 0.5 or greater, the developer of the Residential Project must construct the next
higher whole number of Affordable Units. When the application of the Affordable Unit
requirements set forth in the applicable Subsection A, B or C of this Section resuits in a
number that includes a fraction, and the fraction is less than 0.5, the developer may elect
to construct the next higher whole number of Affordable Units or to pay a pro-rata fee to
the City in lieu of constructing an Affordable Unit pursuant to Subsection 18.86.080.C. The
in lieu fee permitted by this Subsection D shall be equal to the adopted in lieu fee muliiplied
by the fractional remainder resulting from applying the requirements of the applicable
Subsection A, B or C of this Section.

E. The Affordable Units constructed as required under the applicable Subsection A, B
or C of this Section shall be approved and compieted not later than the tlmes prescribed in
Section 18.86.090.

F. For purposes of calculating the number of Affordable Units required by the
applicable Subsection A, B or C of this Section, any additional units authorized as a density
bonus pursuant to California Government Code Section 65915(b)( ) or (b)(2) shall not be
counted as part of the Residential Project.

18.86.050 Performance Standards for Affordable Units.

A. Affordable Units shall be comparable in overall number of bedrooms, proportion of
units in each bedroom category, quality of exterior appearance and overall quality of
construction to market rate units in the same residential project.

B. Interior features and finishes in affordable units shall be durable, of good quality and
consistent with contemporary standards for new housing.

C. A minimum of one (1) full bathroom and one half (0.5} bathroom must be provided in
three bedroom Affordable Units, and a minimum of two (2) full bathrooms must be provided
in Affordable Units with a minimum of four bedrooms.

18.86.060 Iincentives for On-site Compliance.

Subject to the approval of the Planning Commission in conjunction with the
Commission's consideration of a vesting tentative map, tentative map, use permit or design
review application for the Residential Project, compliance with the basic requirements of
the appiicable Subsection A, B or C of Section 18.86.040 may include one or more of the
following incentives:
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A, For Low Density Owner Projects, Affordabie Units required by Subsection
18.86.040.B may be constructed as single-family dweliing units on smaller ot sizes and on
the same project site as Market Rate Units. Nothwithstanding the minimum lot area
requirements of Section 18.50.015 of this Title, the minimum lot size for Affordable Units
shall be determined by the Planning Commission in conjunction with its consideration of
the tentative map for the Residential Project. All of the Affordable Units constructed under
this Subsection A must have a minimum of three bedrooms.

B. For Owner Projects, Affordable Units required by Subsection 18.86.040.C' may be
constructed as single-family detached dwelling units, single-family attached dwelling units
or condominium dwelling units on the same site as Market Rate Units. Nothwithstanding
the minimum lot area requirements of Section 18.50.015 of this Title, the minimum lot size
for Affordable Units shall be determined by the Planning Commission in conjunction with its
consideration of the tentative map for the Resideniial Project. All of the single-family
detached Affordabie Units constructed under this Subsection B must have a minimum of
three bedrooms. A minimum of one-third (1/3) of the singie-family attached or
condominium Affordable Units constructed under this Subsection B must have a minimum
of three bedrooms.

C. Affordable Units may be a maximum of ten percent (10%) smaller in square footage
than Marker Rate Units in the same Residential Project.

D. Affordable Units may have a fewer number of bathrooms than Market Rate Units in
the same Residential Project, but in no case shall Affordable Units have fewer than the
number of bathrooms per bedrooms as specified in Subsection 18.86.050.C.

E. Affordabie Units may have a different interior design than Market Rate Units in the
same Residential Project.

F.  Affordable Units may have different interior finishes and features than Market Rate
-Units in the same Residential Project, provided that the finishes and features are durable,
of good quality and consistent with contemporary standards for new housing.

G. Minimum off-street parking requirements may be reduced from the requirements of
Chapter 18.78 of this Titie, for Affordable Units and Market Rate Units in the same
Residential Project, provided that the Residential Project is located within walking distance
{0 transit faciliies or is a mixed use Residential Project located in the downtown
commercial area of the New York Landing Historicat District. In order to reduce parking
requirements for a Residential Project, the Planning Commission must find that the
reduction in parking will reduce demand for on-site parking in an amount equal to the
reduction approved, and that the proposed parking ratio will not negatively impact parking
facilities in the area.

H. Payment of in iieu parkland dedication fees, local traffic mitigation fees and building
inspection fees typically required upon issuance of a building permit may be deferred until
the developer of the Residential Project requests a final inspection for occupancy of the
dwelling unit for which.the permit was issued.
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[ Four-bedroom Affordabie Units may be constructed in Rentat Projects and shall be
credited as one and one-quarter (1.25) of a unit in the calculation of total Afferdable Units
required in Rental Projects pursuant to Subsection 18.86.040.A. -

J. The number of dwelling units in a Residential Project may be increased in
accordance with density bonus law (Government Code Section §5915).

18.86.070 Financial Subsidies.

At the request of the developer, and subject in each case to the approval of the City
Council and Redevelopment Agency, the City and Redevelopment Agency will consider.
providing public subsidy of Residential Projects which:

A, Provide an amount of Affordable Units in excess of the requirements of this Chapter:
or, -
B. Provide four-bedroom Affordable Units, and the methodology for calculating the

number of Affordable Units in a Rental Project as described in Subsection 18.86.060.1 is
not used; or

C. Serve households with lower incomes than required under the applicable
Subsection A, B or C of Section 18.86.040, while providing the same, or greater number of
Affordable Units required under the applicable Subsection A, B or C of Section 18.86.040,

18.86.080 Alternatives to Construction of Affordabie Units On-site of
' Owner Projects or Low Density Owner Projects.

A Information and Finding Required. In lieu of building all required Affordable Units
within an Owner Project or Low Density Owner Project, a developer may elect to meet the
basic affordability requirements of this Chapter by utilizing one of the alternatives listed in
Subsections B, C, D and E of this Section. Any request for off-site construction of
Affordabie Units, land dedication, in lieu fee payment or conversion of existing Market Rate
Units to Affordabte Units shall inciude a written explanation of why the alternative
compliance measure is being requested. The request for off-site compliance shall be
subject to the discretion of the City Council, who may approve the request upon finding that
the requested ofi-site compiiance measure would provide an oppartunity for public benefit
not otherwise obtainable through on-site construction.

B. Off-site Construction of Affordable Units. in lieu of buiiding all required Affordable
Units within an Owner Project or a Low Density Owner Project, a developer may request to
construct, or make possible construction by another developer, all or some Affordable Units
on a site or sites not physically contiguous to the Market Rate Uniis. Pursuant to
Subsection A of this Section, any City Council approval of a request to construct Affordable
Units off-site will include a requirement that:
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1. The number of Affordable Units constructed off-site will be greater than the
number of Affordable Units required by the applicable Subsection A, B or C of
Section 18.86.040, or will be affordable to households with lower incomes than
would otherwise be required by the applicable Subsection A, B or C of Section
18.86.040; and '

2. The developer purchase the site for the off-site Affordable Units, secure all
planning entitiements, and record affordability covenants against the site prior to
issuance of a building permit for the related Market Rate Units; and

3. Final inspections for occupancy for the related Market Rate Units are
completed after those for the off-site Affordable Units, or the off-site Affordable
Units are secured by a letter of credit from the developer in an amount at a
minimum equal to the in lieu fee amount described under Subsection C of this
Section; and

4, For Low Density Owner Projects, the Affordable Units allowed by this
Subsection A may be constructed as rental Affordable Units, provided that each
Afiordable Unit shall have a minimum of three bedrooms and the Affordable Units
are reserved as Lower Income Renter Units, Very Low income Renter Units or
Extremely Low Income Renter Units in accordance with the basic requirements
listed in Subsection 18.86.040.A.

C. Fee In Lieu of Construction. Subject to the discretion of the City Council, a
developer of a Residential Project is permitted to pay fees in lieu of constructing Affordable
Units if the City Counci! finds that the Residential Project site is not suitable for affordable
housing. To determine suitability for affordable housing, the City will consider issues such
as proximity to schools, shopping, public transportation, and recreational amenities. Inlieu -
fees shall be paid upon issuance of the first building permit for a Residential Project. If
building permits are issued for only part of 2 Residential Project, the fee amount shalt be
based only on the number of units then permitted. The in lieu fee shall be set by the City
by fee resotution or other action of the City Council so that the fee amounts are equal to
the cost of developing a comparable Market Rate Unit on-site. The City Council may
annually review the fee authorized by this Subsection C, and may, based on that review,
adjust the fee amount by resolution.

D. Land Dedication. In lieu of building all or a portion of the Affordable Units within a
Residential Project, a developer may dedicate, without cost to the City, a lot or contiguous
lots sufficient to accommodate at a minimum the number of required Affordable Units for
the Residential Project that the developer elects not to build on-site. Wherever dedication
of land is allowed by this Chapter, the value of the land shall be determined by the City with
a written appraisal report prepared and signed by an appraiser acceptable to the City. I
the appraised value of the land is less than the total amount of in lisu fees otherwise
required pursuant to Subsection C of this Section, the developer shall dedicate the land
and pay an in lieu fee that is equal to the difference between the appraised value of the
land and the total amount of in lieu fees otherwise regquired by Subsection C of this
Section.
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Pursuant to Subsection A of this Sectlion, the acceptance of an offer to dedicate
land in lieu of compliance with other provisions of this Chapter is subject to the discretion of
the City Council, who shall consider whether:

1 .

1. The true vaiue of the lot or lots to be dedicated is equal to or greater than the

amount of in lieu fees based on the cost to construct the ctherwise required

Affordable Units; and

2. The lot or lots are suitable for construction of Affordable Lnits at a feasible
cost, served by utilities, streets and other infrastructure and there are no hazardous
materials or other material constraints on development of affordable housing on the
fot or Iots; and

3. The lot or lots are iocated near schools, transit, and services appropriate for
an affordabie housing project; and

4. . The lot or lots are appropriately zoned with adequate density to
accommodate the developer's net affordable housing unit requirement; and

5. When dedicated to the City, the lot or lots will exhibit clear title; and

6. Any other terms and conditions as required by the City will be satisfied at the
discretion of the City Manager or the Manager's designee.

E. Purchase of Off-Site Covenants. At the discretion of the City Council, 2 developer
may elect to impose affordability covenants that restrict rents or sale prices of dwelling
units in an off-site housing development to satisfy the requirements of this Chapter. The
affordability covenants must be sufficient 1o meet the definition of Affordable Units and
meet the requirements set forth in Section 18.86.040 and Section 18.86.100.

The imposition of affordability covenants may only satisfy fifty percent (50%) of the
Affordable.Unit requirements set forth in the applicable Subsection A, 8 or C of Section
18.86.040. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of the Affordable Units allowed by this
Subsection E shall be affordable to Very Low Income Households, subject to the
requirements set forth in the applicable Subsection A, B or C of Section 18.86.040. For
purposes of meeting the Affordable Unit requirements set forth in the appiicable
Subsection A, B or C of Section 18.86.040, two units described under this Subsection E will

- count as one Affordable Unit.

18.86.090 Time Performance Required.
A, On-site Construction. Affordable Units required by this Chapter shali be constructed

and have had final inspections for occupancy prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy
for the related Market Rate Units in any Residential Project that is developed in a single
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phase. For Residential Projects that are developed in phases, the rate of building permit
issuance, construction and final inspection of Affordable Units shall be proportional to the
rate of building permit issuance, construction and final inspection of the Market Rate Units
within the Residential Project.

B. . Alternative Compliance. No building permit shall be issued for any Market Rate Unit
in a Residential Project untii the developer of the Residential Project has received
certification from the City Manager or the Manager's designee that the developer has met,
or made arrangements satisfactory to the City to meet, an alternative requirement listed in
Section 18.86.080. No final inspection for occupancy for any Market Rate Unit shall be
conducted until the developer has constructed and had final inspections for occupancy of
the Affordable Units off-site in accordance with the basic requirements of Section
18.86.040, or until the developer has secured a letter of credit in an amount at a minimum
equal to the in lieu fee amount described under Subsection 18.86.080.C.

18.86.100 Continued Affordability; City Review of Occupancy.

A. Format and Recordation of Affordability Restrictions. Regulatory agreements
consistent with the requirements of this Chapter and acceptable to the City Manager or the
Manager's designee shall be recorded against Residential Projects with rental Affordable
Units. For Affordabie Units designated for owner occupancy, resale restrictions, deeds of
trust and/or other documents consistent with the requirements of this Chapter and
acceptable to the City Manager or the Manager's designee shall be recorded against
owner-occupied Affordable Units. The forms of regulatory agreements, resaie restrictions,
deeds of trust and other documents required by this Subsection A, and any change in the
form of any such document which materially alters any policy in the document, shall be
approved by the City Manager or the Manager's designee.

B. Tem of Affordability and Restrictions, Rental Affordable Units. in the case of
Affordable Units that are initially rented: :

1. The documents required by Subsection A of this Section shall be consistent
with California Health and Safety Code Section 33334.3(f)(1)(A), as amended from
time to time, but in no case shall the minimum term be less than 55 years.

2. The documents required by Subsection A of this Section shal! provide for
continued occupancy by households occupying the units and whose incomes
increase during their occupancy, so that those households may, for a maximum of -
twelve (12) months, exceed the maximum household income otherwise permitied
for the Affordable Unit.

C. Term of Affordability and Restrictions, Owner-occupied Units. In the case of
Affordable Units that-are initially sold:
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1. The documents required by Subsection A of this Section shall be consistent
with California Health and Safety Code Section 33334.3(f)(1)}{B), but in no case
shall the minimum term be less than 45 years. in the case of owner-occupied
Affordable Units that are transferred during the required term, renewed restrictions
shall be entered into on each change of ownership during the 45-year renewal term.
Affordable Units that are owner-occupied and for which the City Council has
executed an equity participation agreement with the deveioper of the Residential
Project shall not be subject to the minimum 45-year term requn"ed by this
Subsection C.

2. The documents required by Subsection A of this Section shall prohibit
subsequent rental occupancy unless approved by the City Manager or the
Manager's designee. :

3. The maximum sales price permitted on resale of an Affordable Unit
designated for owner-occupancy shall be the lower of: (1) fair market value or {2)
the seller's lawful purchase price under this Chapter, increased by the rate of
increase of area median income during the seller's ownership. The documents
required by Subsection A of this Section may authorize the seller to recover the
market value at time of sale of capital improvements made by the seller and may
authorize an increase in the maximum allowabie sales price to achieve such
recovery. The resale restrictions shall aliow the City a right of first refusal to
purchase any affordable owner-occupancy unit at the maximum price that could be
charged to a purchaser household, at any time the owner proposes sale.

18.86.110 Use and Expenditure of Fees.

A. The fees collected under this Chapter and all earnings from investment of the fees
shall be expended exclusively to provide ar assure continued provision of affordable
housing through acquisition, construction, development assistant, regulation, financing,
rent subsidies or other methods, and for costs of administering programs which serve
those ends.

B. The City or its designes may charge fees to developers and/or owrners of
Residential Projects to defray costs associated with the administration of this Chapter.

18.86.120 Affordable Housing Agreement.

Developers of Residential Projects shall enter into affordabie housing agreements
with the City to estabiish implementing and monitoring details, including but not limited to
provisions related to documenting the obligations of the developer, annual certifications in
rental projects, and qualifying buyers/renters in accordance with the requirements and
standards of this Chapter. The affordable housing agreement must be approved by the
City Council and executed by the developer prior to' approval of a final map for a2 Low
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‘Density Owner Project or Owner Project. For a Rental Project, the affordabie housing
agreement must be approved by the City Council and executed by the developer prior to
issuance of a grading permit or a building permit, whichever occurs first.

18.86.130 Enforcement.

A. The City Attarney shall be authorized to enforce the provisions of this Chapter and
all regulatory agreements and resale controls placed on affordable units, by civil action and
any other proceeding or method permitted by law.

B. Failure of any official or agency to fulfill the requirements of this Chapter shall not
excuse any developer from the requirements of this Chapter.

18.86.140  Severability.

if any ciause, sentence, section, or part of this Chapter, or any fee or requirement
imposed upon any person or entity, is found to be unconstitutional, illegal, or invalid, such
unconstitutionality, illegality, or invalidity shall affect only or impair any of the remaining
provisions, clauses, sentences, sections or parts or the effect of this Chapter on other *
persons or enfities. It is heraby declared to be the intention of the City Council that this
Chapter would have been adopted had such unconstitutional, illegal, or invalid clause,
sentence, section, or part not been included herein, or had such person or entity been
expressly exempted from the application of this Chapter.

Page 18 of 19 Ord. No. 04-1229



Attachments - Page 65

SECTION 4. Publication.
The City Clerk shall either {(a) have this ordinance published once within 15 days
after adoption in a newspaper of general circulation, or (b} have a summary of the

ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once five days before
its adoption and again 20 days after its adoption.

The foregoing ordinance was introduced at a meeting of the City Council of the
City of Pittsburg held on November 1, 2004, and was adopted and ordered published at
a meeting of the City Council held on November 15, 2004, by the following vote:

AYES: Council Member Parent, Kee, Glynn, Beals & Mayor Rigs
NOES: None
ABSTAINED: None

ABSENT:  HNone

v

Aleia Rios, Mayor

- ATTEST:
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City of Pittsburg Attachment 4

Planning Department
Civic Center - 65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, CA 94565

Telephone: (925) 252-4920.°FAX: (925) 252-4814
January 18, 2005

RE: REVISED NUMBERS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN LIEU
AND HOUSING MONITORING FEES '

Dear Interested Party:

Thank-you for your attendance and input at the two meetings with staff on
January 4, 2005 and January 7, 2005, at which we discussed alternate methods to
compute inclusionary housing in-lieu fees for the City of Pittsburg. Three alteratives
were presented to those in attendance at the January 7, 2005 meeting, and it was
generally agreed that Alternative 3, which was intended to calculate fees based on the
gap between construction costs and threshold affordable housing prices, was the most
appropriate method for determining in-lieu fees. The equations used to calculate the
affordable prices presented at that meeting, however, did not match all RDA
requirements, and have since been revised.

Enclosed is a copy of the revised inclusionary housing in-lieu fee report, dated
January 12, 2005. The fees for all three altematives have been recalculated in the
attached report utilizing the revised first time homebuyer ownership affordability analysis
table (also enclosed) and aiso now include a 7% administration fee (calculated on base
in-lieu fees oniy) for the City staff time necessary to manage the inciusionary housing in
lieu fee account and to facilitate the development of the affordable units by another
developer. This report will be presented to the Council at its February 7, 2005 meeting.
Staff will be recommending adoption of in-lieu fees for owner occupied homes as
presented in Alternative 3 of Table A on page one of the enclosed revised report.
Rental unit in-lieu fees would still be based on cost of construction as provided in
Alternative 1 of Table A. If you would like me to e-mail you a copy of the revised first
time homebuyer ownership affordability analysis table so that you may review the
underlying equations, please provide me your e-mail address with your request.

In addition to the in-lieu fees, staff will be recommending the Council adopt two

. administration fees to off-set the on-going cost of monitoring affordable units that are
built under the inclusionary housing ordinance. Based on staff estimated time to
monitor the affordable units and based on feedback presented on these fees at the
Janaury 4, 2005 and January 7, 2005 meetings, these fees will be recommended to be
$100.00 for each affordable single-family unit built (due upan first escrow closing and
resale of homes), and $35.00 per affordable rentat unit built {paid annually).

We appreciate your time and effort to assist the City of Pittsburg in developing an
inclusionary housing ordinance and in-lieu fees that are both fair and supportive of our
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goals to ensure a variety of housing oppor‘tunmes and units affordable to all income
levels wﬂhm the community.

If you would like to discuss any of the information enclosed, please feel free to
give Dana Hoggatt or myself a call at the number above. You can also reach Dana by
e-mai! at dnoggatt@ci.pittsburg.ca.us and me by e-mail at mayres@ci.pittsburg.ca.us.

Sincerely,

TR A as

MELISSA AYRES
Planning Director

Enc: {2) Inclusionary Housing Fee report dated January 12, 2005
First-time Homebuyer Analysis Table dated January 12, 2005
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City of Pittsburg Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

Housing In Lieu and Monitoring Fees
January 12, 2005

The inclusionary housing ordinance fee schedule would set up fee amounts for payment
of fees in lieu of constructing affordable units as part of a residential project. In
- calculating the amounts of these fees, three alternatives are presented.

Alternative One: Construction Cost assumes that the inclusionary housing in lieu fee
would be the same as the cost of construction of a unit in the Low Density Owner,
Owner or Rental Project.

Alternative Two: Market-Affordability Gap is calculated at the gap between the
market sales price and the affordable sales price of the unit at a specified density.

Alternative Three: Construction-Affordability Gap is calculated at the gap between
the construction cost and the affordable sales price of the unit at a specified density.

In all cases, in lieu fees would be determined based on each inclusionary unit pot
built as part of the project. An administration fee equal to seven percent (7%) of
the inclusionary in lieu fee is also assumed in all scenarios. All fees are rounded
to the nearest hundred.

Table A lists inclusionary housing in lieu fees per inclusionary unit not buiit, based
on each of the three alternatives above. Table B lists inclusionary housing in lieu fees
per market rate unit built within the development, based on a “weighted” calculation
that assumes a 15 percent inclusionary component. Assumptions and calculafions for
each of the alternatives are provided on the subsequent pages. Note that in lieu fees
for Rental Projects are only allowed when the project's calculated requirement includes
a fraction that is less than 0.5, and so are not determined on a per unit basis.

Afternative 3¢

Type-of - Alternative 1: . | Alternative 2: - | Alte

‘Residential Construcfion | Market- Construction-

JProject | Costs .. Affordability Gap | Affordability Gap

Low Density Owner | § 414,100 Mod: $ 257,300 Mod: $ 34,200
V.L:$ 512,000 V.L.: $ 288,900

Owner Project $ 319,900 Low: $ 234,300 Low: § 146,600
V.L.: § 294,300 V.L.: $208,500

Renta! Project $ 154,000 N/A N/A
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Low niner

Type of Residential | Alternative 1: | Alternative’2: | Alternative 3:
Project- - - - | Construction- |Market: Construction- -
i jCosts . Affordability | Affordability
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$ 62,100 $ 53,900 $ 20,400
Owner Project $ 48,000 $ 38,800 $ 25,600
Rental Project Varies N/A N/A

The monitoring fee amounts are based on the estimated staff time necessary to verify
compliance with the provisions of various affordable housing agreements, such as
income levels and sizes of households seeking to purchase or rent inclusionary units.
These fees are recommended in the following amounts:

Type of Project

] Amunof'

rg-uecof D

_L EaymentofFee

Ls Owner rct Resale/Close of Escrow
Owner Project $ 100.00 Resale/Ciose of Escrow
Rental Project $ 3500 Annually
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Alternative One: Construction Cost

In this alternative, inclusionary housing in lieu fees would be charged at cost for each
inclusionary unit that is not built within the project. In lieu fee amounts are based on the
cost of construction of: 1} a single-family detached residence, 2) a small-lot single-family
or attached/condominium residence, and 3} a rental apartment. The three residential
product types correspond to the three product types (“Low Density Owner Projact,”
“Owner Project” and “Rental Project”) identified in the inclusionary ordinance.
Construction costs per-unit are derived from per unit costs of prototypical low, medium
and high density projects, as listed in Tables 12 and 14 of the City of Pittsburg
Inclusionary Housing Feasibility Study, August 2004.

Type of Residential | In.LieuFés per Inclusionary | In Lieli Fee per Market |

Low Density Owner $414.100 $ 62,100
Owner Project $ 319,900 $ 48,000
Rental Project | $ 154,000 varies

In lieu fees charged per market rate unit built would be determined as foliows:

Residential Project Type: Low Density Owner

Assumed No. of Units: 100

Basic Reguirement: 15 units (9% Moderate, 6% Very Low)
Construction Cost per Unit: $ 387,000

7% Administration Fee per Unif: + 3 27100

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Inclusionary Unit = $ 414,100

Total In Lieu Fees Required: $6211,500 (=414100x 15)
In Lieu Fee per Market Rate Unit Built: § 62,100 (=6211500/100)

Residential Project Type: | Owner
Assumed No. of Units: 100 .
" Basic Requirement: 15 units (9% Moderate, 8% Very Low)
Construction Cost per Unit; $ 282,000
7% Administration Fee per Unit: + § 20.900

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Inclusionary Unit = $ 319,900

Total In Lieu Fees Reqguired: 34,788,500 (= 318800 x 15)
In Lieu Fee per Market Rate Unit Built: $ 48,000 (= 4798500/ 100)

Page 3 of 8 .
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Alternative Two: Market-Affordability Gap

In each case, the market-affordabiiity gap is calculated as the difference between
market sale price and affordable housing sale price for the targeted income ievel.

Three sets of numbers are given for each project type. The first column of numbers
identifies the market-affordability gap per inclusionary unit not built, at each income
level. In the second column of numbers, the gap is then weighted by the number of
inclusionary units required at a specific income level, in order to determine the total in
lieu fees due, based on a minimum inclusionary requirement of 15 percent. in the third
column of numbers, the {otal fees are then divided by the total number of market rate
units in the development (in this case, 100 units), in order to determine the amount of in
lieu fees due per building permit for each market rate unit built. The per unit in lieu fee
listed in the third column of numbers assumes that the full 15 percent inclusionary
requirement is paid in in lieu fees.

All Low Density Owner Project units are assumed to be four-bedroom units. The
market price for four-bedroom units is the median house price based on recent home
sales price lists from the San Marco Valencia, Capistrano and Highlands Ranch
developments.

All Owner Project units are assumed to be three-bedroom units. Because there are
no three-bedroom units for sale in typical developmenits in this category, the assumed
market price for three-bedroom units is hased on the Inglusionary Housing Feasibility
Study (August 2004) assumed price (Table 17) adjusted by the consumer price index
through October 2004.

Affordable sales prices assume a 5% down payment, 7% interest rate, and include
mortgage, taxes, insurance, utility allowance and maintenance costs. Affordable prices
are determined at 110% of AMI for Moderate Income, 70% of AMI for Low Income
and 50% of AM! for Very Low Income, in accordance with the inciusionary ordinance.

Based on the formula described above, in fieu fees unit would be determined as follows.
Affordability gaps for each product type at each income level, as wel! as the calculations
for the fee amounts, are listed on the subsequent page.

Type of in Lieu Fee, Market Gap per tn Lieu Fee-per
Residential | Market Gap:per inclusionary Unit | Market -Rate Unit
Project inctusionary Unit | Not Built Built {0% Affordabie)
‘ Not Built Weighted
Low Density Mod: $ 257,300 $ 359,200 $ 53,900
Owner V.L: §512,000
Owner Project | Low: § 234,300 $ 258,500 $ 38 800
V.L.: $2984,300
Rental Project | N/A N/A N/A
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Alternative Two: Market-Affordability Gap

Residential Project Type: Low Density Owner

Assumed No. of Units: 100

Basic Requirement: 15 units (9% Moderate, 6% Very Low)
4-bedroom House Price: $ 505,500

Afiordable Price-Moderate: § 355,000

Affordable Price-Very Low: $ 117,000

Market-Affordability Gap: Moderate $ 240,500 = (595500 — 355000)
7% Administration Fee per Mod. Unit: +$ 16,800 = (240500 x 0.07)

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Moderate Unit =§ 257,300

Market-Affordability Gap: Very Low $ 478,500 = (595500 — 117000)
7% Administration Fee per Very Low Unit: _ +$ 33,500 = (478500 x 0.07)
In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Very Low Unit = $ 512,000

Weighted In Lieu Fee per inclusionary
Unit NOT Built [(257300 x 9} + (512000 x 6)]/ 15
[(2315700) + (3072000)} / 15
(5387700)/ 15

$ 359,200

LI I B [

In Lieu Fee per Market Rate Unit Building _
Permit (assuming 0% inclusionary) (5387700} / 100

= $ 53,900

Residential Prolect Type: ' Owner

Assumed No. of Units: 100

Basic Requirement: 15 units (8% Low, 6% Very Low)
3-bedroom House Price: $ 381,000

Affordabie Price-Low: $ 162,000

Affordable Prica-Very Low: $ 106,000

Market-Affordability Gap: Low $219,000 = (381000 - 162000)
7% Administration Fee per Low Unit: +$ 15300 = (219000 x 0.07)

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Low Income Unit = $ 234,300

Market-Affordability Gap: Very Low $ 275,000
7% Administration Fee per Verv Low Unit;.  +3%  19.300
In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Very Low Unit = $ 294,300

(381000 - 106000}
(275000 x D.07)

Weighted Iin Lieu Fee per Inclusionary
Unit NOT Built {(234300 x 9) + (294300 x 6)}/ 15
[(2108700) + (1768800)] / 15
(

3877500}/ 15

$ 258,500
in Lieu Fee per Market D.U. Building
Permit (assuming 0% inclusionary} = (3877500) /100
= $ 38,800
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Alternative Three: Consftruction-Affordability Gap

In each case, the construction-affordability gap is calculated as the difference
between the construction cost and affordable housing sale price for the targeted
income level.

Three sets of numbers are given for each project type. The first column of numbers
identifies the construction-affordability gap per inclusionary unit not built, at each income
level. -in the second column of numbers, the gap is then weighted by the number of
inclusionary units required at a specific income level, in order to determine the total in
lieu fees due, based on a minimum inclusionary requirement of 15 percent. In the third
column of numbers, the total fees are then divided by the totai number of market rate
units in the development {in this case, 100 units), in order to determina the amount of in
lieu fees due per building permit for each market rate unit built. The per unit in lieu fee
listed in the third column of numbers assumes that the full 15 percent inclusionary
requirement is paid in in leu fees. -

Construction costs for a unitin a Low D'ensity Owner Project and an Owner Project
are derived from the construction costs as listed in Table 14 of the Pittsburg
Inclusionary Housing Feasibility Study (August 2004).

Affordable sales prices assume a 5% down payment, 7% interest rate, and include
mortgage, taxes, insurance, utility aliowance and maintenance costs. Affordable prices
are determined at 110% of AMI for Moderate Income, 70% of AM! for Low Income
and 50% of AMI for Very Low Income, in accordance with the inclusionary ordinance.

Based on the formula described above, in lieu fees would be determined as follows.
Affordability gaps for each product type at each income level, as well as the calcuiations
for the fee amounts, are listed on the subsequent page.

Type of tn Lieu Fee, Construction Gap | In Lieu Fee per
Residential . | Constr. Gap per | perinclusionary | Market Rate Unit
Project Inclusionary Unit .| Unit Not Built Built (0% Affordable)
: | NotBuilt .| (Weighted) l
Low Density Mod: § 34,200 $ 136,100 $ 20,400
Owner V.L.. $288,900
Owner Project | Low: $ 146,600 $ 170,600 $ 25,600
V.L.: $ 206,500
Rental Project | N/A N/A N/A
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Alternative Three: Construction-Affordability Gap

Regidential Project Type:
Assumed No, of Units:
Basic Requirement:
Construction Cost per Unit:
Affordable Price-Moderate:
Affordable Price-Very Low:

Construction-Affordability Gép: Moderate
7% Administration Fee per Mod. Unit:

Low Density Owner

100

15 units (9% Moderate, 6% Very Low)
$ 387,000

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Moderate Unit

Construction-Affordability Gap: Very Low

7% Administration Fee per Very Low Unit:

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Very Low Unit

Weighted In Lieu Fee per Inclusionary
Unit NOT Built

in Lieu Fee per Market D.U. Building
Permit {assuming 0% inclusionary)

$ 355,000
3 117,000

$ 32,000 =(387000 - 355000)
+3 2200 =(32000x0.07) -
=§ 34,200

$ 270,000 =(387000 ~ 117000)
+& 18,900 = (270000 x 0.07)
=§ 288,900

= [(34200 x 9) + (288900 x 8)] / 15
= [(307800) + (1733400)] / 15

= (2041200) / 15

= § 136,100

(2041200) / 100

$ 20,400
Residential Project Type: Owner
Assumed No. of Units: 100

Basic Requirement:
Construction Cost per Unit;
Affordable Price-Low:
Affordable Price-Very Low:

Construction-Affordability Gap: Low
7% Administration Fee per Low Unit:

15 units (9% Low, 6% Very Low)
$ 209,000

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Low Income Unit

Construction-Affordability Gap: Very Low

7% Administration Fee per Very Low Unit:

In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Very Low Unit

Woeighted In Lieu Fee per
Inclusionary Unit NOT Buiit

In Lieu Fee per Market D.U. Building
Permit (assuming 0% inclusionary)

$ 162,000
$ 106,000

$ 137,000 = (299000 - 162000}
+$ 96800 =(137000 x 0.07)
=& 146,600

$ 193,000 ={299000 ~ 108000)
+$ 13500 =(193000 x 0.07)
= $ 206,500

[(146600 x 9) + (206500 x 6)] / 15
[(1319400) + (1239100)] / 15 .
(2558500) / 15
$ 170,600

(2558400) / 100
$ 25,600
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First Time Home Buyer Ownership Affordability Analysis: City of Pittshurg

5 Room/Persons
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§ Room/Persons 5 Roam/Persons 4 Room/Persons 4 Room/Persans 4 Room/Persons

Moderate Low Very Low Moderate Low Very Low

for-sale 4-Badroom 4-Bedroom 4-Bedroom 3-Bedroom - 3-Bedroom 3-Bedroom
sales price 355,000.00 178,600.00 117,000.00 326,000.00 162,000.00 106,000.00
City Second
5% down 17,750.00 8,900.00 5,850.00 16,300.00 8,100.00 5,300.00
1st mortg 337,250.00 169,100.00 111,150.00 309,700.00 153,800.00 1060,700.00

ayment 2,243.73 1,125.03 739.48 2,060.44 1,023.80 660.86
taxes 369.79 185.42 121.88 339.58 168.75 110.42
insurance 50,00 60.00 80.00 60.00 60.00 60,00
hameowner fee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
utilities 150.00 150,00 150.00 150.00 150.00 150.00
other costs 41.00 41.00 41.00 41,00 41.00 41.00
monthly costs 2,854.52 1,561.44 1,112.36 2,651.03 1,443.85 1,031.38
inrcome needed £8,212.26 62,457.73 44 46435 90,692.29 57,746.02 41,255,056
110% AMI $ 98,340.00 | § 88,34000) % 93,340.00 | § 91,080.00 [ § 91,080.00 | § 91,080.00
70% AMI [ 62,595.00 | § 62,595.00 | § 62,595.00 | § 57,960.00 [ § 57,960.00 | § 57,960.00
50% AMI $ 44,700.00 | § 44700001 $ 44,700.00 | § 41,400.00 | § 41,4000 | § 41,400.00
ASSUMPTIONS:

Assumes buyer can only pay 5% down and closing costs.

Assumes Moderate buyer cannot afford to pay more than 35% of annual income toward principle, interest,
taxes, Insurances, utilities, repair/maintenance and homeowners dues.

Assumes Low/Very Low income buyer cannot afford to pay more than 30% of annual income toward principle,
interest, taxes, insurances, utilities, repairmaintenance and homeowners dues.

Assumes 7.0 fixed rate loan

Assurmes ona person per bedroom plus one

Assumes 2004 Income Limits

REVISED: 1/12/06
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City

Owner In Lieu Fee : .

Rental In Lieu Fee -

Notes - | - .. -

Brentwood

$10,000 per built market rate unit (if
project has tess than 11 units);
$235,000 per untwilt V. Low uni;
$176,000 per unbuilt Low income unit

Not available

Basic requirement is 7% Low and 3% Very Low.

No requirement to construct units if project has 10 or
fewer units. If project has 10 or fewer units, in lieu
fees may be pald at $10,000 per market rate unit. In
lieu fees based on gap between construction
cost and affordable sale price and include
administration costs.

Concord

$17,660 per built market rate unit over
four units

$4,903 per built market
rate unit over four units

Basic requirement is 10% Low or 6% Very Low for
rentad projects, and 10% Moderate or 6% Low for
owner projects. No inclusionary requirement or fees
required for first four units of a project, or for any
project with four or fewer units. Fees allowad anly
for projects built on less than 20 acres or for
fractional units.

Fremoni

$30,882 per built market rate unit

Not available

Basic requirement is 15% Moderate for all owner
projects of 7 or more units, and 6% Low and 9%
Very Low for all rental projects. Fees are only
atlowed for owner projects with an average |ot size of
10,004 square feet or more. In lieu fee is based on
gap between cost of construction and affordable
sales price.

Walinut
Creek

Fee based on {olal project square
footage, calculated per square foot at
$1.00 times the number of units in the
project {i.e., $2.00/sf for 2-unit project,
$3.00/sf for 3-unit project, . .up to $9.00 for
9 units).

In lieu fees may be paid for calculated
fractional units, based on the following
altordability gaps:

Low Income Rental; $111,600

V. Low Income Rental: $193,000
Mod. Income Owner: $185,000

Low Income Owner; $306,350

V. Low tncome Owner: $394,350

Fee based on total
project square footage,
calculated per square
feot at $0.80 times the
number of units in the
project {i.e., $1.60/sf
for 2-unil project,
$2.40/sf for 3-unit
project...up lo $7.20 for
9 units).

Basic requirement is 10% Moderate or 6% Low or
4.5%Very Low for all owner projects, and 10% Low
or 8% Very Low for all rental projects. In lieu fees
are only allowed for residential projects with 2-9
units, or for calculated fractional units less than 0.7.
In lieu fee amounts are based on the gap
between market and affordable sales prices.

g JUsWYoERY
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. Aftachment 6 -
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Pittsburg City Council will hold a public hearitig on:

‘ oéfé: i January 18, 2005
Time: 7:00 P.M. |
Place: City Council Chambers at City Hall

65 Civic Avenue, Plttsburg, Californja

Concerning the followmg matter:

ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN-LIEU FEE AND
' INCLUSIONARY HOUSING MONITORING FEE.

The City Council has adopted an mclusnonary housmg ordinance which provides, in kG
some cases, for the payment of an in-lieu fee. The ordinance also provides for the
establishment of a fee to cover the administrative costs of monitoring inclusionary

‘housing units that are produced. The City Councll will now consider the estabhshment

of these fees as provided for in the inclusionary housing ordinance. B :

You are invited to submit comments regarding any aspect of this matter in wrltmg or
verbally at the public hearing. If you challenge the above matter in court, you may be
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing
described in this ndtice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Council at, or |

prior to, the public hearing.

.For further details on this matter, contact Dana Hoggatt, Assistant Planner, 65 Crv:c
Avenue, Pittsburg, by telephene at (825) 252-4920, through e-mail at ,

dhoggatt@ci. Qlttsburg ca.us or by fax at (925) 252-4814.

/,M§%

ILLTAN J. PRIDE, CITY CLERK
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of:

Rescinding Resoclution No. 06-10651 and ) RESOLUTION NO. 06-10687
Approving and Adopting the Pittsburg Local )
Transportation Mitigation Fee Program Update )
Report, Including a Revised Schedule of Local )
Transportation Development Impact Mitigation )
Fees and a Revised List of Transportation )

i ' )

Improvement Projects

The City Counci! of the City of Pittsburg hereby finds the following to be true and
correct: -

1. Pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code Section
66000, et seq., a local agency is authorized to charge a fee to davelopment applicants in
connection with approval of a development project for the purpose of defraying all or a
portion of the costs of public facilities related to the development project.

2. tn 2002, the City initiated a comprehensive update of the Local
Transportation Mitigation Fee Program to update the.fist of transportation improvement
projects, including additional local transportation improvements. That update, which was
documented in a report entitled “Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF)
Program Update”, prepared by the City's consultants (Fehr and Peers), dated December,
2006 (the “Report"), included a list of capital improvement projects and an updated fee
structure for new deveiopment.

3. - The Report establishes that projected new'd_eveiopment within the City of
Pittsburg wiil further congest its roadways and place additional demand on the local
transportation system. ) : :

4.  Future development in the City will generate the need for the additional local
traffic improvemenis specified in the Report, and the study determined that these local
traffic improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan, adopted on November 18,
2001, by City Councit Resolution No. 01-8490,

5. Travelers on some of the local transportation facilities described in Table 2 of
the Report, currently experience congestion and delays that are expected to increase in
severity as the result of projected development. Expansion and construction of related
improvements to the identified transportation faciliies will enhance the flow of traffic,
reduce congestion and noise, and improve safety and air quality throughout the Regional
Area. Based upon this data, the City Council finds that there is a reasonable relationship
between the need for the expansion and/or improvements to the identified transportation
facilities and to the types of development on which the fee is imposed.

_ 8. The Report finds that a total of twenty-nine (29) local traffic and transportation
projects are necessary to accommodate future growth and its associated traffic demand.
The specific transportation improvements to be financed by the fees are described in Table
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2 of the Report that is deemed to be the capital improvement plan of the program:.

7. The estimated casts of the capital improvements, the continued need for
those improvements and the reasonable relationship between such need and the impacts
of the various types of development pending or anticipated and for which the fee s
charged, were studied and reviewed as a part of the project Report.

8. The local traffic/transportation projects are necessary for the safety and
capacity of the transportation system as determined by planned.growth forecasted by
ABAG for the City of Pittsburg. : '

9. The City of Pittsburg's existing "local transportation mitigation fee is .
insufficient to achieve the transportation improvements necessary to address the impacts
generated by new development as identified in the Report. For example, the City of
Pittsburg’s existing local transportation mitigation fee for single-family residences is $4,020,
while the Report indicates that it would actually cost $7,170 per single-family residence to
fully fund the necessary improvements. This critical funding shortfall places residents of
the community in a condition dangerous to their health and safety because with every
approval of a new residence or commercial structure under the old fee, the construction of
critical roadway, safety, and accessibility improvements will be delayed unless and until a
substantial supplemental funding source is made available to the City.

10.  The Buchanan Road Bypass is one of 29 improvements identified by the
Report as key to East Contra Costa County’s regional infrastructure. The City of Pittsburg
has a current and immediate need to construct the Buchanan Road Bypass in order to
divert new traffic from existing congested roads, reduce idling time and delay, create a
safer pedestrian crossing for school children who attend Highlands Elementary School, and
reduce emissions generated by vehicles.

11. The congested condition of some of the City's existing roads will be
significantly exacerbated by new development, creating a condition dangerous to public
health and safety through increased vehicle emissions, unless increased funding for local
transportation improvements is made avajlable. Maximizing emission reductions is
necessary to help protect the health and safety of Pittshurg residents as evidenced by the
fact that between 1992 and 1895 the state ambient air quality standards for ozone and
particulate matter (PM-10), (General Pian Draft Environmental Impact Report, p. 4-45) had
been exceeded. :

12 The congested condition of some of the City's existing roads will be
significantly exacerbated by new development, creating a condition dangerous to public
health and safety by delaying police, fire, and paramedic emergency response times,
unless increased funding for local transportation improvements is made available,

13.  The congested condition of some of the City's existing roads will be
significantly exacerbated by new development, compromising public weifare by forcing
~motorists to endure long, costly delays while commuting to and from school, work, local
services, and other destinations, unless increased funding for local transportation
improvements is made available. In 2002, the average motorist spent 73 additional hours
traveling due to congestion at a cost of $1,516 per traveler (detay cost of $21/hour)

Page 2 of ¢
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according to a Transportation Research Board study.

14.  Certain roadways and intersections in the City of Pittsburg do not meet
current accessibility standards as mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act, which
will place new residents and employees of the community in a condition that is dangerous
to their health or safety. Additional funding is necessary to provide facilities that comply
with federal law. Construction of the projects identified in the Report will make much-
needed accessibility improvements by removing barriers and obstructions, closing gaps
between-missing segments of bike lanes and sidewalks, and installing handicap accessible
ramps in some locations,

15.  The purpose of the local transportation mitigation fee program is to generate
monies that will fund the projects. The projects will improve safety and provide additional
transportation capacity. In this way, the transportation system can keep pace with the
planned growth in the City by providing assistance for the transportation needs and
improved infrastructure contained in the City's General Plan.

16.  Adoption of increased local fransportation mitigation fees, together with other
sources of revenue, will provide for the implementation of a transportation system that
provides access to the major developed areas of Pittsburg and maintains acceptable travel
conditions on the local transportation system. One other source of such revenues will be
fee revenues from the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority's Regicnal
Transportation Development Impact Mitigation (RTDIM) Fee Program, as set forth in
Chapter 15.102 of the Pittsburg Municipai Code. Five (5) of the 29 projects that will be
partially funded with the local transportation mitigation fees will receive a supplemental
source of funding from the RTDIM fee program. Even with such supplemental funding,
neither the City's LTMF program nor the RTDIM program will collect all the monies
necessary to fully fund all of the projects included in such fee programs and which are
needed to offset the impacts of new development. The local transportation mitigation fee
will be imposed at the rates set forth in this resolution and the existing, complermentary
RTDIM will continue to be imposed at the rates set forth by the East Contra Costa Regional
Fee and Financing Authority and Council resalution pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter
15.102. '

17.  The local transportation mitigation fees will be used to pay for administration
of the fee area and for the planning, environmental documentation, design, acquisition of
right-of-way, and construction of the projects. ‘

18.  The cost estimates set forth in Table 2 of the Report are reasonable cost
estimates for constructing the projects, and the fees expected to be generated by future
deveiopments will not exceed the total costs of constructing the local transportation
improvements. There is a reasonable relationship between the amounts of the local
transportation mitigation fees set forth in Exhibit "A” and the cost of the public facilities or
portion of the public facilities attributable to the development on which the fee is imposed.

. 19.  The Report establishes, by use of a five-step technical analysis, that single,

Citywide uniform local transportation mitigation fees are justified as being reasonably
- related to the types of development on which the fees are to be imposed, and that there is
a reasonable relationship between the need for the facilities described in Table 2 of the

Page 3 of &
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Report and the types of development on which the fees are imposed, i.e., single family,
muitiple family, retirement community, commercial, office, industrial, and other uses. The
method of allocation of the fee schedule in Exhibit "A” to a particular development within a
class bears a fair and reasonable relationship to each development's burden on, and
benefit from the local transportation improvements to be funded by the fees.

20,  There is a reasonable relationship betwaen the fee's use and the type of
development projects on which the fees are imposed, in that the types of development
subject to the fees will generate additional traffic that will place additional demand on the
local transportation system. The additional traffic generated by the development projects
wiil result in a need to expand, extend, or improve existing transportation facilities and a
‘need to construct new faciiities to mitigate the adverse traffic effects that wouid otherwise
result from such development. Construction of the improvements specified in the Report
will result in improved traffic flow, reduced congestion and noise, and improved safety and
air guality in the study area.

21.  The local transportation mitigation fees coliected pursuant to this resolution
will be used for transportation improvements that will mitigate impacts and reduce traffic
congestion and delays, and improve noise, safety and air quality throughout the City, and
the City Council finds that there is a reasonable relationship between the use of the local
transportation mitigation fees (transportation improvements) and the type of development
projects upon which the fees are imposed. :

22.  These fees implement policies of the City of Pittsburg General Plan adopted
November 18, 2001, including the policies that new development shali contribute its fair
share of the cost of public infrastructure and services. This shall include installation of
public facilities, payment of impact fees, and participation in a Capital Improvement
Financing Program.

23.  The City Council determines that the adoption of this local fransportation
mitigation fees resolution is statutorily exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) pursuant to Section 21080(bX8) of the Public
Resources Code and Section 15273(a)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines because the fees
collected from this action will be used for local transportation infrastructure. necessary to
maintain an acceptable level of service within existing service areas. Once sufficient funds
are collected and prior to approval of the finai alignment and configuration of the individual
transportation improvement projects, the City of Pittsburg will take all other CEQA required
actions. ‘

24.  The City Council further finds that the adoption of updates in the local
transportation mitigation fees annually in accordance with changes in the Engineering
News Record Index is also statutorily exempt under Section 1527 3(a)(4) of the California
Environmental Quality Act because the amount of any increase is precisely determinable
based on the published change of the Index and relates solely to the increase of
construction costs for the previously identified projects,

25.  In accordance with Government Code Sections 66016-66018, at least 14
days prior to the public hearing at which this resolution is adopted, notice of the time and
. place of the hearing was mailed to eligible interested parties who filed a written request
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with the City for mailed notice of meetings on new or increased fees or service charges and
the Report was available for public review and comment for ten (10) days prior to the public
hearing at which this resclution was adopted and ten (10) days advance notice of the
public hearing at which this Resolution was adopted was given by pubilication in
accordance with Section 6062(a) of the Government Code.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Gouncil of the City of Pittsburg does hereby
RESOLVE: '

Section!|.  Rescission of Resolution No. 06-10651. After considering the studies
and analyses prepared by the City's consultanis and staff as reflected in the Pittsburg
Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update Report, dated October 2006,
together with the testimony received at a public hearing held on November 6, 2008, the
City Council rescinds Resolution No. £6-10651, "Approving and Adopting the Pittsburg
Local Transportation Mitigation Fee Program Update Report, including a Revised Schedule .
of Local Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fees. and a Revised List of
Transportation Improvement Projects."

Section i.  Approval and Adoption of Report. After considering new studies and
analyses prepared by the City's consultants and staff as reflected in the Pittsburg Local
Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update Report, dated December 2006,
together with the testimony received at a public hearing held on December 18, 2008, the
City Council approves and adopts said Report including the Technical Appendix, and
incorporates the Report by reference and makes it a part of this Resolution. The final
Report is ordered to be kept on file with the City Clerk.

Section {li. Basis for Findings. The Report and the referenced publications
contain sufficient information for the City Council to make the above findings, and the City
Council declares that it has relied thereon in reaching its conclusions and
recommendations set forth herein,

Section [V. Adoption of Findings. Based on this review, the City Council
-adopts the findings and conciusions set forth herein as its findings in support of adopting a
revised schedule of local transportation mitigation fees, in accordance with the funding
scenario described as Option 1-in Table 9, "Fee Options and Revenue Impacts,” of the
Report, and as specifically set forth in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and incorporated herein.

Section V.  Adoption of Fees.

A. The fees set forth in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto, are enacted as the
Local Transportation Mitigation Fees of the City of Pittsburg for local transportation
impacts. '

B. Those fees established by this resolution shall on January 1 of each
year be automatically increased or decreased from the amount then applicable by the
same percentage as the percentage of increase or decrease in construction costs between
September 1 of the calendar year immediately preceding September 1 of the current
calendar year, based on the Engineering News-Record Construction Costs Index — San
Francisco Bay area, without further action of the City Council.
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c. The local transportation mitigation fees collected pursuant to this
resolution shall be used exclusively for the projects listed in Table 2 of the Report.

Section VI. Payment of Fee.

A. The applicable local transportation mitigation fee shall be determined
on the basis of the fee schedule in effect at the time of the building permit, or other
applicable permit is issued. if no permit is required, then the fees are payable in the
amounts in effect at the commencement of the project. The Chief Building Official or other
official designated by the City Manager shall determine the amount of the fee in
accordance with the standards set forth in this reselution.

B. The property owner shall pay to the City, the local transportation
mitigation fee imposed under this chapter in the amount established by this resolution. The
fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit.

C. No building permit shall be issued for property within the City uniess
the local transportation mitigation fee for that property is paid as required by this resolution.

: D. The local transportation mitigation fees shall also be paid as a
condition of an extension or renewal of a public permit issued after passage of this
resolution if a fee has not been paid previously.

Section Vl. Exemptions from Fee. The local transportation mitigation fee shall
not be imposed in the foliowing instances of a development project:

A The fee shall not be required of any project involving replacement of
existing structures destroyed by fire or other natural disaster or constructed as part of a
redevelopment project, or rehabilitation of existing structures where the total cost of the
work undertaken is less than fifty percent (50%) of the vaiue of the existing structure.

B. The following uses are categorically exempt from the fees imposed by
this Resolution:' Christmas tree lots, seasonal fruit stands, mobile food vendors, and
circuses and carnivals.

C.  Anyalteration or addition to a residential structure, except to the extent
that a residential unit is added to a single family residential unit or another unit is added to
an existing multi-family residential unit,

Section Vili. Use of'Fee Revenue. The revenues raised by payment of the
local transportation mitigation fees shall be placed in a separate, interest-bearing account
to permit accounting for such revenues-and the interest that they generate.

Fees. paid pursuant to this resolution shall be placed in a fund to be used salely for the
purposes and projects as described below. Any interest accumulated on such funds shall
also be used only for said purposes and projects.

A. To pay for acquisition/construction of the Improvements;
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. B. To pay for design, engineering, construction of and property
acquisition for, and reasonable costs of outside consultant studies related to the
Improvements;

C. To reimburse developers that have designed and constructed a usable
portion of any of the Improvements with prior City approval and have entered into an
agreement, as provided in Section 13, below;

D. To pay for and/or reimburse costs of the local transportation mitigation fee
program development, including, but not limited to, the cost of studies, legal costs, and
other costs of updating the fee; and

E. To pay for and/or reimburse costs of the City of Pittsburg's administration
of the local transportation mitigation fee program, including, but not limited to, the cost of
studies, legal costs, and other costs of updating the Fee, as shown on Exhibit "A”.

Section IX.  Periodic Review and Adiustments 1o Feeés.

A, Within one hundred eighty (180) days after the close of each fiscal
year, the City Manager or his designee shali prepare a report for the City Council, pursuant -
to Government Code Section 66006, identifying the balance of fees in the account at the
beginning and end of the fiscal year, the fee, interest, and other income, and the amount of
expenditure by public facility, any refunds, and other expenditures.

B. The City shall make the periodic report avaiiable to the 'pub!ic, and the
City Council shall review the report at a regularly scheduled meeting in accordance with
Section 66006.

' C. The City shall similarly conduct the periodic review under Government
Code Section 66001(d) every five (5) years.

D.  Pursuant to Government Code Section 66002, the City Council shall
also annually review, as a part of its Capital improvement Plan, the local transportation
improvements to be financed with the focal transportation mitigation fees. The City Councit
shall make findings identifying the purpose to which the existing fee balances aré to be put
and demonstrating a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for which it
is charged. This annuai review may warrant adjustments to the local transportation’
mitigation fees adopted herein. '

Section X.  Applicable Law. The local transportation mitigation fees are
imposed upon new deveiopment projects, as defined and authorized by the Mitigation Fee
Act, California Government Code Sections 66000 et seq., and accordingly are not
governed by the provisions of California Constitution Article XIND.

Section XI. Severability. Each component of the Fee and all portions of this
resolution are severable. Should any individual component of the Fee or any portion of this
resolution be adjudged to be invalid and unenforceable by a body of competent jurisdiction,
then the remaining Fee components and/or resolution portions shall be and continue in full
force and effect, except as to those Fee components and/or resolution portions that have
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force and effect, except as to those Fee components and/or resolution portions that have
been adjudged invalid, The City Council of the City of Pitisburg hereby declares that it
would have adopted this resolution and each section, subsection, clause, sentence, phrase
and other portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that one or more section, subsection,
clause sentence, phrase or other portion may be held invalid or unconstitutional.

Section Xil. Effective Dale. This resoluton shall become effective
immediately. in accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the Fee shall be
effective sixty (60) days from the effective date of this resolution.

‘ PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Pittsburg at a
regular meeting on the 18th day of December 20086, by the following vote:

AYES: Members Casey, Kee, Parent and Mayor Johnson
NOES: None

ABSENT:. . Evola

ABSTAIN: None

~ Ben Johrson, Mayor

ATTEST:

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk
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Land Use Category

Single family residential

{Rural Estate, Low Density Residential,
Low Density Hillside, Rural Residential)

Multiple family residential

(Medium Density, High Density)

Retirement Community

Commercial

{Neighborhood Cormmmerciai, Community
Commercial, Service Commercial)

Office
(Office Commercial)

Industrial

Other

EXHIBIT “A”

2007 L TMF SCHEDULE

Fee Units

Per dwelling unit

Per dwelling unit

Per dwelling unit
Per square foot of
gross floor area
Per square foot of

gross floor area

Per square foot of
gross floor area

Per peak hour trip
as determined

Local

Trangportation
Mitigation Fees
(LTMF} Fees

$7.170

$ 4,370

$2712

3 1.26

3 1.26

§ 1.26

$7.170
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LTMF Fees
with City of Pittsburg

Administrative Costs (1%}

$7.242

$4414

$2.739

$ 1.27

3 1.27

3 1.27

$7,242
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Administirative Offices
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, California 94565

DATE: December 18, 2006
TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: RESCISSION OF RESOLUTION NO. 06-10651 AND APPROVAL AND

ADOPTION OF THE PITTSBURG LOCAL TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION
FEE (LTMF) PROGRAM UPDATE REPORT, INCLUDING A REVISED
SCHEDULE OF LOCAL TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEES AND A
REVISED LIST OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS, AND
ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 15.90,
“TRANSPCRTATION MITIGATION FEE,” OF THE PITTSBURG MUNICIPAL
CODE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The attached Ordinance and Resolution will rescind City Council Resolution No. 06-10651
and adopt new local transportation mitigation fees based upon a revised Pittsburg Local
Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Study Update report, dated December 2006. The report
includes several options for updating the fee, which are summarized in Table 9 of the report.
The new fees will be based upon new growth projections and a revised list of transportation
improvement projects necessary to mitigate new development’s local transportation impacts.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The City collects the local transportation mitigation fee (the "fee”) from developers and
administers the fee projects’ construction. If City Council approves staff's recommendations,
the current single-family residential fee of $4,020 per unit will be increased to $6,103 per unit,
the current multi-family residential fee of $2,733 per unit will be increased to $3,723 per unit,
the current retirement community fee of $1,609 per unit will be increased to $2,440 per unit,
and the current commercial and industrial fee of $0.63 per square foot wil! be increased to
$1.26 per square foot.

RECOMMENDATION:
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Staff Report
December 18, 2006
Page 2 of 5

Staff recommends the City Council approve and adopt: (1) the attached resolution rescinding
Resolution 08-10651, and approving a revised Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee
(LTMF) Program Update Report and establishing a revised local transportation mitigation fee
schedule, which is listed in ‘Exhibit “A” of the resolution and as Option 3 in Table 9 of the
report; and (2) an ordinance amending Chapter 15.90, “Transportation Mitigation Fee,” of the
Pittsburg Municipal Code.

BACKGROUND:

Under Municipal Code Chapter 15.90, the City has adopted a Local Transpartation Mitigation
Fee ("LTMF"). Projected new development in the City will further congest the roadways and
thoroughfares and increase traffic delays in the City. City Council Resolution No. 82-7789
originally set the amount of the LTMF and directed an annual review of the dollar amount of
the LTMF.

On November 17, 1997, City Council adopted Ordinance 97-1 130. This ordinance approved
the "Final Report: Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee Study Update (the “Report”) prepared by
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., dated October 23, 1997, and amended Tabie 1, “Mitigation
Fees by Land Use,” contained in Municipal Code Section 15.90.060. The specific
transportation improvements to be financed by the LTMF are described in the Report, on file
with the City Clerk. ' :

On November 1, 1889, City Council adopted Resolution No. 99-9056, increasing the LTMF by
4.8% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October
1887 to October 1999,

On November 6, 2600, City Councit adopted Resolution No. 00-9282, increasing the LTMF by
2% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October 1999
to October 2000.

On November 19, 2001, City Council adopted Resolution No. 01-9532, increasing the LTMF
by 3.3% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October
2000 to October 2001.

On September 3, 2002, City Council adopted Resolution No. 02-9674, approving a consultant
agreement with Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. to prepare a‘Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee
Update Study. '

On March 17, 2003, City Council adopted Resolution No. 03-87886, increasing the LTMF by
3.3% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October
2001 to October 2002. :

On January 5, 2004, City Council adopted Resolution No. 04-9973, increasing the LTMF by
2.1% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October
2002 to October 2003. '

On December 20, 2004, City Council adopted Resolution No. 04-10200, increasing the LTMF
by 5.0% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost index from October
2003 to October 2004.
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Staff Report
December 18, 2006
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On January 3, 2006, City Council adopted Resofution No. 06-10451, increasing the LTMF by
2.6% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October
2004 to October 2005. '

OnJuly 17, 2006, and on August 21, 2008, City Council held two public workshops to discuss
the Draft Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update report,
prepared by Fehr & Peers, and determine a preferred fee option.

On November 6, 2006 City Council adopted Resolution No. 06-10651, approving a Pittshurg
Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update Report, dated October 20086,

and establishing a revised local transportation mitigation fee schedule. The proposed
~ resolution if adopted would rescind Resolution No. 06-10651.

On November 6, 2006 City Council alsg introduced Ordinance No. 06-1276, amending
Chapter 15.80 of the PMC, which establishes a local transportation mitigation fee program.
The first reading of Ordinance No. 06-1276 has been abandoned and will not be considered

. for a second reading. The first reading of the proposed ordinance would replace Ordinance
No. 06-1276.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

There are two items for Council action tonight related to the new LTMF Program. Thefirstis a
resolution approving and adopting the Fehr & Peers nexus study entitled “Pittsburg Local
Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update", which includes a revised list of
transportation improvement projects and a revised schedule of LTMF fees. The second is an
ordinance amending PMC Chapter 15.90, “Transportation Mitigation Fee."

The proposed resolution would rescind Resolution No. 06-10651 and approve a new Pittsburg
Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update report, dated December 2006.
The revised update report was created as a result of comments received from Council and
additional staff and consultant analysis. The revised update report yields a decrease of
potential fee revenue (from $81,000,000 identified in the October, 2006 report to $73,000,000
identified in the December, 2006 report) as well as a decrease in corresponding fees. This
was a result of removing five LTMF projects (RW.3, W. Leland Phase |; RW.7 Range Road
Interchange; $G.1, W. Leland/Woodhill Signal; SG.6, W. Leland/Burton Signal; and SG.13,
Century/Northpark Signal), accounting for current revenues, and running a new traffic model.

Staff is recommending the adoption of a fee schedule (Exhibit “A” in the attached resolution)
that is listed in the report as Option 3 in Table 9. Option 3, if adopted would carry forward the
15% reduction in residential fees and $1.26 cap on non-residential LTMF fees that were
recommended and approved by Council on November 6, 2006.

The recommended option also limits non-residential fees to $1.26/s.f., which could potentialty
be as high as $8.50/s.f., and reduces residential fees by 15% from their full fee potential
amounts as described in detail of the report. These City subsidies as well as project funding
shortfalls must be generated from other sources to supplement the LTMF program. Potential
funding sources for the fee projects are identified in the report, including the Regional
Transportation Development Impact Mitigation (RTDIM) fee, funds from Measure C and J,
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December 18, 2006
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and Grant Programs.

The recommended fee schedule compares well with other local transportation mitigation fee
programs in the region. For example, the Single Family Residential Fee being recommended
tonight is $6103/unit. This compares with $10,020/unit in the City of Brentwood, $11,279 in
the City of Oakley, and $2682 in the City of Concord. The Non-Residential Fee being
recommended tonight is $1.26/s.f., which compares with $6.25 in the City of Oakley and
$6.95 in the City of Brentwood. '

The proposed ordinance would remove Section 15.90.080, “Calculation of fee,” which

calculates and presents a list of fees in a tabular form, amend Section 15.80.040, “Payment of
fee,” by removing reference to Section 15.90.060, and amend Section 15.90.010, “Findings

and purpose,” paragraph E., which references an outdated fee study. These amendments to

PMC Chapter 15.90 provide consistency between PMC Chapter 15.102, “Regional

Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fee (RTDIM) Program,” and PMC 15.90,

“Transportation Mitigation Fee" and enable both transportation fees to be adopted and set by

resolution, Staff is re-introducing the proposed ordinance tonight to remove the reference in

Municipal Code Section 15.90.010 (E} to the preparation date of the LTMF program update

report. This will allow future amendments to be made by resolution and avoid the process of
adopting an ordinance every time a program update is made.

Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

Report Prepared by: Paul Reinders

Attachments: - Resolution
- Ordinance
- Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update,
dated December 2006
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Mattér of:

Amending Chapter 15.90 of the )
Pittsburg Municipal Code Which ) ORDINANCE NO. 06-1281
Establishes a Locat Transportation )
Mitigation Fee Program )

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES ORDAIN as foliows:
SECTION 1. Findings.

A. The City's Local Traffic Mitigation Fee was originally established by City Council
Ordinance No. 92-1033, which approved the “Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee Study,
March 1992" and set forth the provisions of Chapter 15.90, “Transportatton
Mitigation Fee,” of the Pittsburg Municipal Code; and

B. On November 17, 1997, the City Council adopted Ordinance 97-1130, which
approved the “Final Report: Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee Study Update”
prepared by Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. and dated October 23, 1997, and
amended Municipal Code Section 15.80.060 to reflect changes in the Local Traffic
Mitigation Fee Schedule; and

C. On July 17, 2006 and August 21, 2008, the City Councit held two pubfic workshops
' to discuss the Draft Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee Program Update
report, prepared by Fehr & Peers, and determine a.preferred fee option for new City
development; and

D. The purpose of this ordinance is to amend Municipal Code Chapter 15.90 to update
and provide greater clarity with regard to the calculation of Local Transportation
Mitigation Fees in the City of Pittsburg.

SECTION 2. Amendment to Municipal Code Section 15.90.010 (E).

Section 15.90.010 of Chapter 15.90 “Transportation Mitigation Fee” of Title 15 "Buildings
and Construction” of the Pittshurg Municipal Code is amended as follows:

"E. The specific fransportation improvements to be financed by the fee are described
in the most recent 'Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program
Update,' adopted by council resolution and on file with the city clerk.”

SECTION 3. Amendment to Municipal Code Section 15.80.040

Section 15.90.040 of Chapter 15.90 “Transportation Mitigation Fee” of Title 15 “Buildings and
Construction” of the Pittsburg Municipal Code is amended as follows:

“A.  The property owner shall pay to the City the transportation mitigation fee established
by City Council resofution. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of a building
permit.
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B.  The applicable transportation mitigation fee shalt be determined on the basis of the
fee schedule in effect at the time of the building permit, or other applicable permit is
issued. If no permitis required, then the fees are payabie in the amounts in effect
at the commencement of the project. The Chief Building Official or other official
designated by the City Manager shall determine the amount of the fee in
accordance with the standards set forth in the City Council resolution.

C. No building permit shall be issued for property within the City unless the
transportation mitigation fee for that property is paid as required by this ordinance.

D.  The transportation mitigation fees shall also be paid as a condition of an extension
or renewal of a public permit issued after passage of this resolution if a fee has not
been paid previously.”

SECTION 4. Amendment to Municipal Code Section 15.90.060

Section 15.90.060 of Chapter 15,80 “Transportation Mitigation Fee” of Title 15 “Buildings and
Construction” of the Pittsburg Municipal Code is stricken and removed in its entirety.

SECTION 5. Effective Date.
This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its adoption.
SECTION 6. Publication.

The City Clerk shall either (a) have this ordinance published once within 15 days
after adoption in a newspaper of general circulation, or (b) have a summary of the
ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once five (5) days before
its adoption and again twenty (20) days after its adoption.

The foregoing ordinance was introduced at a meéting of the City Council of the City
of Pittsburg held on December 18, 2006 and was adopted and ordered published at a
meeting of the City Council heid on , 2006 by the following vote:

AVES:
NOES: |
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Ben Johnson, Mayor

ATTEST:

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk
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Pittsburey Local Treispioratisin Miigation Feg
Dagemtyr 2006

1. INTRODUCTION

BACKGRQUND

Pursuant to the Mitigation Fes Act, California Government Code Section 66000, et seq. (also known as
AB 1600), a local agency is authorized to charge a fee fo development applicants in connection with
approval of a2 development project for the purpose of defraying all or a poriion of the costs of public
facilities related to the development project. The City of Pittsburg first implemented a transportation
impact fee {the Local Transportation Mitigation Fee, or LTMF) in 1992 for the purpose of financing capital
improvements to the local transportation system. These capital improvements are required to mitigale the
traffic impacts of new development within the City of Pittsburg consistent with the land use and
transportation policies of the General Plan. Specifically, the purpose of the fee is to maintain baseline
levels of service or meet the City's standards for transportation operations.

~ The City conducted an update of the fee program in 1997 to help fund an expanded list of local
transportation improvemenis. This updated fee was documented in Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee Study
Update: Final Report, Fehr & Peers, September 1947,

The City of Pittsburg also participates in the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Finance Authority
(ECCRFFA), a joint powers authority consisting of the Cities of Pitisburg, Antioch, Cakley, and Brentwood
and the County of Contra Costa. ECCRFFA administers a regional transportation impact foe, known as
the Regional Transportation Development impact Mitigation (RTDIM) fes, for the purpose of generating
funds tc support the provision. of regional transportation infrastructure necessary to serve futurs travel
demand. The RTDIM fee program and the LTMF program work together to comprehensively address
future transportation needs in Pitisburg.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this study is to provide the technical basis for a comprehensive update of Pittsburg's
Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) program. The focus of the updaied program Is to support an
overall transportation system in Pittsburg that serves the expected future demand, based on changes in
regional and local land use projections, planned and approved development projects, and associated
changes to capital improvements and updated cost estimates. The updated LTMF is also intended fo
ensure consistency with the recent update of the RTDIM fee program conducted by ECCRFFA.

This report documents the analytical approach for determining the nexus between the fees and the locai
impact created by anticipated development in Pitsburg. A traffic and fair-share cost analysis is
conducted fo equitably distribute the costs of the necessary improvements to development that causes

“the impacts, per the provisions of AB 1600. The most up-to-date versions of the available analyticai tools
and techniques have been used to ensure the highest level of consistency with current standards.

USE OF THE LOCAL TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE
AB 1600 re;quires that mitigation fee programs comply with certain basic requirements, including:
» Identifying the purpose of the fee
.PP 4

Fenp & Peers

TRAnAFPETATION CoASOLVINTE
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. Identifying how the fee will be used and the facilities to be funded through the fee

¢ Determining a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the type of development an
which the fee is imposed

« Determining a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of
development on which the fee is imposed

« Datermining a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public
facility {or portion of facility) altibutable to new devetopment

These items are addressed throughout this study and are summarized in the final chapter.

STUDY AREA

As shown on Figure 1, the study area includes the entire City of Pittsburg. The goal of the study is to
caicuiate a fee that would be collected on new developmentin all pars of the City.

STUDY PROCESS

This study was developed under the direction of City of Pittsburg staff. Afier review and public hearing,
the City Council will consider approval of the study and adoption of 2 new fee schedule.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report contains a total of six chapters inciuding this introduciory chapter.

« Chapter 2 - Fee Program Background summarizes the siatus of the cumrent LTMF program and
describes the projects propesed {o be included in the updated LTMF program.

« Chapter 3 — Analysis Methodology describes the rnethods used in conducting the technical
analysis necessary to establish the nexus.

« Chaptor 4— Analyms Results describes the results of the nexus analysis.

s Chapter 5 - LTMF Program Funding Considerations discusses the effect of the impact fees on
the financing of the City's fransportafion improvement program.

« Chapter 6 - Program Summary provides a brief summary of the study results presented here and
reviews the requirements of AB 1600,
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2. FEE PROGRAM BACKGROUND

The City of Pittsburg has experienced considerable population and empioyment growth over the past
decade, and it continues o be a major growth center in the region. This growth in population and
employment translates into increased demand for travel, and traffic congestion on local roads- has
resulted. Highway 4, the primary regional transportation route through Pittsburg, is typically heavily
congested in the westbound direction during the weekday AM peak period, and in the eastbound diraction
in the PM peak period. This is a result of having significantly rmore housing than employment in East
County communities. According to the 1998 Pittsburg General Pian, traffic on Highway 4 increased by
almost 50 percent between 1986 and 1996 as continued housing construction occurred in Pittsburg and
elsewhere in East County; Calirans data shows that volumes on Highway 4 have continued to grow by
approximately 30% over the past five years. Traffic volumes on Pittsburg's major arterials have also
experianced significant increases, due to growth within Pittsburg as welt as congestion on Highway 4,
with many drivers seeking altemnative cut-through routes.

According to the Countywide Transportation Plan, increases in freeway traffic in Contra Costa County ars
expected 1o be greatest along Highway 4 in the vicinity of Pittsburg and Antioch. The East County Action
Plan projected an increase in traffic of more than 72 percent on Highway 4 between Railroad Avenue and
Somersville Road between 1990 and 2010. Major arterial roadways are also forecast to experienca
dramatic increases in traffic. For example, the East County Action Plan estimates an increase of 44
percent on Kirker Pass Road batween 1930 and 2010. These increases are due 1o housshald and job
growth both in Pittsburg and in adjacent communities. '

This chapter describes the current status of the traffic mitigation fee in Pittsburg. As described in the
previous chapter, the City last updated the fee program in 1997, as. documented in Fittshurg Traffic
Mitigation Fee Study Update: Finaf Report, Fehr & Peers, September 1987. The fee levels ars adjusted
annually to account for inflation in construction costs.

THE CURRENT LTMF PROGRAM

Figure 2 displays the location of the improvements encompassed by the LTMF program as it was updated
in 1997. The current LTMF provides contributions toward several improvements, including:

¢ Widening of Railroad Averiue, California Avenue, and Avila Road,

* Intersection improvements at Railroad Avenue/l_eland Road, Loveridge Road/Leland Road, and
Loverdge Road/Pittsburg-Antioch Highway.

» Construction of the Buchanan Road Bypass, the Range Road overcrossing, and the extension of
West Leland Road.

Table 1 displays the current schedule of impact fees for each land use category. The subsidy column
reflects the City's policy of subsidizing fees on non-residential land uses to encourage employers to
locate in Pittsburg. While the subsidy is a substantial portion of the costs allocated o non-residential
uses, it does not affect or increase the residential fees. The 1997 fee study report discussed this policy in
further detail, and estimated that the subsidy would represent about 37% of the totat residential and non-
residential fees collected.
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GURRENT (2006) CITY OF PITTSBURGTLAOBCL)EJTRANSPORTATION ﬁITIGAT!DN %EES
Rural Estate (RE) $4.0207 D.U. 50.00
Low Density Residantial (RL) $4,020/ D.U. $o.60'
Low Density-Hillside (RL-H) $4.020/ 0., $0.00
Rural Residential (RR) $4,020/ D.U. $0.00
| Medium Density (RM) §2,733/D.U, $0.00
High Dansity (RH) $2,733/ D.U. $0.00
Retiremant Community (RC} - $1,608/D.1, $0.00
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) $10.61/ 5.F, 7 $9.98/S.F.
Community Commercial (CC) $7.55/SF. $6.92/8.F,
Service Commerclal (SC) $10.61/ S.F. $9.98/S.F.
Office Commercial (OC) $7.85/ 5.F, $6.92/S F.
Industria $2.41/8.F. 51.78/S.F.
ates: D.U. = Dweliing Unt, S.F. = Square Foot
urce: City of Pittsburg, 2008.
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THE PROPOSED FEE PROGRAM

The nexus analysis presented in the subsequent chapters is based on recent interest in expanding the list
of improvement projects inciuded in the fee program. Figure 3 shows the improvement projects to be
included in the proposed fee program. Examples of projects in this updated fee program that were not
included in the previous LTMF project fists include: ‘

+ Bailey Road and Loveridge Road signat interconnect projects.

» Intersection improvements at East Leland Road/Los Medanos College, West Leland Road/Bailey
Road, SR4/Bailey Road, and Rallroad Avenue/Leland Avenue.

« Traffic signalization projects at West Leland Road/Oak Hills Drive, West Leland Road/Montevideo
Drive, West 10" Street/Herb White Way, and California Avenue/Loveridge Road, among others.

The Range Road overcrossing is also included in the LTMF update. The Range Road interchange was
considered for inclusion and was analyzed in earfier drafis of this repont, but was exciuded from the final
program at the direction of the City Counsil,

Ali of the improvements included in this fee study updale have been identified through previous planning
studies or environmental impact analyses conducted in the City. For instance, many of the improvements
were identified in cerlified EIRs as mifigation measures nesded to address cumulative traffic impacts, or
have been identified as necessary through local planning efforts.

All roads within ihe City of Pittsburg's jurisdiction are considered part of the local transportation network,
and are thus eligible for funding through the LTMF program, However, while all facilities in the local
transportation network are efigible for LTMF funding, not all improvements on all facilities will be part of
the LTMF program. The projects selected for inclusion in the LTMF program are those that improve city-
wide transportation conditions by serving traffic from multipie development areas, typically on major or
minor arterial streats.

The nexus analysis presented in the following chapters calculates the fees that could be collected to
support these projects.
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3. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methodalogy used fo determine the nexus between the impact from new
development in Pittsburg and the needed improvements. The focus of the fee program is on developing
an overall transportation system that will accommodate the City's expected future traffic demand.

The technical analysis for this sludy was completed through a series of five steps. Each is fisted below,
along with @ brief description. The next chapter describes how these sleps were applied to the City of
Pittsburg and ihe results of the fee calculations.

Step 1- Summarize Capital Improvements and Esfimate Costs

As described in Chapter 2, the City has defined a set of transportation projects necessary to provide the
capacity needed fo accommodate future growth in the City. Estimated costs for each of the
improvements were provided by the City. .

Step 2 - Identify Existing Deficiencies on Local Network

By definition, a fee program charges fees to new development to fund transportation improvements
necessary to serve the demand and impacts generated by that new development. The following
procedure was used to determine if any of the transportation projects identified in Step 1 are on facilities
that experience current traffic problems, as defined by the City.

A’ complicating factor in the evaluation of existing traffic conditions is the ongoing construction project
along Highway 4 and the Railroad Avenue inlerchange. This constructicn activity can be expected- to
cause temporary changes in traffic pattems, as drivers iry to avoid the construction-related delays around
the Railroad Avenue corridor. This means that traffic counts collected now may not be representative of
typical, non-consiruction periods, '

To address this issue, peak hour traffic counts at a number of intersections around the City were
assembled from traffic studies conducted just prior to the Railrcad Avenue construciion praject. However,
no data was available from these previously-published repors for several of the intersections to be
included in this study. New fraffic data was collected at these intersections, as well as at severat other
key locations in the vicinity of the Railroad Avenue corridor. By comparing the non-construction and
during-construction data at a few key intersections, we could determine the likely affects of the
construction project on localized traffic patierns. These results were then used to adjust the new traffic
counts o betier represent pre-construction conditions.

The resutting intersection turning movement data was used to evaluate the existing level of service (LOS)
at intersections that would be affected by the planned fransportation improvements in the City's LTMF
program. These results were compared to the City's LOS thresholds to determine if any of the study
intersections hava existing deficiencies.

For ragional roads defined as Routes of Regional Significance by the transportation planning committes
for East County (TRANSPLAN), we compared the intersection LOS results to the standards listed in the

ﬂ; : 12
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2004 Traffic Service Objectives Moniforing F.’epori‘.1 Infersections that did not mest either the City's or
TRANSPLAN's standards were flagged as having an existing deficiency.

Step 3 — Summarize the Amount of New Development Expected in Pittsburg

As described in more detail below, the regional travel model used in this study to analyze the

* transportation effects of new development is based upon regional forecasts of residentiat and commercial
growth produced by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). The land use projections
available for use in the regional model at the time this analysis was conducted extend to the year 2025
and are consistent with ABAG forecasts produced in their Projections 2000 (P'00) and Projections 2002
(P'02) datasets,

Step 3 cansists of the following three sub-steps: 1) estimating the amount of new development expected
in Pittsburg; 2) converting the projections of future employment into estimates of building area; and 3)
converting fhe overall land use projections into the units necessary for fee calculation, known as Dwelling
Unit Equivalents (DUESs). The three sub-steps are described mare fully befow.

Estimating Fuiure New Development in Pittsburg

For purposes of the fee calculation, it is important to identify the amount of residential and non-residentia
tand use currently in the Clty, In order to produce a reasonably accurate estimate of the new development
thal will be subject to the updated fee. The foliowing general land use categories were used in this
summary: single-family residential, multi-family residential, retail jobs, servics jobs, and other jobs. The
CCTA model contains employment data in a few additional categories with relatively small numbers of
jobs; to simplify the calculations, all of the employment in the City was consolidated into the three
categories listed above {retall, service, and othar),

Estimates of current residential development in Pittsburg were provided by City staff and derived from
Califomia Department of Finance records. Current employment estimates were taken from ABAG's most
recent set of land use data, Projections 2005 (P'05). Projections of future (2025) housing and jobs in the
City were taken from the CCTA model and were checked for reasonableness against P'05 projections,
and against recent local development trends,

Converting Emplovyment Projections to Building Area

The ABAG-based land use forecasts for Pittsburg include both residential and non-residential uses. Non-
residential uses are represented in terms of numbers of jobs. Because the fees will be assessed on the
basis of building area, the forecasts of fotal jobs were converted into building area by applying the
following factors;

= Office: 275 square feel/job

1. As required by Contra Costa County's Measure C, the transportation planning committse for East County (TRANSPLAN)

: regularly prepares an Action Plan for the Roulss of Regional Significance in the subregion. The Action Plan defines
quantifiable Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs) for each major regiona! facility and actions necessary tc achiave those
objectives. CCTA- periodically prepares a TSO Monttoring Report o document the current status of the TSOs and
progress made toward achisving them. The most recent TSO Monitoring Report was published in December 2004,
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+ Retail: 500 square feet/job

«  Other 400 sq{Jare feetfob

These facters reflect relationships between employment and buiiding area that can be derived from the
Trip Generatian publication of the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and are consistent. with factors
used in recent General Plan analyses and other traffic studies in East County.

Converting Land UUse Projections to Dwelling Unit Equivalents (DUEs)

The concept of DUEs is commonly used in fee studies to account for the fact that different development
types generate traffic with different characteristics and with different levels of impact on the City's
transportation system. For purposes of this LTMF update, we applied the DUE conversion factors used in
the recently-completed RTDIM fee update for ECCRFFA. These factors account for peak hour trip rates,
the effects of pass-by trips, and trip lengths associated with each of the development types. Forexample,
commercial uses tend o generate more trips per square foot than office uses, but those commercial trips
tend 1o be shorier in length {for instance, people tend to drive farther to work in an office than they do'to
buy groceries or rent videos). The DUE conversion process accounts for these differencas in impact on
the fransportation system.

The factor for commercial uses is applied fo the retail jobs category in the CCTA model projections, the
office factor is applied to service jobs, and the industrial factor is applied to other jobs. All DUEs are then
normalized to the singie-family residential rate.

Step 4 - Calculate Project Costs Attributable to New Development

For improvemenrt projects on facilities that are not subject to an existing deficiency (as defined in Step 2),
the need for the improved facility is generated by new development rather than by existing transportation
problems. Therefore, all of the estimated project costs could potentially be included in the fee program.

For projects on facilities that have been identified as experiencing existing deficiencies, the cosl of tha
improvement was divided between existing development and new development, The cost share
attributable to new development, and therefore eligible for inclusion in the fee program, was calculated as
follows:

1. Quantify the existing deficiency by determining the cument traffic volume that exceeds the
available capacity. For example, if a facility with a theorelical capacity of 2,000 vehicles is
currently carrying 2,200 vehicles, the existing deficiency would be caiculated as 2,200 - 2,000 =
200. The theoretical capacity was based on the maximum volume that would elther meet the
applicable LOS standard or fail io satisfy the signal warrant (thereby allowing an unsignalized
intersection 1o continue to operate without a signal).

2. Determine the future traffic growth by subtracting the current traffic volumes from the forecasted
future traffic volumes. For example, if the future demand on the facllity is projected to be 2,500
vehicles, the future traffic growth would be calculated as 2,500 — 2,200 = 300.

3. Define the “overall benefit® of the project as the correction of the existing deficiency {from number
1 above) plus the accommodation of future growth (from number 2). In our example, the overall
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benefit of improving the road would be to correct the existing deficiency of 200 vehicles and lo
accommodate the future growth of 300 vehicles, for a total benefit of 500.

4. Calculate new development's share of the benefit as the result of number 2 divided by number 3.
In this case, the share of the benefit to new deveiopment would be §0%, or 300 divided by 500.
Therefore, 60% of the project cost would be included in the fee program. The remaining 40% of
the project cosi would need to be funded through other sources.

After accounting for existing deficiencies, the next step was to determine how much of the traffic on the
improved facility was attributable to new development in Pittsburg, and how much was attributable to
"regional” growth (new development outside Pittsburg). This level of analysis requires the use of a
regional travel demand model, which uses !and use and trarisportation network inputs to produce
estimates of fufure travel demand and usage of rpadway facilities. This study used the most recent
version of the regional travel demand model adopted for use in Conira Costa County. This model,
developed and maintained by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) and implemented in the
TransCAD software program, is the primary transporiation analysis tool available at this time for regional
planning studies in East County. :

In this study, mode! runs were conducted to esfimate future (2025) traffic demand in East County based
on official regional land use forecasts provided by ABAG. For each improvement project, the CCTA
model was used to determine the amount of local traffic using the affected intersection or roadway
segment. Local traffic was defined as trips generated by new development that had either an origin or a
destination {or both) in Pittsburg. Trips with naither a Pittsburg origin nor a Pittsburg destination were
defined as regional. The local parcentage was calculated by dividing the number of local trips on a faciiity
by the total number of new trips. The local percentage was then appiied o the iotal project cost to
determine the Pittsburg share of the cost. This represents the leval of funding that could be paid for
through Pittsburg's LTMF. The percentage of the cost not attributable to new development in Pitisburg
would be covered by other funding sources. .

Step 5- Determine Fee Amounts

The existing balance in the City's Local Traffic Mitigation Fee account was subtracted from the iotal cost
to be contributed by new development (Step 4). This total was then divided by the total number of new
DUESs (Step 3} to determine the appropriate fee amount for each land use category.
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4. ANALYSIS RESULTS

This chapter summarizes the results of the nexus analysis steps outlined in Chapter 3. Further detail on
technical procedures and calculations is provided in the Technical Appendix (available under separate
cover).

Sfep 1 - Summarize Capital Improvements and Estimate Costs

As described earlier, the City defined a comprehensive set of transportation projects that would provide
the capacity estimated to accommodate projected growth. Table 2 provides a list of the improvements,
along with estimated costs provided by the City.

The proposed project list includes improvements to major arterials and to local roads, signalization of a
number of currently unsignalized intersections,. and the installation of signal interconnect systems to
improve fraffic flow along several major arterials, Many of these projects are already included in the
.existing LTMF program, as shown by an asterisk next to the project description in Table 2.
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TABLE 2
2006 LTMF UPDATE - PROJECT LIST

P TP TR

Description

L P T WO AT

Total Cost

ik

Widen to two lanes each direction between Willow

RW.1 Avlia Road Widening Pass Rd and West Leland Rd. 56,825,000
Extend from San Marco Bivd to Avila Rd., two lanes
Rw.2 W. Leland Road Phase Il pach diraction. $12,180,000
RW.3 San Marco Boulevard New two-lane roadway bfetween existing terminus and $7.240,000
Bailey Rd.
Wiliow Pass Road .
S ! Widen to four lanes between Loftus Rd and Range
RW.4 Widening and Ibn?ge Road ramp. 9 $4.200,000
reconstruction
RW5 Range Rolad. New two-ane crossing over SR 4. $22,050,000
over-crossing
Califarnia Avenue ' Widen to four lanes between Rallroad Ave and
RW.S Widening® ' Loveridge Rd. - $17.535,000
Pittsburg-Antioch Widen to four lanes betwaen Loveridge Rd and '
RW.7 Highway Widening Somersville Ra. $11,550,000
RW 8 Buchana.n Road Bypass® New two-iane road frorm Somersville Road to Kirker $34 965,000

Pass Road ‘

U

Signal interconnect between Willow Pass Rd and

511 Balley Road Willow Ava/Oak Hills Circle. $210,000

si.2 Leland Road” Signal interconnect from gﬁzt:ng ierminus fo Delta Fair $315.000
. Signail interconnect between Pittsburg-Antioch

S13 Loveridge Road Highway and Buchanan Rd. $105,000

Si4 Buchanan Road® Signal interconnect batween Railroad Ave and $525.000

Semersville Rd.,

W. Leland Read/
Oak Hills Drive

Install new signal.

$210.000
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TABLE 2
2006 LTMF UPDATE - PROJECT LIST

Total Cost

Willow Pass Road/

Loveridge Road

5G.2 Balclutha Way* Install new signal, 210,600
5G.3 h\'z‘; n%:{zggoRgg\?é Install new signal. §194,250
SG.4 Envfgilrc’ewazzi:e':gtgrk Install new signal, $157,500
§G.5 }_‘:: rb1 %i:s;\?\?: y Install new signal. $210,000
$G6 Railroad Avenua/ Instalt new signal. $210,000
5G.7 C‘;ﬁ;&?@‘;ﬁi, Install new signal. $210,000
$G.8 ikt Install new signal. $1 94,?50
SG.9 £, Letand 53:3’ Install new signal. $194,250
5G.10 California Avenue/ Install new signal, $210,000

SR 4/Bailey Road Add a northbound Isft tum lana, $105,000
112 W. Leland Road/ Add a wastbound right tum lane, southbound right tum $1.050.000
’ Bailay Road lane, and eastbound lefl turn lana. B
Rallroad Avenue/ Add an eastbound right tum lans and a northbound jeft
13 Leland Avenug® tum lana, $825,000
Loveridga Road/ .
4 Laland Avenue® Add & southbound right turn lane. $210,000
5 Pittsburg-Antioch Add an eastbound right tum lane and an additional $178 500
: Highway/l overildge Road. westbound left tum fane, ’ ’
Langthen the Century/Leland eastbound left-turn lane
E. Leland Road/Los -
Ie Modanos College* by realigning the eastemmost Los Medanos College $420.000
driveway.
p 18
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TABLE 2
2006 LTMF UPDATE - PROJECT LIST

) o i Description Total Cos
Buchanan Road/
nr Meadows Averue Install signal metering to limit traffic flow $525,000
' Control Point Metering*

* Projacts listed in the 1997 TMF Report.

Source: Fehr & Pears, 20067

Step 2 - identify Existing Deficiencies on Roadway Network

The fraffic analysis determined if deficiencies exist at locations with planned roadway improvements fisted
on Table 2 above. Two standards were used in this analysis — the East County Action Plan {for Routes
of Regional Significance) and the Clty of Pittsburg General Plan (for all other routes).

According to the East County Action Plan, signalized intersections on Routes of Regional Significance are
acceptable if they operate at a mid-LOS D (volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.85) or better, except for
infersections on Bailey Road from West Leland to Canal, which are acceplable at a level of service E.
The Action Plan does not address unsignalized intersections on these routes.

Far City of Pittsburg routes, acceptable operations at signalized intersections are defined as LOS D or
better. For unsignalized intersections, acceptable operations are defined as LOS D or better and low
enough -traffic volumes that the peak hour traffic signal warant is not triggered. The method for
evaluating unsignalized intersections is to first look at the LOS results: if the intersection opsrates at LOS
D or better, it is considered acceptable. If the worst approach operates at an LOS € or F, then the peak
hour signal warrant is checked; if volumes are high enough to meet the warrant thresholds, then the
intersection is considered fo operate unacceptably and require improvement.

Traffic counts at a number of study intersections throughout the City were assembled as described in
Chapter 3, and the results of the level of service analysis are shown in Table 3. . Two intersections
currently operale below the applicable LOS standard; Califomia Avenue/Railroad Avenue and East -
Leland Road/Los Medanos College,

The Califomnia Avenue/Railroad Avenue intersection, which is signalized, currently operates at LOS F in
the AM peak hour. This intersection will be reconstructed and improved as part of the ongoing Railroad
Avenue improvement project. The capital improvement project included in this LTMF update does not
include further upgrades to this intersection specifically, but rather involves the widening of Califomnia
Avenue itself between Ralircad Avenue and Loveridge Road., Therefors, the fact that the Califomia
Avenue/Raillroad Avenue intersection currently operaies at LOS F is not considered an axisting deficiency
for the purposes of this study, because it does not affect the California Avenue widening project that is
part of the LTMF program,
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The East Leland Road/los Medanos College intersection, which is side-street stop confrolled, has a
worst-approach LOS E in the AM peak and LOS F in the PM peak, and meels the peak hour signal
warrant in the PM peak hour. This location is planned for improvement through project 116 listed in this
TMF update, This existing deficiency was treated as described in Chapter 3.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Step 2, the current operafions of Routes of Regional Significance is assessed
through comparison with the Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs) reported in tha 2004 TSO Monitoring
Report. This report indicates that one of the. facilifies identified for improvement in the updated fee
program currently does not meet the relevant TSO. Buchanan Road between Railroad Avenue and
Somersville Road currently exceeds the Delay Index TSO? during both the AM and PM peak hours. This
facility is therefore considered fo have an ‘existing deficiency, which is consisient with the findings
presented in the recent ECCRFFA update (documented in East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program
Update: Final Report, Fehr & Peers, June 2005). The analysis in the ECCRFFA report detarmined the
proportion of the capacity needs on Buchanan Road attributable to new development (about 68%), and
this satme factor was applied in this study both for the signal interconnect improvement to Buchanan Road
(project S1.4}, as well as to the Buchanan Road Bypass construction project (project RW.8) because the
‘Bypass is partially intended to address fraffic issues along existing Buchanan Road. The other facilities
highfighted for improvement in this program are not subject to exceedances of the established TSOs.

2 The Delay Index is a measure of trafic congestion, and is definad as the ratio of the time required to travel betwean two
points during the paak hour when roads are most congested, to the fime required during unsongestad off-peak times.
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TABLE 3
EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Peak Hour L.

ID Intersection Control VIC or VIC or ] ﬁ;gr{:t D"E;;f;lnﬂ& )
Delay' Los? Delay' LOS Mat?

1 “éalicall-?iﬁg 32321 | sss 3'5N(é)2 S 1A (B NB) Z'EN{;; S 1A (B NB) N N
2| wesH 4o Signal | 087 D 0.85 B N
3| enende sgnal | 068 | B 0.8 c N
4 w'alﬁ:; Erid Signal 0.9 D 0.75 c N
5 Wi",‘_’c‘;”;‘ﬁ:s;ozgad’ Signal 0.43 A 0.7 B : N
o] “hommenodl | sss |s2¢n| A® [37611] AE) N N
7 h‘f,‘g,kﬁﬁg:fgﬁf; sss  [06(193)| A(@C [12(1182)| A(F) N N
8| monmaina Y sss |sa(es| A@ |esusn| a@ | N N
o [ Road morts i | Uncentolied N
10 ,_\g;;mffﬁfgy $8S  [31(127)] A®B) [22(08)| A(C) N N
12 g:?::; lionau{.f Signal 0.46 A 0.59 A 7 N
13 Radl;%a:dplg'::: ¥ Signal 0.63 B 0.8 c N
14 Cr::rl?orglda ::::::J  signal 1.07 F 0.79 ¢ N
15 Fé?i;bsogf;ﬁ: S88 §0(61.2) | A(F) [11.7(566) B(F) N N
16 Caﬂ?&?_érﬁ@?e[ Signal 0.67 B 0.78 c N
17| Contrl Avenue aws® lesqon)| A@ |03005| B@) N N
18 %nﬁﬁﬁ'&ﬁﬁﬁig’ Signal 0.43 A 0.58 A N
19 ?.ﬂ?agzg ?{22(:1’ Signal 073 c 0.7 B N
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TABLE 3
EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

NI Y TRy

Paak Hour

PPeak Hour

AM Peak Hour

iD Intersection Control VIC o ‘ Los? vic or o Vglg;\aarit DeE;cI:T;Ir:‘cgy R
Delay Delay Met?
20 Log;;igg;ig:w Signal 067 | B 0.72 G N
21 Cfﬁi%?é;: \éeonauda/ Signal 0.8 (3] 0.51 A N
22 Highﬁ?iu;g—w?%g?goad Signal 0.69 B 0.79 c N
23 Eéiﬂiﬁinﬁiﬁﬂi Signal 067 B 0.78 c Y
24 Los hq'szﬁgfégﬁige $85 | 0.5(40.7)| A(E) |(8.8(170.4) A(F) Y Y
25 g;zt?g:”fg:gé Signal 0.e3 B 0.68 B ' N

Notes:
Bold = Exceading applicable service standards.
* Explanafion cf existing deficiency delermination provided in Chapter 4, Step 2.

1. Forsignalized intarsections, volume-to-capacity ratio is presented. For unsignalized intersections, information presented is
intarsection average delay (followed by worst approach detay in pareniheses) expressed in seconds per vehida,

2. Forunsignalized intersactions, mformation presented is intersection average LOS (followed by worst approach LOS In
parentheses).

3. SS5 = Side-Strest STOP.

4. An all-way stop has recently been installed gt this intersection as a temporary measure in advance of a planned traffic signal.
However, it is analyzed hera as a side-streat siop bacause that is the mare realistic aternative fo a signal, and thus captures how it
would operats if not signalized.

8. AWS = All-Way STOP,
Source: Fehr & Peears, 2006.

Step 3 - Summarize the Amount of New Development Expacted in Pitisburg

Chapter 3 described the sources of information used to estimate the amount of new development
expetied in Pittsburg, This secfion provides additionat detail on how those development projections were
derived. :

To estimate Pittsburg's current {year 2005} residential deveiopment, we used data provided by City staff
and based on California Department of Finance records, which indicate a total of approximately 20,000
housing units tn Pittsburg in 2005, This total was then split into single- and multl-family units according to
the appropriate proportions in the CCTA model.
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To estimate the current number of jobs in Piltsburg, we began with data from ABAG P'05 on the total
_number of jobs in Pittsburg in 2005 (approximately 15,000} and divided that iotal among the “retail,”
“service,” and “other” categories according to the appropriate proportions in the CCTA modal.

Projecticns of year 2025 housing and jobs in Pittshurg were drawn from the CCTA model, resuiting in
eslimates of approximately 26,500 housing units and 29,000 jobs. These figures were split into single-
and muiti-family housing, and into the appropriate employment categories, based on the reievant
proportions in the CCTA model. Table 4 shows the City-wide totals of housing and employment for both
2005 and 2025. -

As described earier, the [and use projections in the CCTA model are based on a combination of P'00 and
P'02 information. ABAG has recently prepared a new set of projections, P'05, and we compared the
20625 projections from the CCTA model with the P'05 data to ensure reasonableness. For both housing
and jobs, the P'05 projections are siightly iower than those in the CCTA model, with the P'05 projections
confaining approximately 24,000 housing units and 28,000 jobs in Pittsburg in 2025,

We also checked historical growth trends in Piltsburg. The CCTA model projections translate info a
growth rate of about 325 buliding permits per year over the next 20 years. This is a somewhat slower
rate of growth than the roughly 400 units per year that the City has processed over the past five years.
By contrast, the P'05 projections would transtate into a growth rate of only 200 units per year, which is
half the rate the City has recently experienced. Therefors, the 2025 projections from the CCTA model
seem raasonable given recent trends, ‘

As described in Chapter 3, the land use forecasts were then converted to DUESs to account for the fact
that different development types generate traffic with different characteristics and levels of impact on the
City's transportation system. Table 5 presents the conversion factors used to calculate DUEs in this
study. Please note that these factors are consistent with those used in the recent ECCRFFA fea update
and reflect the most recent trip generation information available from the national reference sourcs, the
Institute of Transporiation Engineers {ITE). These faciors are different from those used in the 1997 LTMF
study, reflecting differences in trip generation rates, employee density rafios, and other elements of the
calculation. The results of the DUE conversion are presented in Table 6.
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TABLE 4
PITTSBURG HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS

Land U

Total Growth

Single-family units 14,052 18,180 4,128 29%
Multi-family units 6,022 8,357 2,335 39%
Total residential 20,074 26,537 6,463 32%

Retail jobs . 3768 7,046 3,279 87%
Service jobs 4,822 9,657 4,835 100%
Other jobs 6,480 12,622 6,142 95%
Total jobs 15,070 29,325 - 14,255 . 95%

Source: CCTA, ABAG, Fehr & Peers.

TABLE 5
DUE CONVERSION FACTORS

se BN Pea Hou . Aveg .

Category Unit Trip Rata’ Trips? Trip Length? por Unit. per Unit
Singte-Family bu 1.01 100 9.6 87 1.00
Muiti-Family DU 0.62 100 9.6 6.0 0.61
Commercial 1,000 SF 375 50 5.0 9.4 0.57
Offica 1,000 SF 1.49 65 10.7 . 10.4 1.07
industrial 1,000 SF 0.76 80 10.7 6.5 0.67
Notas:

1. ITE Trip Generation, 7" Edition.
2.  BANDAG Bref Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates, July 1838,
3. Average trip lengths for the East County ammeg from the maodel, in mites.

Source: Fehr & Pears, 2006.
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TABLE 6
GROWTH IN DUES

Land Use Category Total Growth DUE Per Unit Growth Converted to DUEs
Single-family units 4,128 1.00 4,128
Mutti-famnily units 2,335 0.61 1,424
Total residential 6,463 5,552
Retail jobs - 3,279 0.97 1,590
Service jobs 4,835 1.07 1423
Other jobs 6,142 0.67 1,646
Total jobs 14,255 4,658
TOTAL DUEs 10,211
MNotes:

1. Relationship between iand use categories in the model and the fee program assumed to be; Retait=Commarcial;
Servica=0ffice; and Cther=Industrial,

2. Retail DUE conversion based on 50C square feet per job and a DUE per thousand square feet of 1.97,
DUE = Retail Jobs * 0.500 * 0,97

3. Service DUE conversion based on 275 square feet per job and a DUE per thousand square feet of 1.07,
DUE = Servica Jobs * 0,275 * 1.07

4.  Other DUE conversion based on 400 square fast per job and a DUE per thousand square feet of 0.67.
DUE = Other Jobs * 0.400 * 0.67

ISourca: Fehr & Peers, 2006,

Step 4 - Calculate Project Costs Attributable to New Development

As described in Chapter 3, if a facility .is nol subject to an existing deficiency, then the need for
improvement is generated by new development rather than by existing transportation problems and all of
the estimated improvement costs are included in the fee program. For those projects that improve
curmently deficient facilities (the East Leland/Los Medanos College irmprovement and the Buchanan Road
signal interconnect and the Buchanan Road Bypass, as described in Step 2 above), the proportion of the
cost attributable to new development was caiculated as detailed in Chapter 3. In addition, the proportion
of traffic not related to growth in Pittsburg was also excluded from the project cost. Table 7 summarizes
these calculations and shows the resulting amounts that would be included in the fee program in the
column titled Potential Fee Contrbution. :

Using the East Leland/Los Medanos intersection improvement as an example, that side-street stop-
controlled location currently has traffic volumes high enough to meet the peak hour signal wamrant. Peak
hour volumes on the minor strest would need to decrease by 23 vehicles for the intersection io operale
adequately under current conditions. The travel modsfing process forecast growth in peak hour trafiic of
84 vehicles at this intersection. Therefore, the tota! benefit of the improverment would be to correct the
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existing deficiency of 23 plus accommodate the future growth of 94, for a total benefit of 117. New
development's share of that benefit wouid be 94 divided by 117, or 80%.

TABLE7
POTENTIAL FEE CONTRIBUTIONS

Adjustment for Pittsburg

j Potential Fee
P Project Total Cost Existing Share of
Peficiency’ Contribution

New Traffic

TR 21 tpra: gg s "l
RW.1 Avila Road Widening $6,825,000 66% $4,504,500
RW.2 W. Leland Road Phasa il* $12,180,000 68% $8,282,400
RW.3 San Marco Boulevard $7.240,000 T9% $5,719,600
Willow Pass Road Widsning
Rw.4 and bridge reconstruction” $4.,200,000 B1% $3,402,000
RW.5 Range Road over-crossing $22.050,000 97% $21,386,458
RW.6 California Avanue Widening® $17,535,000 96% $16.833,600
Pittsburg-Antioch

RW.7 Highway* Widening $11,550,000 81% $9,355,500
RW.8 Buchanan Road Bypass*® $34,965,000 68% 2% $475,524

811 ) -, Bailey Road $210,000 B84% $176,400
stz Leland Road $315,000 5% $236,250
313 Loveridge Road $105,000 81% $85,050

Buchanan Road $525,000 68% 93% $332,010
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TABLE 7

POTENTIAL FEE CONTRIBUTIONS

) Adjtant for o 7
ID Project Total Cost Exlsting Shargof | Fotental Fea
Deficlancy' New Tratffic omnbutio
5G.1 W. Leland Road/Qak Hills Drive §210,000 -B4% $176,400
: Willow Pass Road/ 4
8G.2 Balclutha Way $210,000 81% $170,100
W. Leland Road/
§G.3 Montevideo Drive $194,250 73% $143,803
Willow Pass Road/!
5G4 Empire Business Park $157,500 90% $141,750
SG.5 | W. 10" Street/Herb White Way $210,000 88% $184,800
SG.6 Railroad Avenua/3™ Street $210,000 100% $210,000
SG7 Harbor Street/Central Avenue $210,000 100% $210,000
5G8 Harbor Street/Bliss Avenue $194,250 96% $186.480
3G9 E. Leland Road/Piedmont Way $194,250 75% $145,688
California Avenue/
5G.10 Loveridge Road $210.00Q 63% $132,300
It SR 4/Bailey Road $105,000 85% $89,250
It.2 W. Leland Road/Bailey Road $1,050,000 T4% $777,000
Raliroad Avenue/
1.3 Letand Avenug $525,000 85% $446,250
.4 Loveridge Road/Leland Avenue $210,000 82% $172,200
Pittsburg-Antioch
1.5 Highway/Loveridge Road. $178,500 81% $108,885
fp 27
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TABLE 7
"POTENTIAL FEE CONTRIBUTIONS

O T e T e Y Ve S N SRR

nt for Pittsburg

tme!
ID Project Total Cost Existing Share of E?:t':}::tf::
: Dlaﬁl::ienl::y1 New Traffic
E. Letand Road/ o o
118 Los Mecanos College 3:420.000 80% 72% $241,920
Buchanan Road/Meadows ‘

7 Avenue Control Point Matering $525.000 94% $483,500
Total Cast $74.817817
Subtract Ex[sﬁng LTMF Account Balance A $1,554,382
Total Cost Minus Existing Funds $73,263,235
Projected Growth In DUE's 10,211
Fee per DUE $7,170

Notes:
* Projects that alsa appear in the RTDIM fee program. Combined funding for these projects is discussed further in Chaptar 5,

! For projects addressing existing deficiencies, the Adjustment for Existing Défiziency oolumn shows the proportion of project costs
attributable to traffic generated by future development,

Source: Fehr & Pears, 2008,

Step § - Determine Fee Amounts

Table 8 dispiays the caiculated impact fees. These fees have been calculated based on the complete list
of projects included in the proposed TMF program as shown in Table 2. The total fee contribution
calculated in Table 7 ($74,817,617) minus the existing funds In the City's LTMF account ($1,554,382)
was divided by the total number of Dwelling Unit Equivalents (DUEs) expected in Pittsburg (10,211) 1o
calculate the resulting fee per DUE ($7,170). These figures do not reflect any reductions or subsidies that
the City may choose to implement. This calculation also does not consider the effects of other funding
sources that may be avaifable to some of the projects.

TABLE S
PRELIMINARY FEE CALCULATIONS

Land Use Categary Current Fees' Potentiat Fees
Rural Estate (RE) $4,020/0.1. " $7.170/D.U.
Low Denslty Residential (RL) $4,020/D.U. $7,170/D.U.
Low Density-Hiliside (RL-H) $4.020/D.0, $7,170D.U.
Rural Residential {RR) $4,020/D.U. $7,170/D.U.
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Medium Density (RM) . $2,733/D.U, "$4,370/D.U.

High Density (RH) ’ $2,733/0.U. $4,370/D.U.
Retirament Community (RC) $1,600/D.U. $2,870/D.U,
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) $10.61/S.F, $7.00/SF.
Community Commeraial (CC) $7.55/5.F. ' $4.90/S.F.
Service Commercial (SC) $10.61/S.F. §7.00/S.F.
Office Commercial (OC} " $7.85/SF. $7.70/S.F.
Industrial $2.41/SF. $4.80/S.F,
" Does not reflect the subsidy currantly applied for nen-residential uses.
Source: City of Pitisburg, Fehr & Peers, 2006.

The new potential fee amounts represent a change from the current fee schedule, for a variety of
reasons. The total cost of the program has increased since the 1997 LTMF study was compieted, due to
a combination of factors such as the inclusion of additional capital improvements and increases in the
cost of construction and right-of-way acquisition. The 1997 LTMF study estimated the cost of the overalf
program at about $86 million (in 1997 doifars}, while this updated program cost is estimated at over $122
million (in current doltars). The proportion of the program cost that is projected to be covered by fea
revenues has remained relatively similar; in 1997, fes revenues were projected 1o cover 58% of.the
program cost, while this new update eslimates that fee revenues will cover about 60% of the lotal
program.,

The analytical tools and fechniques used to develop the fee calculations have also changed since 1897,
This update mzkes use of the new regional travel demand model available from CCTA, which was
adopted for use in eastern Contra Costa County in the summer of 2005 and incorporates recent land use
forecasts from ABAG. In addifion, this LTMF update uses several analytical procedures, such as the
methods o account for existing deficiencies and to convert land use forecasts into DUEs, that are
consistent with the recent RTDIM update prepared by ECCRFFA and refiect the most recent information
from the tansporiation planning industry's reference sources. All of these elements are different from
those used in the 1997 LTMF study, and account for the difierences in the fee levels presanted above.

OPTIONS FOR FEE ADJUSTMENTS

As noted in Chapter 2, the current LTMF program includes fee subsidies for non-residential land uses.
The following presents several options for applying varying levels of subsidy to various land use
categories and summarizes the effect on the overall revenue that would be generated by the updated
LTMF program. Table 9 presents this information for the program. The following options were examined:

1. Limit non-residential fees to $1.26 per square foot (which is double the current fee level). This
would involve subsidies of between $3.54 and $6.44 per square fool for the different commercial
and indusirial land use categories. 't is estimated that this would result in a 36% reduction in LTMF
progrem revenue,
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2. Limit non-residential fees to $1.26 per square foot, and use the residential fees adopted by the City
Council at their November 2006 hearing. It is estimated that this would resutt in a 40% reduction in -
LTMF program revenue. '

3. Limit non-residential fees to $1.26 per square foot and reduce residential fees by 15%. It Is
estimated that this would resuit in a 44% reduction in LTMF program revenue. .

4. Limit non-residential fees fo $1.26 per square foot and reduce residential fees by 25%. It is
estimated that this would result in a 49% reduction in LTMF program revenue,

This information is provided for itlustrative purposes to show the effects of adjusting the fee amounts for
different calegories of land uses. For exampls, for every 5% reduction In the residential fee there is about
a $2 milfion decrease in fee revenues that must be made up through other funding sources.
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TABLE 9 .
FEE OPTIONS AND REVENUE IMPACTS

Potential Fees Option 1: Limit Option 2: Option 3: Option | Option 4; Optio
Land Use without Range non-residential Council- 1 plus reduce 1 plus reduce
Category Road Interchai o fees to $1.26 per | Approved Fees | residential fees | residential foes
e B8] squarefoot |(Novembar 2006) by 15% by 25%
Rural Estata $7.170/D.1. $7,170/D.U. $6,766/D.U. $6,095M.U, $5,378/D.U.
Low Density $7.170/D.14, 87,170/D. . $6,766/D.U. $6,005/D.1), $5,378/D.U.
Residential
Lov;-; ﬁ[?eigsity- $7.170/D.U. $7,170/D.U. $6,766/D.V. $6,005/D.U, $5,37B/D.U.
illside
Rural Residential $7,170/D, 1), 57,170/D.U. $6,766/D.U. $6,095/D.U. $5,278/D.U.
Medium Density $4,370!D.U. $4,370/D.L. $4,131/D.U. $3,715/D.U. $3,278/D.U,
High Density $4,370/D.U. $4,370/0.U. $4,131/D.U. $3,715D.U. $3,278/D.U,
Retirement $2,870/D.U. $2,870/D.L. $2,712/0.U. $2,440/D.U. $2,153/D.U.
Community
Neighborhood ‘
Commercial S$7.00/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F, $1.26/8.F, $1.26/S.F.
Community _
Commercial $4.90/S.F. $1:26/8.F. $1.26/5.F. $1.26/S.F. . £1.26/S.F.
Service - ;
Commercial $7.00/S.F. $1.26/5.F. $1.26/5.F, $1.26/S.F. $1.26/SF,
Office Commercial $7.70/S.F. $1.26/8.F. $1.26/SF, $1.26/S.F. $1.26/5.F.
Industrial $4 B0IS.F. $1.26/5.F. $1.26ISF. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F.
Overall Revenue $73,000,000 347,000,000 §44,000,000 $41,000,000 $37,000,000
% reduction 36% 40% 44% 48%
§ reduction $26,900,000 $29,000,000 $32,000,000 $36,000,000

[Source: Fehr & Paers, 2008,
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5. LTMF PROGRAM FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter describes some of the other sources of funds that may be used to complement LTMF
revenues in completing the capital improvements addressed in this study.

FUNDING OF LTMF PROJECTS

As with the original LTMF program, the fee revenue from the updated LTME program will not pay the total
cost of ali the identified improvements. Funding will need to be generated from other sources lo
supplement the LTMF revenues. The following describes some of the othar sources of funds that could
be applied to improvements in the LTMF program.

RTDIM Fee - As described earlier, the ECCRFFA administers a regional transportation impact fee known
as the RTDIM fee. On Table 7, five projects in the LTMF program were shown with an asterisk to denote
that those projects are also included in the RTDIM fee program. As discussed in detail on pages 23
through 25 of the East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update, Final Report, June 16, 2005, the
RTDIM fee program does not cover all of the costs associated with its capital improvement projects. In
fact, the RTDIM fees only provide about 30% of the funds needed to cover the total costs of the program.
The RTDIM fee program relies upon several other sources of funds {such as bridge toll revenues through
Regional Measure 2, State Transportation tmprovement Program (STiP) funds, the County-wide sales tax
known as Measure C/Measure J, and other programs} to supplement the reglonal fee revenues, and even
after accounting for those other funding sources, there is still an estimated shortfall of almost $330 miliion
{or about 23%) in the RTDIM fee program.

Given this shortfall and the fact that most of the other sources of funds identified to supplement the
RTDIM program are nof targeted to any of the five projects located in Pittsburg, it is reasonable to
conclude that the regional funds available to support these five Pittsburg projects will likely be fairly
limited. Any RTDIM funds received for these five projects will be used to cover the portion of the costs
that are not included in the LTMF program {i.e., the cests that are not attributable to new development in
Pittsburg). In this way, the LTMF and the RTDIM fee programs will work together to address the needs for
transportation improverents in Pittsburg. '

Measure C/Measure J — Approved by Contra Costa County voters in 1988, Measure C imposed a one-
haif cent sales tax to help pay for transportation improvements over a 20-year period. The salgs lax was
reauthorized as Measure J in November 2004. The City of Pitisburg will be eligible to receive soma
Measure C/Measure J funds to help construct improvements to the local transportation network. These
funds could be used to help cover the unfunded portion of the LTMF program (such as the share of
project costs attributable to existing deficiencies). .

Grant Programs — The Cily of Pitisburg roufinely applies for grants through various state and federal
programs (such as the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality, or CMAQ program) to help financa public
infrastructure. The timing and amount of these grants ean vary substantially from year to year, depending
on the avallability of funds at the granting agency and the number of applicants. One of the uses for
these grant funds would be to cover the costs associated with correcting existing deficiencies identified in
Table 7.
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LTMF PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

As has been the case since the program's inception, the LTMF will be adjusted annually to reflect
changes in construction costs. The City wifl track trends in preject costs over time (for example, through
use of the Construction Cost Index published in the Engineering News Record) and will use that
information to assist in determining appropriate adjustments to the LTMF program, which could take the
form of fee refunds if project costs decline or fee increases if costs escalate.
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6. PROGRAM SUMMARY

This report provides a detailed discussion of the elements of the proposed Pittsburg LTMF pregram and
explains the analytical techniques used to develop this nexus study. The report addresses all of the fea
program elements required by AB 1600, as described below.

e ldsntifving the purpose of the fee

The purpose of the LTMF program is to mitigate the traffic impacts of new development within the
City, consistent with the land use and transportation policies of the General Plan, by developing
an overzll transportation system that will accommodale the City's expected future traffic demand.

= Identifying how the fee will be used and the facilities to be funded through the fes

The fee will be used fo help fund capital improvement projects necessary to accommodate future
traffic detnand in Pitisburg. Table 2 describes the projects o be funded through the fee.

» Dstermining a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the fype of development on
which the fee is imposed

As described in the report, different types of development generate traffic with different
characteristics. The calculations presented in Tables 4, 5 and 6 account for these different
characteristics by applying different per-unit fee factors to each type of development. These
considerations account for the differential impacts on the local transportation system generated
by differant development types.

° Determining a reasonabie relationship betwsen the need for the public facility and the type of
development an which the fes is imposed

The need for the facilifies listed in Table 2 has been established through a.series of echnical
reports and studies conducted over the last several years, as described in Chapter 2. Table 3
shows that there are few existing deficiencies on any of the facilities to be included in this LTME
program, indicating that most of the need for improvements is going to be generated by naw
development.

* Detfermining a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public
facility (or portion of facility) attributable to new development

The nexus analysis presented in this report accounts for existing deficiencies in the local
transporfation system and does not include the costs of rectifying those deficiencies in the fes
program. The costs attributable o traffic demand generated outside the City of Pitlsburg are
similarly rernoved from the program. Thus, the LTMF program is targeted toward the costs of
public improvements attributable to new development within Pittsburg; Table 7 provides detailed
information on these calculations. i

ﬂ), 34
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY QF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of: .

Approving and Adopting the December 2007
Update to the December 2006 Report:
Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee
(LTMF) Program Update, Including a Revised
Schedule of Local Transportation Development
impact Mitigation Fees

RESOLUTION NO. 07-10917

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg hereby finds the following to be true and
correct:

1. Pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code Section 66000,
et seq., a local agency is authorized to charge a fee to development applicants in connection
with approval of a development project for the purpose of defraying all or a portion of the
costs of public facilities related to the development project.

2. In 2007, the City initiated an update of the Local Transportation Mitigation Fee
Program to include an additional option to reduce the fee for residential development. That
update, which was documented in a report entitied “December 2007 Update to the December
2006 Report: Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update”,
prepared by the City's consultants (Fehr and Peers Transportation Consultants), dated
December 2007 (the “Report™), included a list of capital improvement projects and optional fee
structures for new development,

3. The Report establishes that projected new development within the City of
Pittsburg will further congest its roadways and place additional demand on the local
transportation system.

4, Future development in the City will generate the need for the additional local
traffic improvements specified in the Report, and the study determined that these local traffic
improvements are consistent with the City's General Plan, adopted on November 16, 2001, by
City Council Resolution No. 01-9490.

5. Travelers on some of the local transportation facilities described in Table 2 of
the Report, currently experience congestion and delays that are expected 1o increase in
severity as the result of projected development. Expansion and construction of related
improvements to the identified transportation facilities will enhance the flow of traffic, reduce
congestion and noise, and improve safety and air quality throughout the Regional Area.
Based upon this data, the City Councif finds that there is a reasonable relationship between
the need for the expansion and/or improvements 1o the identified transportation facilities and
to the types of development on which the fee is imposed.

g. The Report finds that a total of twenty-nine (29} local traffic and transportation
projects are necessary to accommodate future growth and its associated traffic demand. The
specific transportation improvements to be financed by the fees are described in Table 2 of
the Report that is deemed to be the capital improvement plan of the program.
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7. The estimated costs of the capital improvements, the continued need for those -
improvements and the reasonable relationship between such need and the impacts of the
various types of development pending or anticipated and for which the fee is charged, were
studied and reviewed as a part of the project Report.

8. The local traffic/transportation projects are necessary for the safety and capacity
of the transportation system as determined by planned growth forecasted by the Association
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for the City of Pittsburg.

9. The Buchanan Road Bypass is one of 29 improvements identified by the Report
as key to East Contra Costa County’s transportation infrastructure. The City of Pittsburg has
a current need to construct the Buchanan Road Bypass in order to divert new traffic from
existing congested roads, reduce idling time and delay, create a safer pedestrian crossing for
school children who attend Highlands Elementary School, and reduce emissions generated by
vehicles.

10.  The congestéd condition of some of the City’s existing roads will be significantiy
exacerbated by new development, compromising public welfare by forcing motorists to endure
long, costly delays: while commuting to and from school, work, local services, and other
destinations.

11.  The purpose of the local transportation mitigation fee program is to generate
monies that will fund the projects. The projects will improve safety and provide additional
transportation capacity. In this way, the transportation system can keep pace with the planned
growth in the City by providing assistance for the transportation needs and improved
infrastructure contained in the City's General Plan.

12. The local transportation mitigation fees, together with other sources of revenue,
will provide for the implementation of a transportation system that provides access to the
major developed areas of Pittsburg and maintains acceptable trave! conditions on the local
transportation system. One other source of such revenues will be fee revenues from the East
Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority's Regional Transportation Development
impact Mitigation (RTDIM) Fee Program, as set forth in Chapter 15.102 of the Pittsburg
Municipal Code. Five (5) of the 29 projects that will be partially funded with the local
transportation mitigation fees will receive a supplemental source of funding from the RTDIM
fee program. The local transportation mitigation fee will be imposed at the rates set forth in
this resolution and the existing, .complementary RTDIM will continue fo be imposed at the
rates set forth by the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Autharity and Coungil
resolution pursuant to Municipa! Code Chapter 15.102.

13.  The local transportation mitigation fees will be used to pay for administration of
the fee area and for the planning, environmental documentation, design, acquisition of right-
of-way, and construction of the projects.

14.  The fees expected to be generated by future developments will not exceed the
total costs of constructing the local transportation improvements. There is a reasonable
relationship between the amounts of the local transportation mitigation fees and the cost of

the public facilities or portion of the public facilities attributable to the development on which
the fee is imposed.

Page 2 of 7 ~ Resolution No. 07-10817



Attachments - Page 133

15.  The Report establishes, by use of a five-step technical analysis, that single,
Citywide uniform local transportation mitigation fees are justified as being reasonably related
to the types of development on which the fees are to be imposed, and that there is a
reasonable relationship between the need for the facilities described in Table 2 of the Report
and the types of development on which the fees are imposed, i.e., single family, multipte
family, commercial, office, industrial, and other uses. The method of aliocation of the feetoa
particular development within a class bears a fair and reasonable relationship to each
development's burden on, and benefit from the local transportation improvements to be
funded by the fees. .

16. There is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the type of
developmentprojects on which the fees are imposed, in that the types of development subject
to the fees will generate additional traffic that will place additional demand on the local
transportation system. The additional traffic generated by the development projects will resuit
in a need to expand, extend, or improve existing transportation facilities and a need to
construct new facilities to mitigate the adverse traffic effects that would otherwise result from
such development. Construction of the improvements specified in the Report will result in
improved traffic flow, reduced congestion and noise, and improved safety and air quality in the
study area.

17.  The local transportation mitigation fees coliected pursuant to this resolution will
be used for transporiation improvements that will mitigate impacts and reduce traffic
congestion and delays, and improve noise, safety and air quality throughout the City, and the
City Council finds that there is a reasonable relationship between the use of the local
transportation mitigation fees (transportation improvements) and the type of development
projects upon which the fees are imposed.

18.  These fees implement policies of the City of Pitisburg General Plan adopted
November 16, 2001, including the policies that new development shali contribute its fair share
of the cost of public infrastructure and services. This shall include installation of public
facilities, payment of impact fees, and participation in a Capital Improvement Financing
Program.

19. The City Council determines that the adoption of this local transportation
mitigation tees resolution is statutorily exempt from the requiremenis of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to Section 21080(b)(8) of the Public Resources
Code and Section 15273(a)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines because the fees collected from this
action will be used for local transportation infrastructure necessary to maintain an acceptable
level of service within existing service areas. Once sufficient funds are collected and prior to
approval of the final alignment and configuration of the individual transportation improvement
projects, the City of Pittsburg will take all other CEQA required actions. The City Council
further finds that the adoption of updates in the local transportation mitigation fees annually in
accordance with changes in the Engineering News Record Index is also statutorily exempt
under Section 15273(a)(4) of the California Environmental Quality Act because the amount of
any increase is precisely determinable based on the published change of the Index and
relates solely to the increase of construction costs for the previously identified projects.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Pittsburg does hereby RESOLVE:

Page 3 of 7 r Resolution No. 07-10817
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Section ].  Approval and Adoption of Report. After considering the studies and
analyses prepared by the City's consultants and staff as reflected in the December 2007
Update to the December 2006 Report: Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF)
Program Update, together with the testimony received at the public hearing, the City Council
approves and adopts said Report including the Technical Appendix, and incorporates the
Report by reference and makes it a part of this Resolution. The final Report is ordered to be
kept on file with the City Clerk.

Section [l.  Basis for Findings. - The Report and the referenced publications contain
sufficient information for the City Council to make the above findings, and the City Council
declares that it has relied thereon in reaching its conclusions and recommendations set forth
hersin.

Section Hl.  Adoption of Findings. Based on this review, the City Council adopts
such findings and conclusions set forth herein as its findings in support of adopting a revised
schedule of loca! transportation mitigation fees, in accordance with the funding scenario
described as Option 3 in Table 9, “Fee Options and Revenue Impacts,” of the Repor,
attached hereto and incorperated herein.

Section IV. Adoption of Fees.

A. The fees set forth in the fee option chosen by Council, shown in Table 8
of the Report, are enacted as the Local Transportation Mitigation Fees of the City of Pittsburg
for local transportation impacts.

" B.  Those fees established by this resolution shall, beginning on January 1,
2009, and January 1 of each year thereafter, be automatically increased or decreased from
the amount then applicable by the same percentage as the percentage of increase or
decrease in construction costs between September 1 of the calendar year immediately
preceding September 1 of the current calendar ysar, based on the Engineering News-Record
Construction Gosts Index —~ San Francisco Bay Area, without further action of the City Council.
The Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index for the San Francisco Bay Area is
commonly used in the local engineering profession to account for changes in construction
costs due to changes in material costs and labor rates observed in this region.

C. The local transportation mitigation fees collected pursuant to this
resolution shall be used exclusively for the projects listed in Table 2 of the Report.

Section V. Payment of Fee.

A. The applicable local transportation mitigation fee shall be determined on
the basis of the fee schedule in effect at the time a building permit, or other applicable permit
is issued. !f no permit is required, then the fees are payable in the amounts in effect at the
commencement of the project. The Chief Building Official or other official designated by the
City Manager shall determine the amount of the fee in accordance with the standards set forth
in this resolution,

Page 4 of 7 Resolution No. 67-10917
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B.  The property owner shall pay to the City, the local transportation
mitigation fee imposed under this chapter in the amount established by this resolution. The
fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit.

C. No building permit shall be issued for property within the City unless the
local transportation mitigation fee for that property is paid as required by this resolution.

D.  The local transportation mitigation fees shall also be paid as a condition
of an extension cr renewal of a public permit issued after passage of this resolution if a fee
has not been paid previously.

Section VI. Exemptions from Fee. The local transportation mitigation fee shall
not be imposed in the following instances of a development project:

A. The fee shall not be required of any project involving replacement of
existing structures destroyed by fire or other natural disaster or constructed as part of a
redevelopment project, or rehabilitation of existing structures where the total cost of the work
undertaken is less than fifty percent (50%) of the value of the existing structure.

B. Projects involving replacing structures on property not covered under
Section V|, paragraph A, shall pay a fee equal to the difference between the fee calculated for
the proposed use and the fee calculated for the existing use. The amount of fee credit given
for existing structures shall be based upon the cutrent fee in effect when the fee is to be paid
and only appfies to the property that has structures being replaced.

C.- The following uses are categorically exempt from the fees imposed by
this Resolution: Christmas tree lots, seasonal fruit stands, mobile food vendors, and circuses
and carnivals.

D. Any alteration or addition to a residential structure, except to the extent
that a residential unit is added to a single family residential unit or another unit is added to an
existing multi-family residential unit.

Section Vil. Use of Fee Revenue. The revenues raised by payment of the local
transportation mitigation fees shall be placed in a separate, interest-bearing account to permit
accounting for such revenues and the interest that they generate.

Fees paid pursuant to this resolution shall be placed in a fund to be used solely for the
purposes and projects as described below. Any interest accumulated on such funds shall
also be used only for said purposes and projects.

A To pay for acquisition/construction of the Improvements;

B. To pay for design, engineering, construction of and property acquisition
for, and reasonable costs of outside consultant studies related to the Improvements;

C.  To reimburse developers that have designed and constructed a usable

portion of any of the Improvements with prior City approval and have entered into an
agreement, as provided in Section 13, below,;

Page 5of 7 Resolution No. 07-10917
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D. To pay for and/or reimburse costs of the local transportation mitigation fee
program development, including, but not limited to, the cost of studies, legai costs, and other
costs of updating the fee; and

E. To pay for and/or reimburse costs of the City of Pittsburg's administration of
the local transportation mitigation fee program, including, but not limited to, the cost of
studies, legal costs, and other costs of updating the Fee. :

Seaction VIlI. Periodic Review and Adjustments to Fees.

A. Within one hundred eighty {180} days after the close of each fiscal year,
the City Manager or his designee shall prepare a report for the City Council, pursuant to
Government Code Section 66006, identifying the balance of fees in the account at the
beginning and end of the fiscal year, the fee, interest, and other income, and the armount of
expenditure by public facility, any refunds, and other expenditures.

B. The City shall make the periodic report available to the public, and the
City Council shall review the report at a regularly scheduled meeting in accordance with
Section 660086.

C.  The City shall similarly conduct the pericdic review under Government
Code Section 66001(d) every five (5) years.

D. Pursuant to Government Gode Section 66002, the City Council shall alsc
arnually review, as a part of its Capital Improvement Plan, the local transportation
improvements to be financed with the local transportation mitigation fees. The City Counctl
shall make findings identifying the purpose to which the existing fee balances are to be put
and demonstrating a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for which it is
charged. This annual review may warrant adjustments to the local transportation mitigation
fees adopted herein.

Section IX. Applicable Law. The local transportation mitigation fees are imposed
upon new development projects, as defined and authorized by the Mitigation Fee Act,
California Government Code Sections 66000 et seq., and accordingly are not governed by the
provisions of California Constitution Article XIIID.

Section X.  Severability. Each component of the Fee and all portions of this
resolution are severable. Should any individual component of the Fee or any portion of this
resolution be adjudged to be invalid and unenforceable by a body of competent jurisdiction,
then the remaining Fee components and/or resolution portions shail be and continue in full
force and effect, except as 1o those Fee components and/or resolution portions that have
been adjudged invalid. The City Council of the City of Pittsburg hereby declares that it would
have adopted this resclution and each section, subsection, clause, sentence, phrase and
other portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that one or more section, subsection, clause
sentence, phrase or other portion may be held invalid or unconstitutional.

Section X|. FEffective Date.  This resolution shall become effective immediately.
In accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the Fee shall be effective sixty (60)
days from the effective date of this resolution.

Page 6 of 7 Resolution No. 07-10917
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Pittsburg at a reguiar
meeting on the 17th day of December 2007, by the following vote:

AYES: Members Evola, Kee, Parent and Mayor Casey
NOES: None '
ABSENT:  Member Johnson

ABSTAIN: None

A Gone

Will Casey, Mayor

ATTEST:

(Vier & Ziincer

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk

Page 7 of 7 Resolution No. 07-10917
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
65 Civic Aventie :
Pittsburg, CA 34565

DATE: 12/11/2007

TO: | Mayor and Council Members

FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: APPROVAL AND ADOPTION OF THE DECEMBER 200'.4?P UPDATE

TO THE DECEMBER 2006 REPORT: PITTSBURG LOCAL
TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE {LTMF) PROGRAM UPDATE,
INCLUDING NEW FEE OPTIONS TABLE (Continuation of a Public
Hearing held on November 17, 2007)

MEETING DATE: 12/17/2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The aitached resoiution will adopt new local transportation mitigation fees based upon a
December 2007 Update to the December 2006 Repon, Pittsburg Local Transportation
Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update (the “Report”). The Report was prepared by the
City's consultant, Fehr & Peers, Transportation Consultants, and includes a new option
(Option 3) to reduce the current residential fees by approximately 8.3%.

FISCAL IMPACT

The City collects and maintains an account for the local transportation mitigation fee (the
“4ee”) from developers, and administers the fee projects’ construction. If City Council
approves staff's recommendation to adopt Option 3, listed in Table 8 of the Report, the
current single-family residential fee of $7170 per dwelling unit (DU) would be reduced to
$6500 / DU, the current multi-family residential fee of $4370 / DU wouid be reduced to.
$3962 / DU, the current retirement community fee of $2870 / DU would be reduced 10
$2602, and the current commercial and industrial fee of $1.26 per square foot would remain
the same.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the City Council approve and adopt the December 2007 Update to the
December 2006 Report: Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program
Update. Further, staff recommends the City Council adopt Option 3 listed in Table 9, “Fee
Options and Revenue Impacts,” of the Report and adopt a fee schedule based upon it, with
an additional 1% mark-up for administrative and lega! costs. Administrative and legal costs
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have been shown in the past to exceed the 1% mark-up recommended for this fee.
BACKGROUND

Under Municipal Code Chapter 15.90, the City has adopted a Local Transportation
Mitigation Fee (the "LTMF"). Projected new development in the Gity will further congest the
roadways and thoroughfares and increase traffic delays in the City. City Council Resolution
No. 92-7789 originally set the amount of the LTMF and directed an annual review of the
dollar amount of the LTMF.

On November 17, 1997, City Council adopted Ordinance 97-1130. This ordinance approved
the “Final Report: Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee Study Update”, prepared by Fehr & Peers
Associates, inc., dated October 23, 1997, and amended Table 1, “Mitigation Fees by Land
Use,” contained in Municipal Gode Section 15.90.060. The specific fransportation .
improvements to be financed by the LTMF are described in the Report, on file with the City
Clerk.

City Councll has since periodically adjusted the LTMF based on increased construction
costs and updated the Report to account for new development pro;echons and additional
projects.

On December 18, 2008 City Council adopted Resolution No. 06-10687, Rescinding
Resolution No. 06-10651 and approving and adopting the most recent Pittsburg Local
Transportation Mitigation Fee Program Update Repor, inciuding a revised schedute of local
transportation mitigation fees and a revised list of transportation improvement projects, and
adoplion of an Ordinance amending Chapter 15.90, *Transportation Mitigation Fee,” of the
Pittsburg Municipal Code. .

On November 19, 2007 City Council held a public hearing to consider the 2007 Update fo
Final Report: Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update. The
public hearing was continued to December 17, 2007.

SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS
Not applicable.
STAFF ANALYSIS

The item for Council action tonight is related to the City's Local Transportation Mitigation
Fee Program. Attached is a resolution approving and adopting a December 2007 Update to
the December 2006 Reponrt, Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program
Update. The Report includes a new table of fee options and revenue impacts (Table 9).

Staff is recommending the City Council approve and adopt this Report, along with the
attached LTMF schedule based upon option 3 listed in Table 9 of the Report. This is
consistent with other similar development fee reductions (e.g. the Regional Transportation
Development Impact Mitigation fee), which serve to encourage development in Pittsburg.

A 1% mark-up for administrative and legal costs will be added to the LTMF fee schedule.

ATTACHMENTS:  Resoiution
December 2007 Update to the December 2006 Report: Pittsburg-Local Transportation
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Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update, and Technical Appendix
2008 LTMF Schedule :

Report Prepared By: Paul Reinders
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EXHIBIT “A”

2008 LTMF SCHERULE

Local
Transportation LTMF Fees
: Mitigation Fees with City of Pittsburg
Land Use_Category . Fee Units {LTMF) Fees Adminisirative Cosls (1%
Single family residential Per dwelling unit $ 6,500 $ 6,665
(Rural Estate, Low Density Residential, -
Low Density Hillside, Rural Residential)
Multiple family residential Per dwelling unit $ 3,962 $ 4,002
{Medium Density, High Density}
Retirement Gommunity Per dwelling unit $ 2,602 $ 2,628
Commercial Per square foot of $ 1.26 $ 1.27
(Neighborhood Commercial, Community gross floor area
Commercial, Service Commercial} -
Office Per square toot of % 1.26 $ 1.27
{Office Commercial) gross floor area
Industrial Per square foot of $ 1.26 $ 1.27
gross floor area

Other Per peak hour trip $6,500 $ 6,565

as determined
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of;

Resolution Adopting the 2010 East Contra )

Costa Regional Fee Program Update ) _

And Establishing Fees for City’s PRTDIM ) RESOLUTION NO. 10-11533
Program Pursuant to Pittsburg Municipal )

Code Section 15.103.020 )

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES RESOLVE as follows:

WHEREAS, since 1894 the City of Pittsburg has imposed a regional traffic
development impact mitigation fee on new development in the City to pay for new
development's fair share of required regional transportation infrastructure improvements; and

WHEREAS, on September 20, 2010, the City Council adopted an urgency ordinance
codifying Pittsburg Municipal Code Chapter 15.103, which established a new Pittsburg
Regional Transportation Development Impact Mltlgatlon Fee ("PRTDIM") program in the City

_of Pittsburg; and

WHEREAS, the City retained Fehr & Peers to prepare a PRTDIM fee nexus study
(“Fee Study") entitled “2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update,” in
accordance with the reqmrements of Government Code Section 66000 et seq. ("Mitigation
Fee Act™); and

WHEREAS, the Fee Study identifies a list of necessary regicnal transportation
improvements approved by the City and its regional transportation partners, including the
East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority; and P ’

WHEREAS, the Fee Study provides information and data regarding the nexus between
the identified regional transpartation improvements and the benefitting land uses that would
pay the PRTDIM fees at the time of development; and

WHEREAS, it is the City’s policy that new development should contribute its fair share
to public facilittes and services through the imposition of impact fees which are used to
finance, defray or reimburse the City for the costs of facilities required to serve such new
development; and :

WHEREAS, on September 20, 2010, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing
on the proposed PRTDIM fees consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act; and

WHEREAS, the Fee Study prepared by Fehr & Peers has been made available to the -
public for review and comment at least ten (10) days before the public hearing on the
proposed PRTDIM fees consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Pittsburg Municipal Code Chapter 15.103, the

City Council of the City of Pittsburg desires to impose and adopt the Fee Study and identified
PRTDIM fees in accordance with the nexus calculations and recommendations in the Fee

Resolution No. 10-11533 Page 1 of 3 September 20, 2010
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Study.
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council finds and determines as follows:
Section 1. Recitals

The City Council hereby finds and determines that the above recitals are true and correct
and have served as the basis, in part, for the findings and actions of the City set forth-
below.

Secticn 2. Mitigation Fee Act Compliance

The City Council finds and determines that the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee
Program Update (“Fee Study") prepared by Fehr & Peers, attached as Exhibit A to the staff
report and incorporated herein by this reference, complies with the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act by establishing the basis for the imposition of the fees on new
development. This finding is based on the fact that the Fee Study:

A. ldentifies the purpose of the fees;

B. identifies the use to which the fees will be put;

C. Shows a reasonable relationship between the use of the fees and the
type of development project on which the fees are imposed;

D. Demonstrates a reasonable relationship between the need for the public
facilities and the type of development projects on which the fees are
imposed,

E. Demonstrates a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees
and the cost of the public facilities or portion of the public facilities
attributable to the development on which the fees are imposed.

Section 3. Use of PRTDIM Fees

The City Council hereby determines that the fees collected pursuant to Pittsburg Municipal
Code Chapter 15.103 shall be used to finance and implement the public facilities described
or identified in the Fee Study, plus related administrative costs including consultant, legat,
City staff and other expenses incurred in developing and/or administering the Fee.

Section 4. Project Descriptions and Cost Estimates

The City Council has considered the specific project descriptions and cost estimates
identified in the Fee Study and hereby approves such project descriptions and cost
estimates and finds them reasonable as the basis for calculating and imposing the
PRTDIM fees.

- Settion 5.- Adoptioﬁ of Fee Study
The City Council héreby adopts the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program
Update ("Fee Study”) prepared by Fehr & Peers, attached as Exhibit A to the staff report

and incorporated herein by this reference, consistent with Pittsburg Municipal Code
Section 15.103.020.

Resolution No. 10-11533 Page 2 of 3 September 20, 2610
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Section 6. Adoption of PRTDIM Fees

The City Council hereby adopts the PRTDIM fee schedule attached as Exhibit B to the
staff report and incorporated herein by this reference, consistent with Pittsburg Municipal
Code Section 15.103.020.

Section 7. Severability

If any Section of this Resolution is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid,
void or unenforceable, the remaining Sections shall nevertheless continue in full force and
effect without being impaired or invalidated in any way.

Section 8. Effective Date

This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption, consistent with the urgency
ordinance adopted by the City Council on September 20, 2010 codifying the PRTDIM
program at Pittsburg Municipal Code Chapter 15.103.

Section 9. Application of Fees

The fees established by the PRTDIM program and identified in this Resolution shall be
applied to all new development within the City as of September 7, 2010,

APPROVED AND ADQOPTED by the City Council of the City of Pittsburg at a regular
meeting on the 20th day of September, 2010, by the following vote:

AYES: Césey, Johnson, Parent, Evola
NOES: Kee |

ABSTAINED: None

ABSENT: None

g A

Salvatore N. Evola, Mayor

ATTEST:

Alice E. Evenson, Clty Clerk

Resociution No. 10-11533 Page 3 of 3 September 20, 2010
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Final Report

East Contra Costa .
Regional Fee Program Update

September 2010

 WC10-2756

FEHR & PEERS .

TRAKSPORIATION COMSULTAMLS
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1. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The purpose of a regional transportation impact fee program is to support an overall regionai transportation
system in East County that serves the expected future travel demand. The East Contra Costa Regional Fee and
Financing Authority (ECCRFFA or the Authority} is a regional planning agency charged with oblaining the funding
for regional transportation improvement projects in eastern Contra Costa County. The Authority's jurisdiction has
traditionalty encompassed the eastern portion of the County, including unincorporatad areas as well as the Cities
of Anioch, Brentwood, Oakley, and Pittsburg.

The Authority first implemented a transportafion impact fee in 1994. The ariginal fee program is documented in
Response fo Propesed Route 4 Bypass Authority Development Fee Program, Korve Engineering, April 1993,
The fee was designed to provide a contribution from new developmeant toward a series of regional transportation
improvements, such as the State Route (SR} 4 Bypass and the widening of SR 4 through Pittsburg anhd Antioch.
Working with the member sgencies and Caltrans, the Authority has successfully utilized fee revenue lo initiate the

design and construction of the SR 4 Bypass, and has contributed funds to other regionally significant projects. :

The fee program has undergone some madifications in the intervening years, with the fee levels for each
community being changed periodically to reflect changes in consiruction costs. The Authority conducted an °
update of the fee program in 2001 to help fund an expanded list of regional transportation improvements. As the
program update process was proceeding, a second joint powérs authority was established (the East County
Transportation Improvement Authority, or ECTIA). The fee siructures for both Authorities were finalized in
January 2002, and fees were levied by both Authorities to support different lists of improvement projects. A
combined Strategic Plan was published in February 2003 outlining the cash flow prOJechons and project
prioritization for the regional improvements supported by the fee programs.

In 2005, the two fee Authorifies were combined into a single entity by d1ssolving ECTIA and updating ECCRFFA
to cover a comprehensive set of needed improvements to the regional transportation system. An updated nexus
study was conducted and documented In the Final Report; East Contra Costa Regiona! Fee Program Update,
June 2005, All of the jurisdictions adopted an updated fee schedule al that ime, which has besn annually
adjusted tc account for construction cost changes.

PURPOSE OF CURRENT STUDY

In the summer of 2010, the City of Pittsburg formally withdrew from ECCRFFA and requested that the June 2005
nexus study repont be updated. This document is intended 1o update the June 2005 report. The key information
from the June 2005 report has been maintained: for example, the list of capital improvemant projects remains the
same, and the same analytical methods and procedures are used in the fee calculations, Updated information
has been applied where available: for example, updates have been applied to the project cost estimates as weli
as the projections of future land development in the East County area, and the most recent version of the Contra
Ccsta‘Transportation Authority (CCTA) regional travel model has been used

“The structure of the report remains similar, with some changes made to reflect current conditions. Notations have
been added to explain where elements of the June 2005 nexus study have been maintsined as is, and whera
updates have been incorporated. The reader is encouraged to refer directly to the original June 2005 report for
specific infarmation about the nexus study conducted at that time. .
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ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report contains a total of four chapters including this introductory chapter.

+ Chapler Il - Current Fee Program summarizes the status of the current ECCRFFA fee program and
identifies the projects included in the program.

o Chapler Il - Anaiysis describes the methods used and the results of the technical analysis conducted to
establish the nexus.

¢ Chapler IV — Funding Considerations discusses fee options and other sources of funds for the overall
regional transportation improvement program.

5
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2. CURRENT FEE PROGRAM

Eastern Contra Costa Counfy is an area that has experienced considerable population and employment growth.
This growth in population and employment translates into increased demand for travel, and congestion on East
County's freeways and arerial roads has resulied. The Route 4 East Corridor Major Investment Sludy, May
1899, as well as the SR 4 Corridor System Management Flan currently being prepared by Caltrans and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), are two of the regional planning documents that provide
extensive information on travel trends and expected growth in East County, and forecast increasing congestion on
the major facilities in the area without substantial improvements to the transportation system.

Currently, the ECCRFFA fee program includes 26 fransportation improvement projects, such as the widening of
the SR 4 freeway, continued censtruction of the SR 4 Bypass, improvements to focal arterial roads such as Willow
Pass Road and Balfour Road, and the extension of major regional transit service through €éBART. The current fee
schedule is shown in Table 1, and a map of the projects is provided on Figure 1,

CURRENT ECCRFFA REGIONAL TRA:IQ?BER‘I!ATION DEVELOI;‘MENT IMPACT FEES
"n Ue T --""- nlt T Fe per UI
Singie-Family DU : ' 5 17,795.00
Multi-Family ' DU 5 10,924.00
Commercial Sq. Ft. 3 1,49
Office. Sq. Ft. 3 1.31
Industria : Sq. FL $ 1.3%
Other Unit 3 . 17,795.00
Source; East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority; fees effective January 1, 2010.

)
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3. ANALYSIS

This chapter describes the analytical process used to determine the nexus between the impact from new
development in East County and the needed improvements. The focus of the fee program is on developing a
regional transportation system that will accommeodate the expected future traffic demand.

The technical analysis for this study was completed through a series of six sleps. Each is listed balow, along with
. @ brief description. Specific notations are included to denote which analytical steps have been maintained from
the original June 2005 study, and which have been updated,

Step 1~ Determine Capacity Needs to Accommodate Future Growth

The June 2005 nexus study conducted an analysis to determine the need for fulure capacity improvements in
East County in order to accommodate the expected fulure travel demand. Estimates of future travel in East
County basad on the then-current regional land use projections from the Assaciation of Bay Area Governments
{ABAG} were used to evaluate the expecied future traffic demand in the major corridors serving regional ‘raffic,
namely the east-west corridor along existing SR 4 and the north-south cosridor along the future SR 4 Bypass.
This “screenling” analysis was used to determine how many lanes of addifional roadway capacity would be
needed to accommodate the expecled future demand. :

Since the June 2005 study was conducted, new travel démand modefing tools- have been developed by the
Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) and used throughout Contra Costa County, and new land use
orojections have been developed by ABAG. In order to confirm the screenline analysis from the June 2005 study,
we applied the most recent version of the CCTA model, which produces forecasts. of future travel demand to the
year 2030, and examined the results for the same locations evaluated in the original study. The new modet
produces estimates of future traffic volumes throughout the regional corridors in the East County that are simitar
to or higher than the resufts shown in the June 2005 stedy. This confirms that the capacity enhancements
identified in the 2005 study as being necessary to serve future demand remain needed.

-

Step 2 — /dentify Needed improvement Projects and Costs

As documented. in the June 2005 nexus study, the participating jurisdictions worked together in extensive
coordination meetings to define a set of transportation projects that would provide the capacity estimated to be
needed through the analysis described above. The list of capital improvement projects identified through that
process has been maintained in this updated report, and is provided in Table 2. The regional benefit of the
roadway improvement projects is linked to the capacity needs identifizd through ihe screenling analysis described
in Step 1. For transit projects, benefits derive from improved connectivity to regional destinations and additional
{ransportation choices for East County travelers.

It should be noted that, as was the case in the June 2005 repor, 2 few elements of the capital improvement
‘projects on the list in Table 2 have been constructed. The purpose of the nexus study is to establish the
relationship between the impacts caused by development in East County and the costs to address those impacts
by improving the regicnal transportation system, ang to calculate the maximum fee that would resull from those
improvements (while acknowledging that the actual fee charged has always been substantially iess than the
maxirmum). While some elements of that regional system have now been built, many ather elements are either
under construction or remain io be completed. For purposes of consistency, all elements of the system remain on
the project list, and before calculating the maximum fees, we deduct the value of all the regional fees that have
been collected tc date, in order to account for the fact that development that has occurred over the past 16 years
has already contributed to the regional improvements.

fp
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Estimated costs for each of the improvements were provided by the sponsoring agency as part of the June 2005
nexus study.. In cases where more receni cost estimates are now availabie, those have been incorporated into
this updated report and are noted in Table 2. In cases where more recent cost estimates were not readily
available, we have applied an index factor to adjust the original cost estimates to reflect current conditions, The
cost index factor reflects the San Francisco regional Construction Cost Index as published in the Engineering
News Record (ENR), and equates to 1.186 (or an 1B.6% increase in costs). This cost adjusiment is the same as
the net adjustment that has been applied lo the ECCRFFA fees curnulatively over the past five years tc adjust
_them for changes in construction costs.

TABLE 2
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT LIST AND ESTIMATED COSTS
Cost
Estimate New Cost
Number Project Description Jurisdiction | from 2005 Estimate
: : Report {($ miliion)
($ million)
1 SR 4 Freeway widening Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, 1
‘ widen to B lanes _ CCTA 5 98.0 § 100
Loveridge Road to Somersville Road, ’ 1
widen to 8 lanes CCTA $ 750 $ 167.0
Somersville Road to Bypass (8 lanes to 1
Hillerest, & lanes to Bypass) CCTA § 2400 § 4260
Hillcrest Avenue Interchange expansion Antioch, 2
coTA § 100 $ 118
2 SR 4 Bypass Phase 1: & tanes to Laurel Road,
Segment 1 interchanges at Laure| Road and Lone Bypass Authority $ 103.6 S 106.0'
Tree Way :
Phage 2: SR 180 Interchange Bypass Authority g 250 $  50.0
Laurel interchange, phase 2 Bypass Authority 3 1.0 3 1.2
SR 4 Bypass Fhase 1; 2L
3 e ase i clanes Bypass Authority | $ 200 5 200"
Segment 2
Phase 2: 4 lanes, Sand Creek Road fo : 1
Balfour Road - Bypass Autharity $ 160 § 208
Widen to & lanes, Lauret Road 1o Sand .
Creok Road Bypass Authority | $§  38.0 § 451
Sand Creek Road Interchange Bypass Autherity | & 30.0 $ 329
4 SR 4 Bypass Balfour to Marsh Creek Road (2 lanes) . .
Segiment 3 plus Marsh Creek east-west carmector | BYPass Autherty | 5 44.0 $ 800
Vasco Road Extension, Marsh Creek . 2
Road 1o Vasco Road, 2 lanes Bypass Autharity § 100 $ N
Segment 3, widen to 4 lanes Bypass Authority | §  38.0 $ 454
Balfour Road Interchange Bypass Authority | §  36.0 5 &ba
Marsh Creek Road Interchange . Bypass Authority | § 24.0 $  285°
. Vasco Road Interchange Bypass Authority § 200 s 237
5 Laure! Road Extension SRd Bypass to Empire Avenue, 6 lanes Antioch, s 242 s o287
Oaklay -
6 SR 239784 Connector Armstrong Road extension, 2 lanes : 2
{formerly Byron Airport Road) ! County § .6'1 $ 7z
7 SR 239 Corridor study and preliminary design 3
{no construction costs) County s 100 § 100
] SR 4 (Main Street or Virdage Parkway in Oakley to Marsh
Brentwood Boulavard) Creek bridge in Brentwood and Qakley, $ 210 $ 35.8°
widening Chestnul Sireet 1o Balfour Road in Brentwood ' '
sauth Brentwood, 4 lanes
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TABLE 2

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT LIST AND ESTIMATED COSTS

Cost

Estimate New Cost
Number Project Description Jurisdiction from 2005 Estimate
Report {$ miillon)
($ million)
9 Balfour Road widening Deer Valley Road to Brentwood city ‘ 2
) limits. widen to 4 lanes County $ 6.8 ] B.1
10 Marsh Creek Road and Deer Marsh Creek: Walnut Bivd to Clayton B ,
Valley Road satety Deer Valley: Baifour 1o Marsh Creek Rd County ¥ 42 § 168
enhancements
11 Reoute 84/Vasco Road| Widento4 lanes to Counly line County $ 208.0 s 247.9°
Northern Paralle! Arterials '
12 Pilishurg-Antioch Highway Somersville Road lo Loveridge Road, Antioch, s 110 s 13.0°
widen to 4 janes Pittsburg ) '
13 Ninth and Tenth Sireets A Streel to L Street, couplel s 2
improverneats Antioch $ 4.5 s 8.3
14 California Avenue Railroad Avenue to Laveridge Road, . ~ 2
_ widen ta 4 lanes Pittsburg § 1867 $ 188
15 Willow Pass Road Range Read to Loftus Road and Balley . . 2
Road to city imils. widen tc 4 lanes Piltsbug, County $ 6. $ 8.2
Southern Parallel Arterials
16 | Buchanan Bypass New 4-ane adenal {perhaps 2 lanes, y 2
deperding on studies) Pitlsburg § 400 415
or Buchanan Road Railroad Avenue 1o Scmersvilie Road, Pittsburg,
widen to 4 lanes Anlioch
17 West Tregallas Road/ Fitzuren Lone Tree Way to Buchanan Road, . 2
Road wicen 10 4 lanes Antioch &0 vy
18 West Leiand Road Extend from San Marco to Avila Road : 2
{Concord) ) Pittsburg $ 1.6 £ 138
or Evora Road Willew Pass Road (BP) to Willow Pass Count
Road {Concord), widen 10 4 lanes Y
Regional Arterial Profects
19 Wilbur Avenue Minaker Dr. to SR 180, widen to 4 l[anes | Anlipch, County $ 200 §  ua7
20 | Neroly Road lca)i?:y Rd to Laure! Rd, widente 4 Oakley 5 50 5 5.9
21 Deer Valley Road Antioch city limits to Baifour Road, 2.
widen to 4 lanes County § 9.0 3 107
22 Wainut Boulevard Brentwood city limits to SR 4 Bypass, 2
widen to 4 lanes County § 120 $ 142
23 John Muir Parkway - New roadway between Balfour Road 2
and Fairview Avenue Brentwood 3 114 s 138
24 Byron Highway Delta Roed io SR 4, safety z
enhancements County 5 36 S 4.3
Regional Transit Projects
25 East County Express Bus Tri-Delta Transit £ 83 5 9.87
26 Comruter Rail (eBART) CCTA £ 3770 § 4820
Total Cost $ 1LENG $ 2,285.8

1. Updated cost infermation was provided by sponsoring agency.
2. \Updated cost was derived by applying constiustion cosi escalation factor of 18,6% to 2005 cost estimale.
3. Mo escalation faclor applied, because this project does nai invelve canstrugiion.
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Step 3 ~ Identify Existing Deficiencies on Regional Network

By definition, a fee program charges fees to new development in order to fund transportation improvements
necessary to serve the demand and impacts generated by that new development. The following procedure was
used to determine if any of the transportaiion projects identified in Step 2 were on facilities that expearience current
fraffic problems, as defined by the region.

As required by Contra Costa County's Measures C and J, the transportation planning committee for East County
(TRANSPLAN) regularly prepares an Action Plan for the Routes of Regicnal Significance in the subregion. The
Action Plan defines quantifiable Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs) for each major regional facility and actions
necessary.fo achieve those objectives. CCTA periodicaily prepares a T80 Monitoring Repert to document the
current status of the TSOs and progress made toward achiaving them. At the time of the June 2005 report, the
available TSO Manitoring Report was dated December 2004. Since then, the 2007 T8O Monitoring Report was
prepared and published’in September 2008.

While a new Aclion Plan was completed in 2008 that defined slightly differant "multimodal” transportaticn service
objectives (MTSOs), a new MTSO monitoring report has not yet been prepared. Therefore, we will refer to the
2004 and 2007 TSO monitoring reports. The TSC monitoring reports are used o determine the status of the
facilities identified in Step 2 as needing improvement. If the reports indicate that a facility identified in Step 2 is
- net currently meeting its applicable TSO, then that facifity is flagged as an existing deficiency.

In the East County area, the Delay Index is the primary TSQ used ic assess the performance of major road
segments along-regional freeways and arterials, The Delay Index is a measure of hraffic congestion, and is
defined as the ratio of the time required to travel between two points during the peak hour when rcads are most
congested, to the time required during uncongested off-peak times. On sural routes, a measure of peak hour
Level of Service {LOS) for rural highways is used in addition to the Delay Index TSO. In conjunction with the
participating jurisdictions during the preparation of the June 2005 report, it was determined thal the Delay Index
and Rurzl Highway LOS TSOs were the appropriate measures of current transportation system performance to
use in evaluating the presence of existing deficiencies in East County.

The 2004 7SO Monitoring Report indicated that two of the facilities identified for improvement in the fee program
were not meeting the relevant TSO. These facilities were: Siate Route 4 between Loveridge Road and Hillcrest
Avenue, which exceeded the Delay Index TSO during the AM peak hour; and Buchanan Road between Railroad
Avenue and Somersville Road, which exceeded the Delay Index TSCO during both the AM and PM peak hours.
The June 2005 study therefore considered these two facliities to have existing deficiencies, and the costs for
improving them were treated differently, as described in more detait under Step 4 below.

The 2097 TSO Monitering Report contains somewhat different information about existing deficiencies. The report
indicated that TSOs were not being met at the following locations: Vasco Road, which exceeded the roadway
segment LOS standard during both AM and PM peak hours; Evora Road, which exceeded the Delay Index TSO
during the AM peak hour; and Buchanan Road. which exceeded the Delay Index TSO during the PM peak hour.

In order to preserve consistency with the June 2005 nexus study, and alsc to present a conservative fee
calculation, all of the facilities identified as deficient in either the 2004 or 2007 TSC Monitoring Report are being
treated as existing deficiencies in this study. The remainder of the regional facilities highlighted for improvement
in this program are not subject to exceedances of the estabiished TSOs, -

Step 4 - Caiculate Project Costs Attributable to New Development

For improvement projects on facilities that are not subject to an existing deficiency (as defined in Step 3), the
need for the improved facility is being-generated by new development rather than by existing transportation
problems. Therefore, ail of the estimated project costs are included in the fee program.

For projects on facilities that have been identified as experiencing existing deficiencies, the cost of the
improvement was divided between existing development and new development. The cost share attributable lo
new development, and therefore included in the fee program. was calculated as follows:

)
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1. Quantify the existing deficiency by determining the current traffic volumes that exceed the available
capacity. For example, if a facility with a theoretical capacity of 2,000 vehicles is currently ‘carrying 2,200
vehicles. the existing deficiency would be calculated as 2,200 - 2,000 = 200.

2. Determine the future traffic growth by subtracting the current traffic volumes from the forecasted future
traffic volumes. For example, if the fulure demand on that facility is projected to be 2,500 vehicles, the
future traffic growth would be calculated as 2,500 — 2,200 = 300.

3. Define the overall benefit of the project as the correction of the existing deficiency (from number 1 above)

© plus the accommodation of future growth (from number 2). In our example, the overal benefit of
improving the road would be to correct the existing deficiency of 200 vehicles and to accommodate the
future growth of 300 vehicles, for a total benefit of 500,

4. Calculate new development's share of the benefit as the result of humber 2 divided by number 3. In this
case, the share of the benefit 1o new development would be 60%, or 300 divided by 500. Therefore, 0%
of the praject cost would be included in the fee program. The remaining 40% of the project cost would

- need to be funded through other sources,

Based on the discussion in Step 3 above, the projects that were congidered to address existing deficiencies
include the State Route 4 Freeway Widening, Buchanan Road, Vasco Road, and Evora Road. Table 2 shows the
resulting amounts that would be included in the fee program in the column titled Potential Fee Contribution. For
SR 4 (project #1), the fee program contains about 93% of the total cost. For Buchanan Road (project #18), the
fee program contains 88% of the project cost. For Vasco Road (project #11), the fee program contains 82% of
the project cost, and for Evora Road (project #18), the fee program contains 92% of the cost.

The cost shares for a few cther unique projects were addressed differentiy.

s For the construction of John Muir Parkway (project #23), the developmeanis fmn*.iné that road are
conditioned’ to provide a portion of the improvernent (equivalent tc $8.8 million), so only the remaining
cost is included in the fee program.

» The projects to construct safety enhancements along Marsh Creek and Deer Valley Roads {project #10)
and along Byron Highway (project #24) do not add lanes of capacity to the subject roads, but do correct
roadway safely issues that will be exacerbated by the growth in traffic due to new development. Both
existing and new traffic will banefit from improvemeants that address safety issues. Therefore, the fee
program covers a perceniage of the cost equal to the expected growth in overall developmeant. In this
case, new growth is expected to constitute 23% of the total future development in East County, so 23% of
the cost of this project is included in the fee program,

» Regional transit projects (Express Bus in project #25 and eBART in project #26) are addressed similarly
to the Marsh Creek/Deer Valley Roads safety enhancement project described above. Again; because
new growth is expected to constitute 23% of the total future development in East County, 23% of the cost
of these projects is included in the fee program. As described in Step 2, many East Couniy residents will
benefit in some way from these regional transit improvements, no maiter where they live and whether
they are a new resident or an existing one,

Table 3 shows the total costs of each prOJect as well as the portion of the cost that is considered to be eligible for
" funding through the regional fee program (i.e., the port|on of the cost that refiects the application of the various
percentages described above).
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TABLE 3

PROJECT COSTS ELIGIBLE FOR FEE FUNDING

Cost Eligible
. . s Total Cost for Fae
Number Project Description Jurisdiction (8 million) Funding
(5 million)
1 SR 4 Freeway widening Ratiroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, t
witen 1o 8 lanes CCTA s 11.0 s 93.9
Lovericge Road to Somersville Road, ’
widen 10 & lanes CCTA § 1670 § 1553
Somersville Road to Bypass (8 lanes to 1
Hiligrest, 6 lanes 1o Bypass) CCTA S 4260 § 3862
Hillerest Avenue Interchange expansion Antioch, "
11.9 .
CCTA ] § 110
2 SR 4 Bypass Phase 1. 6 lanes to Laurel Road,
Segment 1 interchanges at Laurel Road and l.one Bypass Authority $ 106.C § 106.0
Tree Way
Phase 2: SR 16( Interchangs Bypass Authority S 50.0 5 500
Laurel interchange, phase 2 Bypass Authority s 12 $ 1.2
3 | SR 4 Bypass Phase 1: 2 tanes .
Segment 2 Bypass Authority s 2890 s 290
Phase 2: 4 lanes, Sand Creek Road to ‘
Balfour Road Bypass Aulborily § 208 § 208
Widen to & lanes, Laurel Road to Sand .
Creek Roag Bypass Authority 3 454 5 451
Sand Creek Road {nterchange Bypass Authority S 329 $ 328
4 SR 4 Bypass Balfour to Marsh Creek Road (2 lanes) .
Segment 3 plus Marsh Creek east-west connector | BYPass Aulhority |+ 5 80.0 $ 800
Vasco Raad Extension, Marsh Creek .
Road lo Vasco Road, 2 lanes Bypass Authority 5 119 s 1.9
Segment 3, widen to 4 lanes Bypass Aulhority 5 451 S 45.1
Balfour Road Interchange Bypass Authority § ¢B.S S BBS
Marsh Creek Road Interchange Bypass Aulhority § 285 3 28.5
. Vasco Road Inlerchange Bypass Authorily § 237 $ 237
5 Laurel Road Extension SR4 Bypgss o Empire Avenue, & lanes Antioch, s 287 s 28.7
Qakley
6 SR 233184 Conneclor Armsteong Road extension, 2 lanes
(formerly Byron Airport Road) County $ T2 ® e
7 SR 239 Cormidor study and prefiminary design :
[no construchion costs) County 5 10.0 5 10.0
8 SR 4 {Main Street or Viniage Parkway in Cakley to Marsh
Brentwood Boulevard) Creek bridge in Brentwood a2ng Qakley, $ 368 5 6.8
widening Chestnut Street to Balfour Road In south Brentwood ’ .
Breniwood, 4 lanes
<] Balfour Road widening Deer Valley Road to Brentwood city
limits, widen 1o 4 lanes County i 8.1 s 81
i Marsh Creek Road and Deer Marsh Creek: Walnut Blvd 1o Clayton ,
Valley Road safely Deer Valley: Balfour to Marsh Creek Rd County 5 163 5 38
enhancements .
1% Roule 84/Vasco Roadl Widen to 4 tanes to County line County § 2479 5 2033
Northern Paralle! Arterials
12 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway Scmersville Road 10 Loveridge Road, Antiach. s 130 s 130
widen {o 4 lapes Pittsburg ) '
13 Minth and Tenth Streets . A Street to L Street, couplet . ;
improvements Antioch 5 5.3 5 5.3

f
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TABLE 3
PROJECT COSTS ELIGIBLE FOR FEE FUNDING

Cost Eligible
Number Project Description i Jurisdiction I::hﬁ::; gﬁ;g;eg
I ' (S million)
14 California Avenue - Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, . | .
Widen 10 4 lanes ! Piltsburg 3 188 $ 19.8
15 Willow Pass Road Range Road to Loftus Road and Bailey )
Road {o city limits. widen 1o 4 lanes Pitisburg, County 5 8.2 $ 8.2
Southern Parallel Arterials
16 Buchanan Bypass - New 4.lane arerial (perhaps 2 fanes, . - 1
depending on siudies) Pitlsburg S 475 $ 323
or Buchanan Road Raliroad Avenue to Somersville Road, Pittsburg,
widien to 4 lanes ’ Aniiach
17 Wast Tregallas Road/ Fitzuren | Lone Tree Way to Buchanan Road, .
Road witen to 4 lanes Anlioch s 257 s 297
18 West Leland Road Exiend from San Marco 10 Avila Road . 1
(Concord) Pittsburg 5 3.8 $ 126
or Evora Rosd Witlow Pass Road {BF) to Willow Pass Count
Road (Concord), witden Lo 4 lanes ¥
Regional Arterial Projects
18 Wilbur Avenue - Minaker Dr, to SR 160, widen to 4 lanes Antioch, County § A7 $ 237
20 Neroly Road Qakley Rd lo Laurel Rd, widen 1 4 Oakley 3 5.3 s 5.9
lanes ) '
21 Deer Velley Road Antiach city fimits to Batfour Road, .
witen to 4 lanes County R 5 10.7
22 Walnut Boulevard ’ Brentwood city imits to SR 4 Bypass, P
widen to 4 lanes County S a2 > 14z
23 John Muir Parkway New roadway between Batfour Road . 2
and Fairview Avenue Breniwood S i3S 5 47
24 Byron Highway Delta Road to SR 4, safety t]
anhancements County § 4.3 $ 10
Regipnal Transit Projects
25 East County Express Bus Tr-Delta Transil | § 9.8 $ 2.3
26 Commuier Rail (eBART) ‘ CCTA 5 4620 $ 106.3°
Total Cost S 2.2858 5 1,787
Collected Fees” ' , § (2130
Total Fee Contribution . $ 1.574.1

1. Fet projects addressing existing deficiencies, only the cost share sttributed to tratfic peneraied by future devalopments is included in the fee pragram,

2. Theremainder of the ¢ost is provided by developers trenting John Muir Parkway. i

3 For transit prajects and safaty enhancement projects, only the cost share proporticnal to new development's share of total future population (23%) is
included in the fee program,

4. Regional fee funds collecied to date.

fp
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© ECCRFFA Stugy Upiat©
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Step 5~ Summarize the Amount of New Development Expected in East County

The ABAG-based land use forecasts for East County include both residential and non-residential uses. Non-
residential uses are represented in terms of numbers of jobs. The future land use assumptions presented here
have been upcated to reflect the currently available land use cata for East County from the CCTA model, which is
based on ABAG Projections 2005. The ABAG forecasts are the official regional land use projections developed
for use in regional planning applicaticns. The most recent set of land use projections is ABAG Projeciions 2009;
however, those figures have not yet been incorporated into the CCTA model and thus are not readily available for
use in this analysis. For comparison purposes, we have looked at the citywide total growth figures from bath
- Projections 2005 and Projections 2009, the projections are fairly similar for the City of Pitisourg, while in other
East County cities, the more recent projections generally show siower growth trends, particularly in terms of jobs.
This indicates that using the Projections 2005 data in the fee calcutations will be more conservative, in that the
higher amount of grewth will result in jower fees for each land use category.

Table 4 shows the land use totals, both for households and employment, for the jurisdictions in East County for
both years 2010 and 2030. (Note that the land use projections available for the June 2005 report extended only
to the year 2025; mere recent projections now extend to 2030.)

TABLE 4
LAND USE PROJECTIONS IN EAST COUNTY JURISDICTIONS

Year 2010 Year 2630

Jurisdiction House- Employment House- Employment

7 holds | service | Retail | other | "M% | service | Retail | Otner
Antioch 34,554 5,887 6,765 | 11,627 42,917 11,112 11,388 | 19,885
Brentwood 20,967 3,072 1,088 3,603 24,954 7.264 5,891 | 6465
Oakley ) 10,119 1.283 73r 3552 12,822 3,474 1,553 | 7,353
Pittsburg 20,775 4,709 3,978 8,644 31,145 10,950 7,256 | 15,309
Unincorperated East County 16,897 1,488 698 6,352 22,415 2,236 1,728 | 8,081
Total East County 103,412 | 16,440 | 14,166 | 33,778 134,253 35,036 27,617 | 57,083

Sources: CCTA Travel Demand Model, 2010,

Fee programs typically use the concept of the dwelling unit equivatent (DUE), to account for the fact that different
development types generate traffic with different characteristics and to normalize for those effects. This update
remains consisient with the June 2005 study's procedure for converting land use projactions into DUEs, with
some minor updates to account for new reference materials that are now available.

Because the fees are assessed on the basis of building area. the forecasts of {otal employees were converted to
square feet of non-residential development by applying the following factors (which are the same as used in the
June 2005 report); ‘ :

+  Office: 275 square feet/employee
« Retail 500 sguare feet/employee
« Other 400 square feet/employee

These factors reflect refationships between employment and building area that can be derived from the Trip
Gengration publication of the Instiiute of Transportation Engineers, and are consistent with factors used in recent
General Plan analyses and other traffic studies in East County.

The conversion to DUEs was further accomplished by applying use-specific trip rates from ITE Trip Generation
(we now use the 8" Edition of that report, which has recently become available), estimates of pass-by trips from

fp
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SANDAG Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates, July 2002 (which is an update of the 1898 SANDAG
report to which the previous nexus study referred), and average trip lengths for each trip purpose from the June
2005 reporf. For example, commercial uses tend to generale more rips per square foot than office uses, but
those cammercial tnps tend to be shorter in length (because people tend to drive farther to work in an office than
_they do to buy groceries or rent videos); the DUE conversion process accounts for these differences in ampact on
the transportation system. All DUEs were then normalized to the single-family residential rate,

Table 5 contains the conversion factors used to calculate DUEs in this study. Table € shows the forecasted’
growth by jurisdiction between the current year and 2030, both in terms of numbers of households and jobs, and
in terms of DUEs. The total number of DUEs estimated between 2010 and 2030 is relatively similar 1o the number
of DUEs esiimated between 2005 and 2025 in the original June 2005 report.

TABLE 5 .
DUE CONVERSION FACTORS

Land Use Unit Peak Hour % Nev; Average , ' vMT DUE

Category . Trip Rate’ - Trips Trip Length per Unit per Unit
Single Family DU 1.01 100% 9.6 87 1.00
Muli Family DU . 062 100% 96 ) 0.62
Commercial 1,000 SF 373 50% 5.0 9.3 0.98
Office 1.000 SF 1.49 85% 10.7 10.4 1.07
Industrial 1,000 SF 0.83 B80% 10.7 7.1 .73

1. PM peak hour rates from ITE Trip Generalion, 8th Edition.
2. SANDAG 8rief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates, July 2002.
3. Average trip lengths for the East County area from the CCTA mode!, in miies.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.

TABLE &
FORECASTED GROWTH IN EAST COUNTY, CONVERTED TO DUES

Estimated Growth (2010-2030) Estimated Growth in DUEs {2010-2030)

Jurisdiction House- Empioyment . " Non-Residential

Residential 3 3 =1 Sum

holds | service | Retall Other Service’ | Retall’ | Gther

Antioch 8,263 5,225 4,623 B,258 7,230 1,537 2219 2,411 13,397
Brentwood 3.087 4,162 | 3,703 | 2.862 3.611 1.233 1777 .| 836 7,457
Oakley 2703 2.191 816 3,801 2,422 645 382 1,140 4,569
Pittsburg 10,370 8,241 3,278 6,665 9,189 1,838 1573 1,846 14,544
Unincorporated
East County 5518 . 747 1,031 1,729 4,886 220 495 505 6,206
E‘;‘:r'“y Bast| 30841 | 18,596 | 13,451 | 23,315 27,438 5471 - | 6456 | 6,808 | 46173

Motes:  Relationship between land use calegories in the modet and the fee program were assumed to be: Retail=Commercial
Service=Office; and Other=Industrial.
. The multi famity urits were muftiplied by & DUE factor of 0.62.
2 Service DUE conversion based on 275 square feet per employee and a DUE per thousand square feet of 1.07. DUE = EMP *0.275 * 1.07
3. Retail DUE conversion based on 500 sguare feet per employee and a DUE per thousand square feet of 0.86. DUE = EMP * 0.500 * 0.97
4. Other DUE conversion based on 400 square feet per employee and a DUE per thousand square feet of 0.73. DUE = EMP * 0.400 * 0.67

Source: Febr & Pesrs, 2010,

p
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Step 6 — Determine Fee Amounts

The maximum total cost to be contributed by new development. (which was determined in Step 4 to be $1,574.1
million) is then divided by the total number .of new DUEs (which was determined in Step 5 to be 46,173) to
determine the appropriate fee amount for each land use category. Table 7 displays the impact fees resulting from
these calculations. These figures do not reflect any reductions that rmay be implemented (for example, ECCRFFA
has historically reduced the fees for non-residential uses in order to promote economic development and job
creation in East County). This calculation also does not consider the effects of other funding sources that may be
available to some of the projects.  Existing development in East County has been contributing to transportation
improvements for many years, through payment of earlier regional fees, transporiation-related sales taxes,
gasoline taxes and other programs, and consiceration of those other sources of transportatien funds is addressed
in the next chapter,

TABLE 7
PRELIMINARY FEE CALCULATIONS

Land Use Category . Fee Calcuiation Resuits
Single-Family Residential (per dwelling unit) 3 . 34,090.41
Multi-Family Residential (per dwalling unit) $ 21,136.06
Commercial {per squars foot) S 32.73
Office (per square foot) 3 36.48
Industrial (per square foot) $ 24.89
Other 3 34,090.41

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.

fp
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E CCRFFA Srudy Update
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s

4. FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter describes different fee options and cother sources of funds for the regicnal iransportation
improvements. Table § presents a summary of the funding scenarios discussed in this chapler.

FULL FEE CALCULATIONS

As described in Chapter 3, the basic nexus.calculations of the total fees that could be charged to new
developmen! result in fees per DUE of approximately $34,000. As shown in the Full Fee column in Table 8, an
updated program that charged fees equivalent to those presented in Table 8 would generate an estimated
$1,574.1 million. In addition, ECCRFFA staff report that approximately 5213 million has been callected to date
through the regional fze programs to suppert the listed improvement projects. Thus, the Full Fee scenario shows
$1.787.1 million generated by regional fees, as compared o the total project cost of $2,285.8 million. This
scenario is provided for informational purposes only, to illustrate the situation if regional fees were the only
sources of funding for the transportation projects listed. However, other sources of funding outside of the regional
fee program are available to support some of the improvements on the project list. To the extent that funding
opportunities are known for certain projects, those are described in more detail below.

OTHER FUNDING SOURCES

As with most fee programs, the fee revenue is not expected o cover the total cost of all regional improvements.
Other funding will be generated, some of which has already been identified. The following describes some of the
other sources of funds that are available for regional projects; many of these have been allocated specifically 1o
both the SR 4 East project and the eBART project, according to fact sheets available frdom CCTA, and other
allccations are expected over the fife of these programs.

- Measure C/Measure J — Approved by Contra Costa County voters in 1988 as Measure C and renewed in 2004 as
Measure J, it imposes a one-half percent sales tax to pay for transportation improvements, Approximately $390
million has been allocated to the SR 4 East widening {from Railroad Avenue 1o the SR 4 Bypass) and eBART.

Regional Measures 1 and 2 — These regional voter-approved charges impose surcharges on the seven Bay Area
toll bridges to heip pay for transportation improvement projects in major travel corridors throughout the Bay Area.
Approximately 5267 million of these funds are being allocated for SR 4 East and eBART,

State Transporiation Improvement Program (STIP) Funds — Generated by gas tax revenues, these funds are
allocated by the State of California to Contra Costa County every two years for programming transportation
“improvement projects. About $127 miliion of STIP funds are currently allocated for SR 4 Easl and eBART; other
allocations are expected but are not known at this time,

Other Furnds — Other sources of funds for the SR 4 East project include: $40 million in federal funds, $39 million
from the state Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), $85 million in state Proposition 1B funds, and
about 10 million in State/Local Partnership funds. Other sources for the eBART project include: $5 millien in
TCRP, 340 million in Proposition 1B, and $115 million in AB 1171 funds.

Again, it is likely that other funds will be available for other projects, but they are uncertain at this tima.

EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT FEE SCENARIOS

The availability of funds from other federal, stale and lccal sources allows for reductions in the fees chargad
through the regional program. In additien, the governing board always has the option fo set fzes at specific levels
in order to support various policy goals. Two fee allernatives are presented here and in Table 8 for informational
purposes.

f
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. ECCRFEA Shidy Update
‘September:2010;

» Alternative A: This alternative reflects the fee levels currentiy being charged by ECCRFFA. Accounting
for other funding sources, the fee program under this alternative would experience a deficit estimaled at
343B.7 miltion.

» Ajternative B: This alternative reflects a reduction of about 11% compared to the fee tevels currently
being charged by ECCRFFA. Accouniing for other funding sources, the fee program under this
alternative would experience an estimated deficit of $496.7 million.

TABLE 8
FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

Full Feg* Afternative B

Alternative A

Proposed Fee ) '

Single-Family Residentiai (per DU) 3 34.080.41 g 17,785.00 $ - 15,795.00

Multi-Family Residential (per DU} 5 21,136.06 S 10.824.00 ¢ ©,700.50

Commercial (per SF) E 3273 $ 1.49 § 1.32

Cffice (per SF) $ 3548 $ 1.31 $ 1.16

industrial (per SF) ) 24.89 $ 1.31 $ 1.16
Program Funding Summary - '
Funding Sources ' {$ million) ($ miftion) (§ mhiion)
Future Fee Revenue Projections $ 1,574.1 $ 516.2 5 458.2
Regional Fee Funds Collected To Date 3 213.0 s 213.0 & 213.0-
SR 4 Widening Funding Sources? $ 661.9 $ 661.9
eBART Funding Sources $ 456.0 k3 456.0
Total Program Funding $ - 1,787.1 $ 1,847.1 $ 1,789.1
Total Program Cost $ 2,285.8 $ 2,285.8 $ 2,285.8
Total Surplus/Deficit $ (498.8) $ (438.7) s (496.7)

1. Weighted averapge of the updated fees based on the amount of new developmant projected in each jusisdiction, and applied to the full
list of projects.

2. SR 4 Widening funds include $98.8M for segment betwaeen Railroad Avenue and Loveritdge Raad, $167M for segment batween
Loveridge Read and Somersville Road, and $396M for segment between Somersvilie Road and SR 4 Bypass.

As described in lhe'iext. the Fult Fee scenario is an informational illustration of the hypotheiical siluation where regional fees are the
only sources of funding for the listed prejects. -

Sources: CCTA, SR 4 Bypass Authority, Fehr & Feers, 2010,

5
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EXHIBIT B

PRTDIM FEE SCHEDULE”

UNIT TYPE | FEE AMOUNT
Single-Family Residential (per DU) | $15,785.00
Multi-Family Residential (per DU) $9,700.50
Commercial (per SF) $1.32
Office (per SF) $1.16

- | Industrial {per SF) $1.16

*Fee amounts are consisient with Alternative B, identified in Table 8 of the Fee Study.
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

DATE: 9/110/2010

TO: ~ Mayor and Council Members . -
FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager
SUBJECT: Adoption of a City Council Resolution Adopting the 2010 East Contra

Costa Regional Fee Program Update and Establishing Fees for City's
PRTDIM Program Pursuant to Pittsburg Municipal Code Section
15.103.020

MEETING DATE: 9/20/2010

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 20, 2010, the City Council adopted Urgency Qrdinance No. 10-1328, adding
Chapter 15.103 to the Pittsburg Municipal Code ("PMC”) and establishing the Pitisburg
Regional Transportation Development impact Mitigation Fee (*PRTDIM”} program. PMC
Chapter 15.103 provides the structure and details the requirements of the PRTDIM
program, PMC Section 15.103.020 authorizes the City Council to “set forth the specific
amount of the PRTDIM fees” by resoiution based on the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional
Fee Program Update ("Fee Study”} and any subsequent updates to the Fee Study. The
attached Resbiution would adopt the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program
Update (attached as Exhibit “A") and establish fees for the City’s PRTDIM program pursuant
to PMC Section 15.103.020.

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal impact to the City, City will continue to collect régionat fraffic mitigation
fees from new development and apply thase funds to transportation projects of regional
significance. .

RECOMMENDATION

That the City Council adopt the attached Resolution adopting the 2010 East Contra Costa
Regional Fee Program Update attached as Exhibit "A", and establishing fees for City's

- PRTDIM program pursuant to PMC Section 15.103.020. Further, that the City Council adopt
the PRTDIM fee schedule attached as "Exhibit "B", representing Alternative B of the Fee
Study.
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BACKGROUND

On September 20, 2010, City adopted an urgency ordinance establishing the PRTDIM
program by codifying PMC Chapter 15.103. The stated purpose of the PRTDIM program is
to ensure that new development in City continues to pay its fair share of regional
transportation improvement projects. Through the PRTDIM program, City intends to
continue supporting the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority
("ECCRFFA") and other regional partners in mulii-jurisdictional transportation planning
efforts and projects of regional significance in East County.

As required by PMC Section 15.103.020, the PRTDIM Fee Study and fee amounts are to be
established by resolution.

' SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS

na

STAFF ANALYSIS

The proposed Resolution would adopt the Fee Study and fee amounts as required by the
PMC, The Fee Study identifies a list of regional transportation improvements approved by

~ the City and its regional transportation partners, including ECCRFFA and TRANSPLAN, and
deemed necessary to account for the impacts associated with new development.

On July 6, 2010, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 10-11494 authorizing the City
Manager to enter into an agreement with Fehr & Peers for the creation of a Fee Study
related to the proposed PRTDIM program. [n an effort to continue regional coordination and
collaboration with the City's regicnal partners, the Fee Study utilizes the same list-of twenty
six (26) regionally significant projects developed by TRANSPLAN and utilized by ECCRFFA
in the formulation of ECCRFFA’s regional fee.

The Fee Study complies with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act by establishing the
basis for the imposition of the PRTDIM fees on new development, The Fee Study identifies
the purpase of the PRTDIM fees, identifies how the fees wilt be uiilized, shows a reasonable
relationship between the use of the fees and the type of development project on which the
fees are imposed and demonstrates a reasonable relationship between the need for the
public facilities and the type of deveiopment project on which the fees are imposed. The
Fee Study includes descriptions and cost estimates for the identified projects and
demonstraies the nexus between the identified projects and the amount of PRTDIM faes
imposed. '

The attached Resolution would establish the amount of the PRTDIM fees pursuant to PMC
Section.103.020. As evidenced in Chapter 3 of the Fee Study, the basic nexus calculations
support a fee to new development of approximately $34,000 per single-family dwelling unit.
Page 19 of the Fee Study, however, provides two alternative options to this full fee amount
{see Table 8, "Funding Considerations™). Alternative A would establish the PRTDIM fee at
the level currently being charged by ECCRFFA. Alternative B would establish a fee of
315,795 per single family residential unit and $9,700.50 per multi-family residential unit, a
reduction of approximately 11% compared to Alternative A. Again, the Fee Study
demonstrates that the identified projects, project costs and development projections would
support a full regional traffic fee of approximately $34,000 per dwelling unit. Both
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Alternative A and Alternative B are below the fully supported fee amount, and are justified
by the Fee Study. :

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the fees identified in Alternative B. Staff
believes that the lower fee alternative is appropriate given the current economy. The
adoption of the fees identified in Alternative B may help stimulate a weak housing market
and encourage the creation of additional jobs in the construction field. In addition, recent
dramatic reductions in housing costs have made the regional fee amounts a higher
percentage of total new home prices. Staff believes that the proposed fees identified in
Alternative B may encourage mere housing starts and help stimulate the economy. it
should be noted that the City Council has the authority to revisit the issue and establish
revised PRTDIM fee amounts in the future.

Pursuant 1o the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, notice of a public hearing related to
the PRTDIM program and related fees was pubiished in a newspaper of general circulation,
notice was mailed to individuals and entities that have filed a written request, and the
information supporting the PRTDIM program and fee, including the Fee Study, were
available to the public at least ten (10} days prior to the public hearing.

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached Resolution adopting the 2010
East Contra Costa Regicnal Fee Program Update and establishing fees for City's PRTDIM
program pursuant to PMC Section 15.103.020.

ATTACHMENTS: Resolution

Exhibit "A", Fee Study
Exhibit "B", PRTDIM Fee Schedule

Report Prepared By: Paul Reinders. Senior Civil Enginger
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
| In the Matter of:
Amending Resolution 05-10291 )

By Revising the Water ) RESCOLUTION NO. 12-11778
Facilit_v Reserve Charges )

The Pittsburg City Council DOES RESOLVE as fouo\}vs:

WHEREAS, the City of Pittsburg operates and malntalns a potable water system for
Pittsburg water customers; and,

WHEREAS, Section 13.08.040 of the Pittsburg Mummpal Code authorizes facilities
reserve charges to be adopted by resolution;

WHEREAS, the City of Pittsburg conducted a complete Water Facility Reserve
Charges rate study in 2005; and,

WHEREAS, -On June 20, 2005, fhe City Council approved Resolution 05-10291 to
approve updated Water Facility Reserve Charges (Water Connection Fees); and,

WHEREAS, on, October. 4, 2010, the City Council approved Resolution 10-11546,
adopted 2010 Water System Master Plan (2010 Plan); and,

WHEREAS; the new 3.0 million galldn West Leland Reservoir and the two new
pump stations identified as part of the 2010 Plan have been constructed, and more
accurate costs can now be used to determine equitable Facility Reserve Charges; and,

WHEREAS, the bond costs are now known and are included in the cost of the
facilities; and,

WHEREAS, the rate of increase in the avefage Construction Cost Index in 2005
was assumed to be 3%; and,

WHEREAS, the rate of increase in the Engineering News Record (ENR) 20-City
Construction Cost Index (CCl) has been 4%; and, _

WHEREAS, the City Council authorized the consulting firm of Municipal Financial
Services to review the water system facility reserve charges and make recommendations,
and the recommendations have been prepared and received by the City of Pittsburg; and

WHEREAS, the development community has had an opportunity to review and
_ comment on the recommended changes.

NOW, THEREFORIE, the City Council finds and determines as follows:

Resolution No. 12-11778 ) Page 1 of 4 ’ February 21, 2012
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Section 1. Findings .

A. The recitals set forth above are true and correct statements and are hereby
incorporated.

B. Now, therefore, the City Council of the City of Pittsburg does hereby resolve,
modify and amend as follows: '

“SECTION 1. Pursuant to' Section 13.08.040 Connection Fees of the Pittsburg
Municipal Code

a. The water connection fees shall be based on the number and type of dwelling
unit count for residential customers, and a water meter capacity ratio for non- -
residential customers and as follows:

Residential
Single family residential 10R per dwelling unit
Multifamily residential 077 R per dweliing unit
Non-Residential
. 5/-8-inch meter 1.0R
Y%-inch meter 1.0R
1-inch meter 25R
1 Y2-inch meter 50R
2-inch meter "80R
3-inch meter 16.0R
4-inch meter ‘ 250R
6-inch meter 500R
8-inch meter S00R

10-inch meter 1450 R

b. The Water Facility Reserve Charges shall be as follows: .

Southeast Hills and Infill

Montreux : o R= %2970
Thomas Ranch o R= $3,540
Sky Ranch : : R=" $4,010
Zone 1 "R=$8410
Zone2 : R=$5,840
Southwest Hills -
Alves/Vista del Mar _ R= $6,210
Zone 2 : ~ R= 35300
San'Marco - Villages A & M (Zone 2) - R= $6,160
San Marco (single family development area) R= $2,230
Zone 3 and above (not San Marco) R= §3,760

Resolution No. 12-11778 Page 2 of4 Fébruary 21,2012
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The Water Facility Reserve Charges, effective November 1, 2012 shall be as
follows:

Southeast Hills and Infill

Montreux R=$3,090
Thomas Ranch ' R= $3,680
Sky Ranch _ ’ R= $4,160
Zone 1 , R= $8670
Zone 2 : = $6,050
Southwest Hills
Alves/Vista del Mar R= $6,380
Zone 2 : R= §5,440
San Marco — Villages A & M (Zone 2) R= $6,330
San Marco (single family developmentarea) R= $2,310

Zone 3 and above (not San Marco) R= $3,880

The Water Fac‘ility'Reserve Charges, effective November 1, 2013 shall be as’
follows:

Southeast Hills and Infill

- Montreux. R=$3,190
Thomas Ranch R= $3,800
Sky Ranch = $4,290
Zone 1 : R=§8,940

~ Zone2 o = $6,230
" Southwest Hills _
Alves/Vista del Mar : = $6,520
Zone 2 S ‘ R= $5,560
San Marco - Villages A & M- (Zone 2) R= $6470
San Marco (single family developmentarea) R = $2,360
Zone 3 and above {not San Marco) R= §3,970

The Water Facility Reserve Charges, effective November 1, 2014 shall be as
follows:

Southeast Hills and Infill

Montreux : R= $3,300
Thomas Ranch . R=$3,030
Sky Ranch . R=$4,430
Zone 1 _ R=§9200 .
Zone 2 = $6,440
Southwest Hills : :
Alves/Vista del Mar = $6,680
Zone 2 R= §5690
San Marco — Villages A & M (Zone 2) " R= $6610
San Marco (single family developmentarea) R = $2,430

Zone 3 and above (not San Marco) ~ R= $4,080

Resoclution No. 12-11778 Page 3 of 4 February 21, 2012
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Section 2. “Zone 3 and above (not San Mérco)” is deﬁned as the developmént areas
identified in the 2010 Water System Master Plan Figure 3.5 as: Smith, Bailey Estates, -
Faria, Montecito, Village O, Village C, Ridge Farms, De Bonneville and Spilker. ™

“Section 3. The fees establish by this resolution shall take effect sixty (60) days after its
adoption. . -

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of PITTSBURG at a
regular meeting on the 21* day of February 2012, by the following vote:

'AYES: - . Casey, Evola, Longmire, Parent, Johnson
NOES: ~ None
ABSTAINED: None

'ABSENT:  * .None - o
| Bﬁw@b(ﬂw 0

Ben Jotnson, Mayor

ATTEST:.

106 Govrm

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk

" Resolution No. 12-11778 - Page 40f4 ' | February 21, 2012 -
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Exhibit A
City of Pittsburg’
'-é_drﬁparison of current and proposed Water Facility Reserve charges.

change from

Current - ‘Proposed 2/21/12 ‘current:

effective 11/1/08

11!1!2008
Southeast Hills and Infill ) -
Montreux $4.230 $2,970 ($1,260).
THomas Rarich $4,230 $3,540 {$690)
Sky Ranch (Zonie2-4) $4,230 $4,010 ($220)
Zone 1 infill ‘ :$7,220 $8,410 $1,190
Zong 2 infil $7,220 $5,840 (31:380)
Southwest Hills: , )
Pitts/Bay Point $5,130 $5,300 $170:
West Coast $4,390- '$5,300 $910
San Marcd - Villages A&M ' $2,590 $6,160 $3,570
San Marco ' $2,590 $2,230 (3360)
San Marco Hills (now San Marco) :$2,960 $2,230 ($730)
Sain Marco Meadows (now Montecito): $3,540: $3,760 $220
Alves/Vista del Mar $5,390 '$6, 210 $820
Bailey | Estates $2,650 $3,760 $1,110
i Gy st i s siis G QB T (s § 357 0 it G131 §Q i
Ridge Farmis/Bonneville. '$3,640 $3,760 $120

Charge is per single family. dwetling tnit (R)
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CITY OF PITTSBURG
. WATER UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
65 Civic Avenue, Ptttsburg, California 94565

June 30, 2011
To:, Interested. Parties:

Subject: City of Pittsburg City Council Consideration of Increase to Water System -
Development Connection Fees

On July' 7, 2005, the Clty Council of the City of F’tttsburg -adopted. revised Water Develdpmént
Connect;on Fees (DCFs). The DCFs were based on thé City's Water: System Master Plan and
its -Amendment No. 2. At that time, representattves of focal developers noted that bondtng
¢6sts noted in. the Plan and fee calculations were speculativeé and. that project costs were:
estimates, The City’agreed,.and- adopted the: DEFs without ‘using: estimated bond -costs as a.
basis. In'2011, the’ City’is ifcurring actual Bond and- pro;ect costs, and-is. reevatuatlng the. DEFs
to ensure adequate revenue is.collected to cover the cost of development.

The. City Council adopted. Water System Master Plan -Amendment No.. 3 con July 2, 2007, int

November 2008, the. deve[opment communlty asked that: proposed revisions. to the Water
ommmm,mDevelopment Eées.be: postponed until.the.ew. Water, System Mastér Plan.was completed L o [T

City-agreed to this request.

The. 2010 Water System ‘Master Plan (2010 Plan). was ‘adopted in .October 2010. While
Amendments No.'1 and 2. mostly focused ‘on the: Southwest Hills, Amendment No. 3 and the:
2010 Plan included thé Sotitheast Hills and: Pressure Zorés 1 and 2 (tnftll) within the: City. As &
result, the Southeast H|IIs and.Infill. components for: the. water system have been better defined;.
and ‘costs have. ‘been toie accurately allocated., For these reasons, the Clty is now: proposrng
revisions to the Water Development Fees.

The propbséd DCFs: ieflect actual project. and bond. costs for the Zone 2 Pump ‘Station,, and
Southwest Hills’ pipelines, reservoirand Zone 3-pump . statien. The.new, 3.0 million gatlon. West
Leland Reservoir and: two new, plimp stations (Water Treaimerit Plant Zore 2 and Vista dél Mar
Zone 3) are complete, More accurate costs can now be included'in the project: cost. component
of the DCF -analysis. Bond. costs: are. now’ known and ‘are. included in ‘the calculation. of the
DCFs.. :

I addition {6 projects. and borid costs, thsrs-aré the following changes ard fes impadcts?

» Ratés.have notiricréased since Noveriber 1, 2008.

s The “buy-in"cost for the Water Treatment Plant was reanalyzed and has beef reduced:
.apacity: expanSton Costs were.identified.

s ‘Water Distribution System “buy—m” costs:is based on the 2010 Water System Master
Plan data. This is the: most significant portion ($3,840) of the. rate increase: for: the
;Southeast Hills and’ Inftl! DCFs (see attachment)
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The Pittsburg City Council's -consideration--of changes to the Facility Reserve Charges is
tentatively scheduled for a Public Hearing in September Please. review the enclosed table of
- proposed fee changes and provide comments and/or. concerns.to the Water Utilities- Department
by August: 12,-2011 for.consideration.and inclusion.

Copies of the June 2011 draft Development of Water Facility. Reserve Charges report: are-
available from the. Water Utilities or Engineering Departments or by ‘calling LeeAnn. Knight at
252-4998. ‘

Sincerely

(Datliv CZcaner

Waiter C. Pedsé
Director of Water Utilities.
(925) 252 6966

c. Joe:Sbranti, ity Manager
Keith Halvorson, City Ergifiesr
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

DATE: 2/3/2012

TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROM: Joe Sbranti, City Manager
SUBJECT: Adoption of a City Council Resolution to Amend Resolution 05-10291

Revising the Water Facility Reserve Charges

MEETING DATE: 2/21/2012

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In June 2005, the City adopted updated Water Facility Reserve Charges on new
development to pay for construction of facilities needed to serve the new areas of the City.
The City has since sold bonds to pay for various utility improvements and completed
construction of two pump stations and one reservoir. With the adoption of the 2010 Water
System Master Plan, the City authorized a review of the City fee structure for Water Facility
Reserve Charges. Recommendations of the study include adjustments to the fee schedule
that are proposed for adoption. :

FISCAL IMPACT

The adoption of the revised Water Facility Reserve Charges will provide approximately $30

million through build-out that is required to pay the costs of water system expansion to '
accommodate new development without burdening the existing ratepayers. Revenues from
these changes are dependent on the pace of new development.

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt the attached Resolution revising the Water Facility Reserve Charges.

BACKGROUND

A facility reserve charge (FRC), or development impact mitigation fee, is a charge to pay for
public facilities serving new developments that are in existence at the time the charge is
imposed, or to pay for new facilities that benefit new development or the person or property
being charged.
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FRCs ensure that "growth pays for growth” by allocating the cost of new facilities and the
cost of unused capacity in existing facilities to new development, while allocating the cost of
repairing and refurbishing existing facilities to meet the needs of new development that will
use them. The City has separate FRCs for water and sewer utilities.

On June 20, 2005, the City Council adopted Resolution 05-10291 to revise water
development connection fees (FRCs) based on the City’s Water System Master Plan and its
Amendment No. 2. At that time, representatives of local developers noted that bonding -
costs noted in the Plan and fee calculations were speculative and that project costs were
estimates. The City agreed, and adopted the Water FRCs without using estimated bond
costs as a basis.

On July 2, 2007, the City Council approved Resolution 07-10835 adopting the Water

- System Master Plan Amendment No. 3. In November 2008, the development community
asked that the proposed revisions to the Water FRCs be postponed until the new Water
System Master Plan was completed. The City agreed to this request.

On October 4, 2010, the City Council approved Resolution 10-11546 adopting the 2010
Water System Master Plan (2010 Plan). While Amendments No. 1 and 2 focused on the
Southwest Hills, Amendment No. 3 and the 2010 Plan included the Southeast Hills and
Pressure Zones 1 and 2 (Infill) within the City. As a result, the Southeast Hills and Infill
components for the water system have been better defined, and costs have been more
accurately allocated. For these reasons, the City is now proposing revisions to the Water
FRCs.

SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS

N/A

STAFF ANALYSIS

The proposed Water FRCs vary from $2,230 to $‘8,410 per single family unit. As a cost
comparison, Contra Costa Water District charges $8,773 for each standard residential (5/8"
X %" inch meter) connection.

Development areas with the highest charges are those that (1) are not building any pump
stations, transmission lines or reservoirs as part of their projects; and (2) are buying into the
existing distribution system for fire flow and reliability. Development areas with the lowest
charges are those that have built or will build most of their facilities as part of their
development.

Facility Reserve Charges must meet regulatory requirements found in Government Code
Section 66000 et seq. regarding the establishment of capacity charges. The development of
FRCs also must meet the policies stated in the City of Pittsburg’s General Plan adopted in
September 2004. General Plan Policy 3-P-11 states that the City should “Review and
update the City's development impact fee schedule to ensure that new development pays
its proportional share of the costs associated with the provision of facilities for police, parks,
water, sewer, storm drainage, and schools”.
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FRCs are intended to recover a portion of the City’s Capital Improvement Program costs, as

well as utility rate payers’ prior investment in capital facilities that will benefit the new
developments.

Historically; Pittsburg’s FRCs have not adequately covered the costs of expanding the water
system or not adequately valued the available water system capacity. By not collecting
appropriate FRCs, current water and sewer ratepayers will be unfairly burdened with
development-related utility system costs. For this reason, staff is recommending approval of
the FRC rate adjustments attached to this report.

The City has separate FRCs for both the water and sewer utilities. However, the method of
developing FRC unit costs for the water and sewer utilities is very similar. The payment of
appropriate FRCs should: 1) recoup the cost of new utility facilities necessary to provide
utility services to new development, and/or 2) recoup the value of utility facilities that have

" been previously provided for by ratepayer investment through construction, maintenance,
and rehabilitation and are now available for use by new developments.

The unit cost of new capital facilities is established by calculating the cost of these facilities
in the City's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and apportioning these total costs to
various developments in an equitable manner through the documents such as the Water
System Master Plan and the Water FRC report.

The unit cost of, or value to be recouped for, existing facilities is established by determining
the replacement value of these facilities and apportioning this cost to various developments
in proportion with their use of the utility facilities. Staff's recommendations to revise the
Water FRC are based on the analysis prepared by the City’s consultant, Municipal Financial
Services.

The current fee schedule was approved in November 2008. The rates were based on an
amendment to the 2001 Water System Master Plan, Amendment No. 2, which was adopted
in 2005.

The rates did not include projected costs or changes included in Water System Master Plan
Amendment #3, which was adopted in 2007 with an analysis of developments anticipated in
the southeast hills and infill development. The rates also did not take into account bond
costs for current projects. These costs are now known and have been included in the
calculation of the revised FRC rate schedule.

Since the adoption of the current fee schedule, the City has also completed construction of
a new 3.0 million gallon Zone 2 West Leland Reservoir and the new Zone 2 and Vista del
Mar Zone 3 Pump Stations. As a result, cost estimates used as a basis for the current fees
have been updated with more accurate, actual cost data.

The proposed new FRC rate schedule includes the San Marco Village A & M development
area as a contributing development to the cost of the new Zone 2 reservoir. The capacity
that was available in the Oak Hills Reservoir has been fully used by the developer.

The proposed San Marco Zone 4 Pump Station, originally projected to be built by the City, is
now being built by the developer. The Water FRC for the Bailey Estates area has also been
updated to reflect the demand on the Southwest Hills pump stations and reservoirs.
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The “buy-in” cost for the Water Treatment Plant was reanalyzed and includes the cost to
expand the capacity for handling sludge. The net effect has been a reduction in the buy-in
cost. ,

In addition, the new fee schedule reflects a change to the multifamily residential factor from |
0.57 Rto 0.77 R. This is based on a more accurate identification of water use for muliti-
family units in the 2010 Water System Master Plan of 340 gallons per dwelling unit per day.

Developers were notified of the proposed changes by letter dated June 30, 2011.
Comments were requested by August 12, 2011, One developer (Seecon} also received a
printed copy of the “Development of Water Facility Reserve Charges” report with their letter.
Staff has met on several occasions with Seecon staff and their consulting engineers and
has provided additional information as requested.

ATTACHMENTS: Resolution Revising Water Facility Reserve charges

Exhibit A: Comparison of current and proposed Water Facility Reserve charges

Exhibit B: Development of Water Facility Reserve Charges. Municipal Financial Services
report (on file with City Clerk).

Exhibit C. Letters to developers

Exhibit D; Southwest Hill Future Developments. 2010 Water System Master Plan Figure
3.5. '

Report Prepared By: Walter C. Pease, Director of Water Utilities
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ATTACHMENT
ORDINANCE NO. 01-1180
DOCUMENT FOLLOWS
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of: | ORDINANCE NO. ¢1-1180

Adopting an Ordinance Adding Chapter)
15.104 - Entitled "Stormwater Management)
Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage)
Area " to the Pittsburg Municipal Code)

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES ORDAIN as follows:.

Section 1. Background. _

The Kirker Creek Watershed is the City of Pittsburg's most vulnerable flood arca
because if its size and location. This major watershed covers the greater part of the City of
Pittsburg. Water collection originates in the hills of the southernmost end of the watershed
and flows north through the City. Undersized cuiverts are unable to contain the runoff and
overflow, causing flooding.

In 1998, the El Nino stormwater runoff exceeded the capacities of Kirker Creek and
as a result, Highway 4 flooded which closed off access to Pittsburg and neighboring
communities for approximately one week.

Through the Stormwater Management Plan improvements study, it was determined
that in order to increase capacity and eliminate flooding, the need for channel
improvements, culvert and bnidge modifications and detention basins for storage would be
required.

On January 19, 1999 the City Council approved by resolution 99-8789 the Kirker
Creek Drainage Improvement Plan and Schedule.

In May, 1999 the City of Pittsburg accepted a (STIP) State Transportation
Improvement Program grant for 3.5 million, to fund a portion of the mitigation proposed in
the Stormwater Management Plan, and to alleviate the flooding problem on Route 4. The
grant requires the City to adopt an ordinance requiring on-site or other mitigation of
additional runoff caused by new development in the Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage
Area.

In July 1999, the City of Pittsburg approved an agreement with consultant firm,
Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. to prepare environmental documentation and final design for the
Kirker Creek drainage improvement project.

7 On QOctober 16, 2000, the City certified the Final Environmental Impact Report for
the Kirker Creek Watershed flood relief and approved the Mitigation Plan for the State
Route 4/Loveridge Road Flood Relief Project (Kirker Creek).
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Section 2, Surnmary.

This ordinance adds Chapter 15.104 to Title 15 of the City Municipal Code,
Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area and requires
new development in the Kirker Creek Watershed to either permanently mitigate
stormwater fiow or pay a fee caleunlated in proportion to the creation of new tmpervious

surface within the drainage area.

Section 3.

Addition of New Municipal Code Chapter 15.104.

A new Chapter 15.104 entitled "Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker Creek
Watershed" is added to Title 15 of the Municipal Code to read as follows:

"CHAPTER 15.104
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR KIRKER CREEK WATERSHED DRAINAGE AREA

15.104.010  Definitions

15.104.020  Kirker Creek Stormwater Management Plan
15.104.030  Findings

15.104.040  Ixemptions

15.104.050  Conditions of Development
15.104.060  Building Permits
15.104.07¢  Subdivisions

15.104.08¢ . Fee Schedule

15.104.090  Fee Payment

15.104.100 Review of Fees

15.104.110  Severability

15.104.010  Definitions.

For pulposes of this section, the listed terms shall be defined as follows:

A,

"Impervious surface" means any hard surface area which either prevents or
retards the entry of water into the soil mantle as it entered under natural
conditions pre-existent to development, and/or a hard surface area which
causes water to run off the surface in greater quantities or at an increased
rate of flow from the flow present under natural conditions existing prior to
development.

Permanent on-site detention facility means to construct on said property to
be developed a facility that is intended to remain in service permanently on
the development site.

"Temporary On-site" means to construct a "temporary” short-term measure
that will later be removed or changed.

"City Official" means the Director of Community Development or a staff
person designated by the Director to perform the duties set forth.in this
ordinance,

"Kirker Creek Watershed" is that area in the City of Pittsburg as defined on
attached map.
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15.104.020  Kirker Creek Watershed Stormwater Management Plan.

The Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Improvement Plan & Schednle adopted by
the City Council by Resolution 99-8789 on January 19, 1999, is the Stormwater
Management Plan for the Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area.

15.104.030  Findings.

The Council finds and determines that said drainage area has 1nadequate drzinage
facilities; that future subdivision and development of property within said drainage area
will have a significant adverse impact on existing and future development; that
development of property within the drainage area, with its resultant increase in impervious
surfaces, will require the construction of facilities described in the Stormwater
Management Plan; that the fees herein provided to be charged are uniformly applied per

acre for Commercial and Industrial, or per unit for Residential and Multifamily Residential °
- of impervious surface basis and fairly apportioned within said drainage area on the basis of

benefits conferred on property upon which additional impervious surfaces in said drainage
area are constructed; that the estimated total of all fees collectible hereunder does not
exceed the estimated total costs of all drainage facilities shown on the Stormwater
Management Plan; and that the drainage facilities planned are in addition to existing
drainage facilities already serving the drainage area at the time of the adoption of the
Stormwater Management Plan.

15.104.040  Exemptions, '

A The fee shall not be required for the following: 1) to replace a structure
destroyed or damaged by fire, flood, winds or other acts of God, provided the resultant
structure has the same, or less imperious surface as the original structure; 2) To modify
structures or other impervious surfaces, provided the amount of ground coverage is not
increased by more than 100 square feet; or 3) To convey land to a government agency,
public entity, public utility, or abutting property owner where 2 new building lot or site is
not created as a result of the conveyance.

. B. The fee shall not apply to property north of Pittsburg/Antioch Highway
because the City finds that such properties are downstream of Kirker Creek and do not
contribute flow to Kirker Creek. However, property owners downstream of Kirker Creek
will be required to mitigate their stormwater ﬂow in accordance with other applicable Jaws
and City requirements.

15.104.050  Conditions Of Development.

The City Council finds that existing facilities are inadequate and that the creation of
new impervious surface area in the Kirker Creek Watershed prior to the completion of
downstrean: improvements will create a substantial risk of flooding. Accordingly, the
following conditions will apply to new development within the Kirker Creek Watershed
prior to completion of all recommended improvements to the drainage area downstream of
the proposed development:

A, A property owner may construct permanent on-site detention facilities to
contain any increase in runoff between pre-and post-development conditions. Pre-
development conditions are at the time of application; post-development conditions are
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- after construction of the development bas begun. Sizing of detention facilities will be in
accordance with the Stormwater Management Plan criteria. If permanent on-site detention
facilities are constructed, no fee is required under this ordinance.

B. A property owner may construct temporary on site or off-site detention
measures that must remain in place until downstream improvements required by the ‘
Stormwater Management Plan are completed. Temporary measures could include, but are .
not limited to: 1) allowing temporary ponding in parking lots or other impervious areas; 2)
enclosing roofs with parapets to contain water; or 3) conveying the runoff to a temporary
cistern/tank. Sizing for temporary detention measures will be according to the Stormwater
Management Plan criteria. The City Official must review and approve temporary
measures proposed for the development. When the downstream improvements required by
the Stormwater Management Plan are completed, then the temporary detention measures
can be eliminated. Where temporary drainage measures are utilized, a property owner will
be required 1o pay drainage fees in accordance with the fee schedule.

C. Unless a property owner utitizes either permanent on-site detention
facilities or temporary detention measures as described above, approval of the proposed
development will be delayed until the downstream improvements required by the
Stormwater Management Plan are completed. The drainage fees are payable when
development occurs.

D. Single lots under 6,000 square feet are exempt from physical mitigation.
However, payment of the drainage fee is still required.
E. All new development, whether subject to the drainage fee or not, is

responsible for construction of all drainage facilities needed to connect the development
site to the City's existing storm drain system,

15.104.060  Building Permits.

Except as expressly permitted by this ordinance, the City Official shall not issue
any building permit for construction within the drainage area until the required drainage
fee has been paid. For initial construction the fee shall be as set forth in fee schedule. For
single family residential swimming pools on lots for which the drainage fee has not been
paid, the fee shall be $572 per pool for increased impervious areas such as the concrete
decking and walkways built around the pool. For other construction, modifications or
replacements to an existing facility that cause an increase in impervious surface, including
but not limited to driveways, walks, patios etc., the amount of net increase in impervious
surface shall be subject to a fee of § 0.65 per square foot, but in no case shall it exceed the
amount required under the fee schedule.

15.164.070  Subdivisions.

Except as expressly permitted by this ordinance, the property owner shall pay the
drainage feé on the entire proposed subdivision or on each individual unit for which a final
or parcel map is filed prior to recordation of said map. Townhouse, condominium and
cluster housing type subdivisions creating individual lots less than 4,000 square feet shatl
be treated as multifamily residential and the lot size used in determining the “square feet of
land per unit” shall be the lot size prior to subdividing. The fee amount shall be as set
forth in the fee schedule.
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The fee schedule is based on a uniform fee per square foot of new impervious
surface area created by development as a result of the relationship between increased
impervious surface which results in increased stormwater runoff. The fee schedule has
been developed in accordance with the Contra Costa Country Flood Control and Water
Conservation District's County Report on Impervious Surface Drainage Fee Ordinance that
specifies Standard Impervious Surface area for each land use category. The following fee
1s based on the estimated standard impervious surface area per acre or unit at $0.65/SF.

Land Use Category Measured Building Subdivision
By Permit (1} Permit (2)
Commercial/Industrial acre $26,728 $28,711
Offices - Medium (withl35 io 25% acre $22,906 $25,597
Site free of impervious surface areas)
Offices - Light (with 25% or more of acre $19,169 $21,606
Site free of impervious surface areas)
Multifamnily Residential (Including
Mobile Home Parks):
<2500 SF land/unit (3) acre $21,060 $21,060
2500 to 2999 unit $1,248 $1,248
3000 to 3999 unit $1,430 51,430
4000 to 4999 unit $1,664 $1,664
5000 to 5999 unit $1,905 $1,905
6000 to 6999 unit $2,139 $2,139
7000 to 7999 unit $2,366 $2,366
8000 + unit $2,483 52,483
Single Family Residential Projects
4000 to 4999 SF lot size unit $1,749 $2,802
5000 to 5999 unit $1,827 32,919
6000 to 6999 unit $1,905 53,030
7000 to 7999 unit $1,983 §3,153
8000 to 8999 unit $2,100 $3,322
10,000 to 13,999 unit $2,334 $3,660
14,000 to 19,999 unit $2,724 $4,212
20,000 to 29,999 unit $3,367 $5,051
30,000 to 39,999 umnit 54,180 $6,032
40,000+ unit $5,012 $6,049

Note: (1) Building permit fees are based on standard i unpcrvlous surface area without streets inciuded.
(2) Subdivision permit fees are based on standard i m'xpcrvmus surface area with streets included.

(3) Lot size divided by number of units
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On single family lots, barns and sheds in excess of 400 square feet and tennis and
sports courts shall not be considered as incidental residential facilities included in the
above fee schedule. The drainage fee for the portion of these facilities in excess of 400
square feet shall be calculated using the square foot fee in section 15.104.060 "Building
Permits” and shall be in addition to the above fee amounts.

For the purpose of this ordinance lot size shall be: (1) for existing lots, that land
shown on the latest equalized assessment roll as a lot; or (2) for new subdivision lots, that
land shown on the final or parcel map as a lot. The fee amounts under “Single Family
Residential” shail apply to lots containing only one dwelling unit. For multifamily
residential (including mobile home parks) fees will be as listed in 15.104.080 "Fee
- Schedule.”

15.104.090  Fee Payment.

All fees collected hereunder shall be paid into the City and deposited to the account
of the drainage facilities fund established by the Finance Department for the drainage area.
Monies in said fund shall be expended solely for land acquisition, construction,
engineering, administration, repair, maintenance and operation or reimbursement for the
same, in whole or in part, of planned drainage facilities within the drainage area or to
reduce the principal or interest of any bonded indebtedness of the drainage area.

15.104.100  Review Of Fees.

Project estimates shall be reviewed every year of sooner as deemed necessary that
this ordinance is in effect. The fee schedule shall be adjusted annually on January 1 to
account for inflation using the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index. Such
adjustment shall not require further notice or public hearing.

15.104.110  Severability.

If any section, subsection, clause or phrase of this ordinance is for any reason held
to be invalid, such decision shall not effect the remaining portions of this ordinance. The
City Council declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each section,
subsection, sentence, clause and phrase thercof irrespective of the fact that any one or more
such provisions be declared invalid."”

Section 4. Publication.

The City Clerk shall either (a) have this ordinance published once within fifteen
(15) days after adoption in a newspaper of general circulation, or (b) have a summary of
the ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once five (5) days
before its adoption and again twenty (20) days after its adoption.

This ordinance shall take effect 60 days after its adoption.
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The foregoing ordinance was introduced at a meeting of the City Council of the
City of Pittsburg held on April 16, 2001, and was adopted and ordered published at a
meeting of the City Council held on May 7, 2001, by the following vote:

AYES:  Council Membet Aiello, Lewis, Rios and Mayor Quesada

NOES: Council Member Beals
ABSTAINED: Yone

ABSENT: None .

—i

Frank R. Quesada, Mayor

ATTEST:

MQ’?]W\J

Lillian J. Pride, City Clerk
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER |

DATE: May 7, 2001

TO: Mayor and Council Members

FROM: Willis A. Casey, City Manager

RE: Second Reading of the Kirker Creek Watershed, Stormwater Management Plan

Drainage Fee Ordinance No. 01-1180

BACKGROUND

On April 16, 2001, the City Council approved the Kirker Creek Watershed, Stormwater
Management Plan Drainage Fee Ordinance No. 01-1180. This is the second reading.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It-is recommended that the City Ceuncil adopt the Kirker Creek Watershed Stormwater
Management Plan Drainage Fee Ortlinance No. 01-1180. : '

9%7/'}@

Willis A. Casey, City Managcr

Report Prepared By: Q? %Z‘

Rebecca Ines,
Analyst I

Attachments

1. Kirker Creek Watershed, Stormwater Management Plan Drainage Fee Ordinance No. 01-
1180.
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ATTACHMENT
ORDINANCE NO. 05-1236
DOCUMENT FOLLOWS



Attachments - Page 194

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of. . _ ‘ ORDINANCE NO. 051236

- Ordinance to Amend Sections 15.104.060,

)
15,104.070 and 15.104.080 of the Pittsburg )
Municipal Code Related to “The Stormwater )
)
)

"~ Management Plan for Kirker Creek

Watershed Drainage Area.”

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES ORDAIN as foliows:
Section 1.

The City adopted Ordinance 01-1180 on May 7, 2001, adding Chapter 15.104,
entitied "Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area,” to
the Pittsburg Municipal Code. Chapter 15.104.080 established a fee schedule for new
development in the Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area to cover the costs of the

‘increase of new impervious surfaces that contribute to the Stormwater runoff. The

drainage fee was based upon the method utilized by the Contra Costa County Flood
Control District and is consistent with fees established by neighboring cities’ stormwater
drainage fees. All new development is required to pay a uniform fee per square foot of
impervious surface of new improvements. The initial rate, still in effect, is $ 0.65 per
square foot.

Section 2.  Findings

The Council reaffirms the findings set forth in Ordinance 01-1180, that:
“Project estimates shall be reviewed every year or sooner as deemed necessary that
this ordinance is in effect. The fee schedule shall be adjusted annually on January 1 to
account for inflation using the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index. Such
adjustment shall not require further notice or public hearing.” The Construction Cost
index indicates an increase of 4.5% since the ordinance was adopted in May 2001.

Section 3. Summary

The City Council adopted Ordinance No. 01-1180 on May 7, 2001, which added
Chapter 15.104, entitled “Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed
Drainage Area,” to the Pittsburg Municipal Code. The Ordinance implemented a
uniform mitigation fee per square foot of new impervious surface areas created by
development. The ordinance stipulated that the fee is to be reviewed every year to
adjust for inflation. This fee has not been increased since it's inception in 2001 and is
due for a review. An increase to $0.68 per square foot is justified by increases in the
reference index and construction costs of recent local projects.

1 Ordinance No. 06-1236
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Section 4. Title 15, Chapter 15.104, Section 15.104.060, is hereby amended to read
as foliows: :

“15.104.060 Building Permits.

Except as expressly permitted by the ordinance codified in this chapter the city
official shall not issue any building permit for construction within the drainage area until
the required drainage fee has been paid. For initial construction, the fee shall be based
upon calculations provided by the developer, of the increase in impermeable areas of all
improvements, including street mprovements sidewalks, building roofs, parking lots,
etc. For single family residential swimming pools on lots for which the drainage fee has -
not been paid, the fees shall be calculated for the pool area and increased impervious
areas such as the concrete decking and walkways built around the pocl. For other
construction, modifications or replacements to an existing facility that cause an increase
in impervious surface, including but not limited to driveways, walks, patios, etc., the
amount of net increase in impervious surface shall be subject to a fee paid prior to the
issuance of a permit. All fees charged shall be at the rate listed in the Fee Scheduie.”

Section 5. Tftle 15, Chapter 15.104, Section 15.104.070, is hereby amended to read
as follows: :

“415,104.070 Subdivisions.

Except as expressly permitted by the ordinance codified in this chapter, the
property owner shall pay the drainage fee for the increase in impermeable
surfaces on the frontage improvements for the proposed subdivision for which a
final or parcel map is filed prior to recordation of said map. Drainage fees for each
home within the subdivision shall be paid prior to issuance of the building permit -
for all impermeable surfaces created by the home and related on-site
improvements. All fees charged shall be at the rate listed in the Fee Schedule.”

Section 6.  Title 15, Chapter 15.104, Section 15.104.080, is hereby amended to read
as follows: '

“15.104.080 Fee Schedule.

All fees charged under this code will be calculated at the rate of $0.68 per square
foot for the increased impervious area. The fee charged under this code section is
based upon a uniform fee per square foot of impervious surface area created by
development because the increased impervious surface results in increased stormwater
runoff. The fees to be charged under this code shall be calculated from plans and
measurements of the actual proposed increased impervious area, i.e., roof areas,
sidewalks, and frontage improvements that cause increased runoft.”

2 Ordinance No. 05-1236
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Section 7. Publication

The City Clerk shall either {a) have this ordinance published once within fifteen
(15) days after adoption in a newspaper of general circulation, or (b) have a summary of
the ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once five (5) days
before its adoption and again twenty (20} days after its adoption.

This ordinance shall take effect, thirty (30) days after its adoption.
The foregeing crdinance was introduced at a meeting of the City Council of the City of
Pittsburg held on January 18, 2005 and was adopted and ordered published at a
meeting of the City Council held on February 7, 2005 by the following vote:
AYES: Council Member Casey, Glynn, Johnson, Kee and Mayor Parent
NOES: None
ABSTAINED:; None

ABSENT: None

Nancy L. Parent, Mayor
AYTEST:

ﬁ({cw{@t&%ﬁw diputy

Lillian J. Pride, City Clerk

3 Ordinance No. 05-1236
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER:-
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, California 94565

MEMO: February 7, 2005

T0O: Mayor and City Council Members
FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager
RE: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 05-1236 AMENDING THE

MUNICIPAL CODE 15.104 TO UPDATE THE FEE FOR THE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE KIRKER CREEK
WATERSHED DRAINAGE AREA.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On January 18, 2005, the City Council introduced Ordinance No. 05-1236 to
amend the Municipal Code 15.104 to update the fee for the Stormwater
Management Plan for the Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area. This is the
second reading. To implement this change, the Council must now adopt the
ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt the attached ordinance amending of the Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker
Creek Watershed Drainage Fee Area to be increased from $0.65 to $0.68 per square
-foot of new impervious surface area. :

STAFF ANALYSIS

The ordinance will become effective 30 days after its adoption.

~ Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

ATTACHMENTS: Ordinance No. 05-1236

Report Prepared By: Rebecca Ines, Admin. Analyst



Attachments - Page 198

CITY OF PITTSBURG
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

THE PITTSBURG CITY COUNCIL WILL HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON:

Date: January 18, 2005
Time: 7:00 P.M.
Place: City Hall

65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, CA
Third Floor Council Chambers

Concerning the following matter:

A proposed Amendment to Municipal Code 15.104, to increase the fee of the
Stormwater Management Plan for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area.

The City Council adopted Ordinance # 01-1180 in May 7, 2001 adding Chapter 15.104
“Siormwater Management Pian for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area’, to the
Pittsburg Municipa! Code. The fee is to be reviewad every year to adjust for inflation.
This fee has not been increased since it's inception in 2001. An increase to $0.68 per
square foot is justified by increases in the reference index and consfruction costs of
recent City projects.

Interested persons regarding any aspect of this matter may be heard in writing or
verbally at this time.

For further details on this matter, contact Keith Halvorson, Assistant City Engineer, 65
Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, CA (825) 252-4830.

Dated January 4, 2005

/ /
{ ( L//E LTS d‘/;:_/u:/":__
Lmlan J Pride, Clty Clerk
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of:
Ordinance Amending Muriicipal Code )

Section 17.32.020 Relating io Park ) ORDINANCE NO. 06-1275
Dedication In New City Subdivisions ) '

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES ORDAIN as foliows:
SECTION 1. Findings, |

A. California Government Code § 66477 authorizes a City Council to require the
dedication of park land or the payment of in lieu fees as a condition to the approval
of a tentative map in a new subdivision;

-B. California Government Code § 66477 requires a City to provide definite sténdards
for determining the proportion of a subdivision to be dedicated and the amount of
-any fee to be paid in lieu therecf;

C. Municipal Code Section 17.32.020, adopted under the authority of California
Government Code § 86477, requires the dedication of land or payment of fees in
lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for park or recreational purposes; and

D. The purpose of this ordinance is to amend Municipal Code Section 17.32.020 to
- provide greater clarity and more definite standards for calculating the value of a
park land dedication in lieu fee in the City of Pittsburg.

SECTION 2. Amendment to Municipal Code Section 17.32.020.

Section 17.32.020 of Chapter 17.32 “Dedication and Reservations’ of Title 17
“Subdivisions” of the Pittsburg Municipal Code is amended as follows:

“17.32.020 Park Dedication

"A. Authority. This section is enacted under the general police power and Government
Code Section 66477.

B. Requirements. As a condition of approval of a tentative or parcel map, at the option of
the City, the subdivider shall dedicate land, pay a fee instead, or do a combination of both,
as to be detailed in the conditions of the tentative or parcel map, for park or recreational
-purposes according to the standards and formuia in this section.

C. Generai Standard.

1. The dedication of land or payment of fees, or both, shall be the proportionate
ameount necessary to provide five (5) acres of park area per one thousand (1,000) persons
residing within a subdivision.

2. The amount of land dedicated or fees paid is based upon the residential density.
Residential density is determined on the basis of the tentative or parcel map and the
average household size.

3. No land dedication or fee is required on a parcel for which. park dedication
requirements have previously been met.

10f 8 Ordinance No.
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D. Standards and Formula for Dedication of Land.

1. Where a park -or recreation facility is designated in the park and recreation
element of the Pittsburg general plan to be located in whole or in part within a proposed
subdivision, the subdivider is required to dedicate the tand for a local park. All park tand
dedicated shall conform to the provisions of this section.

2. The amount of land to be dedicated shall be determined according to the
following standards and formula:

\ " IPark Acres per 100
Dwelling Type Density per DU units

gsmgle-famny (detached) 346 11,73 acres

| ‘ persons/unit '

»Multtple -family (inciuding condos/ [2.65 - 11.325 acres
»townhomeslapts ) persons/unit

3. The subdivider shall without credit provide: (a) full street improvements and utility
connections including curbs, gutters, street paving, traffic control devices, street trees, and
sidewalks adjacent to land which is dedicated under this section; (b) fencing along the
property line of the subdivision contiguous to the dedicated land; and (c) other minimal
improvements which the City determines to be essential to the acceptance of land for
residential purposes.

4, Dedication of land is governed by the procedure in subsection K of this section.

E. Formula for Fees in Lieu of Land Dedication.

1. If (a) there is no park or recreation facility designated in the general plan within a
proposed subdivision, or (b) the dedication of land under subsection D of this section is not
feasible or compatible with the general plan, or (c) the City has previously acquired the
necessary park property, or (d) the City otherwise determines that in lieu fees will be
required, the subdivider shall pay a fee instead of land dedication.

2. The amount of an in iieu fee required under this section shall be calculated and
collected as follows:

a. Fair market value shall be determined at the time of approvai of the final
map covering the territory in question

b. Any applicable in lieu fee shail be paid in full to the City at the time of
approval of the final map covering the territory in question.

c. The City may, but is not required to, value and collect an in lieu fee at an
earlier date if consistent with (i) an agreement executed and signed by the party
responsible for the payment of the in lieu fee, (i) a resolution by the City Council
authorizing the early payment of the in lieu fee, and (iii) the best interests of the
citizens of the City of Pittsburg.

d. Fair market value shall be the value of a typical buildable acre of land
within the City suitable for residential or. parkland development excluding areas
which are unbuildable due to flooding, topography, easements, or other restrictions.
Park sites shouid be designed so that at least eighty percent (80%) of the site has
slopes of less than three percent (3%) and should be available for year-round use.

e. The City has the sole discretion to determine what is and what is not a
typical buildable acre of land for purposes of this section. The City's determination
as to what constitutes a typical buildable acre of land shall be binding for purposes
of this Chapter.

20of6 ' Ordinance No.
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f. The fair market value of land for in lieu fee purposes shall be. established
periodically by the City Council through a City Park Fee Resolution.

g. Biennially, or more frequently as directed by the City Council, the City
Engineer shall determine the average fair market value of a buildable acre of land
within the City. The City Engineer may coordinate the appraisal of land and direct
appropriate City resources for the determination of this fair market value. The City
Engineer's fair market value determination shall be considered by the City Council
upon adoption of the City Park Fee Resolution.

h. The City Engineer may, but is not required to, hire one or more
professional appraisers to assist in determining fair market value pursuant to
subsection E(2)(g). The City Engineer, and any appraisal, shall consider the
following when determining fair market value for purposes of this section:

1. The General Plan;

2. Residential zoning and density;

3. Building entitlements;

4. Existing citywide public improvements;

5. The value of private improvements required in citywide residential
developments, including the improvements listed in subsection D of this section;

6. The sales price or appraised value of comparable residentially
zoned property within the city utilizing data from the previous two (2) calendar year
period; and

7. The sales price or appraised value of comparable residentially
zoned property outside the City utilizing data from the previous two (2) calendar
year period.

i. The City Council shall occasionally, but at Ieas’{ once every other fiscal
year, update the City Park Fee Resolution. The City Council may, at its option,
choose to update the City Park Fee Resolution more frequently as new market
information becomes available. The fair market value established in the City Park
Fee Resoclution shall be applied to the calculation of all park dedication in fieu fees
required under this-section. '

j. The fair market value established in each City Park Fee Resoiution shall
be adjusted for inflation pursuant to the Bay Area Consumer Price Index until an
updated fair market value is established by the City Council. When applicable, the
adjusted rate shall be established each February and shall be based on the average
12 month inflation rate of the preceeding 12 months.

F. Fees in Lieu of Land Dedication - Fifty (50) Parcels or Less. If the proposed subdivision
contains fifty (50) parcels or less, the City may only require the payment of fees under this
section, and may not require the dedication of land. However, this section does not
prectude the dedication and acceptance of land for park and recreation purposes in a
subdivision of fifty (50) parcels or less if the subdivider proposes dedication voluntarily and
the land is acceptable to the City.

G. Combination of Fees and Dedication. The Planning Commission may approve a
combination of fee payment and land dedication when:

1. Only a portion of a proposed and accepted park falls within a subdivision. That
portion shall be. dedicated for park purposes and a fee is required for any additional
amount of land that would otherwise be required for dedication; or

2. A major part of the park or recreation site has already been acquired and only a
small portion of fand is needed from the subdivision to complete the site. The needed
portion shall be acquired by dedication and a fee required for any additional amount of
land that would otherwise be required for dedication; or

3ofB QOrdinance No.
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3. The Planning Commission determines that a combination of fees and dedication
will best serve the public interest.

The Planning Commission's determination as to fees, dedication, or a combination of both
may be appealed to the City Council by the party responsible for the dedication of land or
the payment of in lieu fees or by the City Manager.

H. Determination of Land or Fee. Whether the City accepts land dedication or requires a
fee, or a combination of both, is determined by considering the following:

1. Open Space, Youth and Recreation etement of the General Plan:

2. Topography, geoclogy, access and location of land in the subdivision available for
dedication. Proposed park sites should be designed so that eighty percent (80%) of the
site has slopes of less than three percent (3%) and should be available for year-round use;

3. Size and shape of the subdivision and land available for dedication, specifically,
proposed park sites should consist of a minimum of two {2) contiguous acres in new
residential neighborhoods;

4. The feasibility of dedication;

5. Whether the City has previously acquired sufficient land for park and recreation
purposes;

6. Whether the public interest is best served by the dedication of land or the

" imposition of an in lieu fee; and
' 7. The factors set forth in subsections F and G of this section. _
I. Partial Credit for Private Open Space. Where private open space for active park and
recreation uses is provided in a proposed subdivision, the City may grant partial credit not
to exceed fifty percent (50%) against the requirement of land dedication or payment of fees
if the City finds it is in the public interest to do so and that all of the following standards are
met: :

1. Yard, court areas, setbacks and other open area or landscaping required to be
maintained by the zoning and building ordinances and regulations are not included in the
computation of credit; and

2. The private ownership and maintenance of the area is adequately provided for
by recorded written agreement, covenants or restrictions; and

3. The use of the private area is restricted for park and recreatlonal purposes by
recorded covenants which run with the tand in favor of the future owners of property within
the subdivision and which cannot be amended or eliminated without the City’s consent;
and

4. The proposed private area is reasonably adoptable for use for active park and
recreational purposes, taking into consideration such factors as size, shape, topography,
geology, access and location: and

5. The proposed facilities are in substantial conformance with the parks and
recreation element of the general plan; and

~ 6. The space for which credit is given is a minimum of two (2) acres and provides a
minimum of four (4) of the following local park basis elements, or a combination of
elements and other recreational improvements, which will meet the specific recreation and
park needs of the future residents of the area:

[Elements |Acres

la. Children’s p|ay apparatus areas .50 - .75
b. Family picnic areas |.25- .75
j"cj:;nl_l_andscape parklike gnd quiet areas {.50 -1.00

4 of 6 | Ordinance No.
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d. Game court areas §.25 -.50
(e Turf play fields “']_.1“50 3. 00
|f ‘Swim pool (42" x 75") with. adjacent deck and Iawn |25 -.50 -
9. Recreation center buﬂdlngs B {15 25

J. Credit for Park and Recreation Improvements. If the subdivider provides park and
recreation improvements to the dedicated land (other than improvements required by
subsection D(3) of this section), the value of the improvements is a credit against the
payment of fees or dedication of land required by this section. To qualify for credit under
this subsection, the subdivider must first obtain approval from the Recreation and Planning
Commissions for the precise improvements to be installed.

K. Procedure.

1. General. When a developer submits a tentative map to the City, he shall specify
as part of the filing how he intends to satisfy the park dedication requirements of this
section.

2. Recommendation and Decision. At the time of approvat of a tentative map, the
Flanning Commission shall determine whether to require a dedication of land, payment of
a fee instead, or a combination of both. The Planning Commission's decision shall be
based upon a report and recommendation from the Recreation Commission which shall
include:

a. The amount of land required for purposes of park dedication;
b. Credit tc be given under subsection | or J of this section;
¢. The location of the dedicated iand or proposed use of in lieu fees.
The decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council by the
party responsible for the dedication of land or the payment of in fieu fees or by the City
Manager.
3. Time for Dedication or Payment. :
a. The subdivider shall dedicate the land required for dedication at the time of
the filing of the final or parcel map for the subdivision.
b. The subdivider shall pay the required in-lieu fees at a time conSIStent with
Sections E(2){b) -~ E(2)(c).
.. Use of Land and Fees. A

1. The land, fees, or combination of both may be used only for the purpose of
developing new or rehabilitating existing neighborhood or community park or recreational
facilities to serve the subdivision.

2. The City Council shall develop and adopt a schedule specifying how, when, and
where it will use the land, fees and interest. Fees and interest coliected under this section
shall be committed within five (5) years after the payment of the fees or the issuance of

building permits on one- -half (1/2) the lots created by the SUdeVISIOTI whichever occurs
later.

M. Exemptions. This section does not apply to:
1. Subdivisions containing less than five (5) parcels and not used for residential
purposes. However, the City shall place the following condition on the parcel map:
“If, within four (4) years, a building permit is required for construction of a residential
structure on one (1) or more of the parcels, the owner of each such parcel is requ:red to
pay a park dedication fee under this chapter before the permit is issued.”
2. Commercial or industrial subdivisions or to condominium projects or stock
cooperatives which consist of the subdivision of airspace in an existing apartment building
which is more than five (5) year old when no new dwelling units are added.”

50f6 Ordinance No.
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SECTION 3. Effective Date.

This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its adoption.

SECTION 4. Publication. .

The City Cierk shall either (a) have this ordinance published once within 15 days
after adoption in a newspaper of general circulation, or (b) have a summary of the -
ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once five (5) days before
its adoption and again twenty (20) days after its adoption.

The foregoing ordinance was introduced at a meeting of the City Councif of the City of
Pittsburg heid on October 2, 2006 and was adopted and ordered published at a meeting of
the City Council held on October 16, 2006 by the following vote:

AYES: Members Casey, Glynn, Johnson, Parent and Mayor Kee

NOES: Nong
ABSTAINED: None
ABSENT: None

. Ol Fde

Micfizel B. Kee, Mayor

ATTEST:

Lillian J. Pride, City Clerk M
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OFFIGE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Administrative Offices
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, California 94565

DATE: October 16, 2006
TO: Mayor and Council Members
FROWM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: AMENDMENTS TO MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.32.020 RELATING
TO PARK DEDICATION REQUIREMENTS IN NEW CITY SUBDIVISIONS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The attached Ordinance, if adopted by the City Council, will clarify the procedure for park
dedication and the imposition of in lieu fees within the City. The proposed amendments to
the Municipal Code give the City the express authority to require the dedication of land,
impose an in lieu fee, or a combination of both. Under the proposed Ordinance, the City
Council will establish the fair market value of land for in lieu fee purposes by Resolution.
The Ordinance also requires that land be valued at the time of final map acceptance. This
is the second reading of the proposed Ordinance.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The Ordinance, if adopted, will reduce the administrative costs associated with the
valuation of land in each subdivision and will provide consistency with regard to the
valuation and payment of in lieu fees. The proposed park dedication structure will continue
to generate significant revenue for the City's park and recreation facility needs.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the City Council adopt the aftached Ordinance amending Municipal Code Section
17.32.020 relating to park dedication in new city subdivisions.
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STAFF ANALYSIS:

California Government Code Section 66477 (also known as the “‘Quimby Act”) authorizes
the City to require the dedication of park land or the payment of an in lieu fee as. a
condition {o the approval of a tentative map in a new subdivision. The Quimby Act
requires the City to establish definite standards for determining the proportion of a
subdivision to be dedicated and the amount of any fee to be paid in lisu thereof.

Staff, including the City Attorney, reviewed the existing standards and. procedures refating
to the dedication of park land and the payment of in lieu fees in new City subdivisions. The
current park dedication section of the Municipal Code is unclear and has led to several
practical problems in application. The City Engineer has requested that the Municipal
Code be clarified to provide more definite standards for park dedication and in lieu fee
valuation,

Dedication of Land or Payment of an'ln Lieu Fee

Municipal Code Section 17.32.020 is currently unclear as fo whether the City has the
authority to require the dedication of fand, the payment of an in lieu fee, or a combination
of both. The proposed amendments to the Municipal Code make it clear that the City has
the authority to determine on a case-by-case basis whether the dedication of land, the
payment of fees, or a combination of both will be required.

tn addition, Policy 8(P){6} of the Pittsburg General Plan calis for the City to revise its park
dedication ordinance to define “useable area” for parkland dedication requirement
purposes. The adoption of the aftached Ordinance will enable the City to meet this
express directive of the Pittsburg General Plan.

_ The Timing of the Fair Market Value Determination

Under the current language of Municipai Code Section 17.32.020(E), fair market value for
the purpose of calculating in lieu fees is determined at the time of tentative map approval.
As a practical matter, approval of the tentative map occurs early in the development
planning process. California real estate prices have risen considerably over the years, and
the City has routinely been forced to accept the value of Jand at the tentative map approval
stage even when the physical construction of a subdivision occurs years later.

The proposed Ordinance would change the timing of the fair market value determination
for in lieu fee purposes. If approved, fair market value will now be determined at the time
of approval of a final map. The City will be in a better position to collect fees that reflect
the value of land in a subdivision and fund appropriate park and recreational facilities with
those fees.
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The proposed amendments to the Municipal Code alse aliow for an earlier valuation and
payment of in lieu fees where authorized by resolution of the City Council, memorialized in
a written agreement, and found to be in the best interests of the citizens of Pittsburg.

Fair Market Value Determination

Under the current language of Municipal Code Section 17.32.020(E)(2), fair- market value
for in lieu fee purposes is the value of a “typical buildable acre of the subdivision, excluding
areas which are unbuildable due to flooding, topography, easements, or other restrictions ”
This fair market value is to be determined by the City with a written report prepared and
signed by an appraiser acceptable to the City. '

This provision in the Municipal Code has given rise to considerable confusion on land
dedication matters. The Quimby Act requires the City to adopt “definite standards” for the
dedication of land and the imposition of in lieu fees. The City's current Municipal Code
provisions do not define a "buildable acre” or give additional guidance to an appraiser
charged with determining the fair market value of land.

The proposed amendments to Municipal Code Section 17.32.020 establish clear
guideiines for the determination of fair market vatue for in lieu fee purposes. The City
Council will establish, by a City Park Fee Resolution, a standard value for a buildable acre
of land within the City. This will be the rate for determining in lieu fees. This will
substantially reduce the administrative costs associated with the analysis of multiple
appraisals and negotiations over the fair market value of land in a particular subdivision.
Additionally, it will provide developers with a definite and consistent standard to consider
as a project moves forward.

The proposed amendments direct the City Engineer to determine the average fair market
value of fand in the City. , Standards are provided for the appraisal of land under the City
Engineer's direction. The City Engineer's determination as to fair market value is to be
- considered by the City Council when the Council establishes the City Park Fee Resolution.

Under the proposed amendments to the Municipal Code, the City Coungil is required to
update the City Park Fee Resolution at least once every two years. The City Council may,
at its option, choose to update the City Park Fee Resolution more frequently as new
market information becomes available.

Appeal of Planning Commission Decision

The Municipal Code provisions relating to park dedication require the Planning
Commission to determine whether to require the dedication of land, the payment of an in
lieu fee, or a combination of both. The Planning Commission also determines the amount
of land required for purposes of park dedication or the payment of a corresponding in lieu
fee. '
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The current Municipal Code allows a decision of the Planning Commission to be appealed
to the City Council, but does not indicate which parties have the right to appeal. The
proposed amendments to the Municipal Code clarify the appeal process by authorizing:
either the party responsible for the dedication of land or the City Manager to appeal a
decision of the Planning Commission to the City Council.

%/

Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

Attachments:
Ordinance No. 06-1275
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of;

An Ordinance Adding Chapter 15.103 to

a Revised Regional Transportation

)

the Pittsburg Municipal Code Establishing ) ORDINANCE NO. 10-1329
)
)

Development Impact Mitigation Fee Program

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg DOES ORDAIN as foilows:

SECTION 1. Recitals.

A.

The City previously adopted regional trafiic development impact fees, codified in
Pittsburg Municipal Code Chapters 15.100 and 15.102, respectively, applicable to
new residential, commercial and industrial development to offset the costs of
upgrading the regional transportation system to serve new development in the City.

By Resolution No. 10-11492, the City Council authorized the City's withdrawal from
the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority ('"ECCRFFA™), a joint
powers agency previously designated by the City as the agency responsible for the
funding and implementation of transportation improvement projects in the East
Contra Costa County area (“East County”).

The City has determined that the best interests of the public will be served through
the establishment of a Revised Regional Transportation Development Impact Fee
Program ('Fee Program”),.which would allow the City o establish fee collection,
financing, and management mechanisms, an implementation schedule for
identified projects, and coordinate the funding of regional projects with the City's
regional partners, including ECCRFFA.

The City contracted with Fehr & Peers to prepare an "East Contra Costa Regional
Fee Program Update” ("Fee Study”) which updates ECCRFFA's 2005 nexus study
report by revising information related to project cost estimates and land use
projections within East County.

The City desires to adopt a new regional traffic development impact fee based on
the content of the Fee Study, and to set forth the same by ordinance in the
Pittsburg Municipal Code.

The City has determined that this Ordinance is based on the construction of public
facilities and/or improvements identified by using levels on important regional
routes in East County as specified by TRANSPLAN and previously adopted by
ECCRFFA.

. A public hearing on the proposed Ordinance was noticed by publication in a

newspaper of general circulation in accordance with applicable laws.

Ordinance No. 10-1328 Page 10of6 Qctober 4, 2010
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SECTION 2. Adding Chapter 15.103 “Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development _
Impact Mitigation Fee (“PRTDIM™) Program’” to Title 15 “Buildings and Construction” of the
_ Pittsburg Municipal Code

Title 15 “Buildings and Construction” of the Pittsburg Municipal Code is hereby amended to
add Chapter 15.103 "Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development Impact Mitigation
Fee ("PRTDIM") Program,” which shall read as follows:

Section 15.103.010 Findings and Purpose.

A. Projected new development in the City of Pittsburg will further congest the
freeways and arterial roadways in the cities of Pittsburg, Antioch, Brentwood, QOakley and
the unincorporated eastern portion of Contra Costa County (the “regional area”} and place
additional demands on the regional transportation system.

. B. The City of Pittsburg previously participated in the East Contra Costa Regional
Fee and Financing Authority ("ECCRFFA”), a joint powers agency, for the funding and
implementation of transportation improvement preojects in the regional area.

C. The City of Pittsburg intends to establish its own comprehensive fee program to
help fund regional transportation improvements which are necessary to offset the impacts
of continuing growth and development within the City, and to cooperate with the City's
regional partners, including ECCRFFA, to fund and implement transportation projects in
the regional area. Expansion and construction of the improvements identified in the 2010
East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update (“fee study”), on file and available for
review at the City, will increase the flow of traffic, reduce congestion and noise, and
improve safety and air quality throughout the regional area.

D. Pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code Section 66000,
et seq., a local agency is authorized to charge a fee to development applicants in
connection with approval of a development project for the purpose of offsetting all or a
portion of the costs of public facilities related to the development project.

E. The Pittsburg city council finds that the creation of a Pitisburg Regional
Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fee ("PRTDIM"} program is necessary to
ensure that new development pays its fair share of the construction costs of the regional
fransportation improvements identified in the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee
Pregram Update, and any subsequently adopted fee program updates.

F. This chapter is statutorily exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™) pursuant to Section 21080(b}(8) of the Public
Resources Code and Section 15273(a)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines because the fees
collected as a result of this action will be used for regional transportation infrastructure
necessary to maintain an acceptable level of service within existing service areas. Once
sufficient funds are collected and prior to the approval of the final alignment and
configuration of the individual transportation improvement projects, the City of Pittsburg or
other lead agency, as appropriate, will take all other CEQA required actions. The city
council further finds that the adoption of the automatic change in PRTDIM fees annually in
accordance with changes in the Engineering News-Record index is also statutorily exempt

Ordinance No. 10-1329 Page 2 of 6 October 4, 2010
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under Section 15273(a)(4) because the amount of any increase is precisely determinable
based on the published change of the index and relates solely to the increase of
construction costs for the previously identified projects. .

Section 15.103.020 Adoption of PRTDIM Fees and Reports.

The city council shall, by resolution, set forth the specific amount of the PRTDIM fees
based on the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update and any subseguent
fee program updates adopted by the city council.. The city council may, by resolution,
update the PRTDIM fees as often as necessary. All such resolutions adopting or updating
PRTDIM fees shall contain the findings necessary under the Mitigation Fee Act.

Section 15.103.030 Automatic Fee Increases.

PRTDIM fees established by city council resolution shail, on January 1* of each year, be
automatically increased or decreased from the amount then applicable by the same
percentage as the percentage of increase or decrease in construction costs between
September 1% of the calendar year immediately preceding September 1% of the current
calendar year, based on the Engineering News-Record Construction Costs Index — San
Francisco Bay Area, without further action by the city council.

Section 15.103.040 Payment of Fees.

A. The property owner shall pay to the city the PRTDIM fee established by city council
resolution. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit, or at
such earlier time as agreed to in writing between the property owner and the city.

B. The applicable PRTDIM fee shall be determined on the basis of the fee schedule in
effect at the time of building permit issuance, or at such earlier time as agreed to in
writing between the property owner and the city. If no permit is required, then the
fees are payable in the amounts in effect at the commencement of the project. The
chief building official or other official designated by the city manager shall determine
the amount of the fee in accordance with the standards set forth in the city council
resolution. b

C. No building permit shall be issued for property within the city unless the PRTDIM
fee for that property is paid or otherwise satisfied as required by this chapter.

D. The PRTDIM fees shall also be paid as a condition of an extension or renewal of a
public permit issued prior to the adoption of this ordinance if a city regional traffic
mitigation fee has not been paid previously.

Section 15.103.050 Fee Exemptions.
A. Developments that are subject to the PRTDIM fee established by this chapter shall
be exempt from payment of the City of Pittsburg regional transportation mitigation

fee (RTMF) codified in chapter 15.100 and the regional transportation development
impact mitigation fee (RTDIM) codified in chapter 15.102. '

Ordinance No. 10-1329 Page 3 of 6 October 4, 2010
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B. Developments thét are not subject to the PRTDIM fee established by this chapter
shall remain subject to payment of the city of Pitisburg regional transportation
development impact mitigation fee (RTDIM) codified in chapter 15.102.

C. The PRTDIM fee shall not be required of any project involving the replacement of
existing structures destroyed by fire or other natural disaster, to the extent that the
replacement project does not exceed the number of units or intensity of use that
existed prior to the.fire or other natural disaster.

D. The PRTDIM fee shall not be required of any project involving the rehabilitation of
existing structures where the total cost of the work undertaken is less than fifty
percent (50%) of the value of the existing structure. The property owner has the
burden to document, to the chief building official's satisfaction, that a rehabilitation
project on the property qualifies for this exemption.

E. The following uses are categorically exempt from the fees imposed by this chapter:
Christmas tree lots, seasonal fruit stands, mobile food vendors and circuses and
camivals.

F. Any alteration or addition to a residential structure, except to the extent that a
residential unit is added to a single-family residential unit or another unit is added to
an existing multifamily residential unit. -

Section 15.103.060 Creation of PRTDIM Fee Account.

The funds generated by payment of the PRTDIM fee shall be placed into a separate
account established for the funding of regicnal transportation projects consistent with this
chapter. The funds in the account, including any accumulated interest, shall be used only
for the purposes and projects described in this section.

A. To pay for the acquisition/construction of the improvements identified in the
2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update, and any subsequently
adopted fee program updates ("improvements”);

B. To pay for the design, engineering, construction of any property acquisition for,
and the reasonable costs of outside consultant studies and analyses related to,
the improvements;

C. To reimburse other public entities, including ECCRFFA, for the improvements
constructed by other sources, including funds generated by other public entities,
unless such funds were obtained from grants or gifts intended by the grantor to
be used for the improvements;

D. To reimburse developers that have designed, constructed and/or dedicated a
useable portion of any of the improvements, with city’s prior written approval,
and have entered into an agreement with the city that provides for such
reimbursement;

QOrdinance No. 10-132¢9 Page 4 o1 6 October 4, 2010
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E. To pay for and/or reimburse costs of city's PRTDIM program development and
ongoing administration of the PRTDIM fee program, including, but not limited to,
the cost of studies, legal costs, and other costs related to updating the fee; and

F. To pay for and/or reimburse costs related to the City of Pittsburg’s administration
of the PRTDIM fee program, including, but not limited to, the costs of studies,
legal costs, and other costs related to administering the PRTDIM program and
updating the fee. ‘

Section 15.103.070 Annual and Five-Year PRTDIM Program Reviews.

A. Within one hundred eighty (180) days after the close of each fiscal year, the city
manager or his or her designee shall prepare a report for the city counci,
pursuant to Government Code Section 66006, identifying the balance of fees in
the account at the beginning and end of the fiscal year, including any revenue,
interest, credit, refunds, reimbursements and the amount of expenditures, if any,
identified by public facility, and any other income or expenditures during the
fiscal year:

B. The city shall make the periodic report available to the public, and the city
council shall review the report at a regularly scheduled meeting in accordance
with Government Code Section 66006.

C. The city shall conduct the pericdic review required by Government Code Section
66001(d) every five years.

D. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66002, the city council shall annually
review, as part of its capital improvement plan, the regional traffic improvements
identified in the fee study to be financed with PRTDIM fees. The city council
shall make findings identifying the purpose to which the existing fee balances
are to be put and demonstrating a reasonable relationship between the fee and
the purpose for which it is charged. This annual review may warrant
adjustments to the PRTDIM fees.

Section 15.103.080 Other Authority.

This chapter is intended to establish a supplementat method for funding the cost of
certain regional transportation improvements identified in the 2010 East Contra Costa
Regional Fee Program Update, and any subseguently adopted fee program updates. The
provisions of this chapter shall not be construed io limit the power of the city council to
impose any other fee or exactions or to continue to impose existing fees ar exactions on
development within the city, but shall be in addition to any other requirements the city
council is authorized to impose or has previously imposed. In addition, individual property
owners shall remain obligated to fund, construct and/or dedicate the improvements, public
facilities and other exactions or dedications required by the city, including without limitation
those required by the city standard details and specifications and other appiicable public
works standards.

Section 15.103.080 Severability.

Ordinance No.10-1329 Page 5 of 6 ’ Qctober 4, 2010
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Each component of this chapter is severable. Should any portion of this chapter be
held invalid and unenforceable by a body of competent jurisdiction, then the remaining
portions shall continue to be in full force and effect. The city council of the city of Pittsburg
declares that it would have adopted this chapter and each section, subsection, clause,
sentence, phrase and other portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that one or more
section, subsection, clause, sentence, phrase or other portion may be held invalid or
unconstitutional.

SECTION 3. Severability

If any Section, paragraph, sentence or other portion of this Ordinance is held by a
court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining Sections,
paragraphs, sentences and portions shall nevertheiess continue in full force and effect
without being impaired or invalidated in any way.

SECTION 4. Effective Date

This ordinance shall be in full force and effective sixty {60) days after its adoptior.

SECTION 5. Publication

The City Clerk shall either {a) have this ordinance published once within 15 days
after adoption in a newspaper of general circulation or (b) have a summary of the
ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once 5 days before its
adoption and again 20 days after adoption.

The foregoing ordinance was introduced at a meeting of the City Council of the City
of Pittsburg held on September 20, 2010 and was adopted and ordered published at a
meeting of the City Council held on October 4, 2010 by the following vote:

AYES: Casey, Johnson, Evola
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Kee, Parent

nloits W, k.

Salvatore N..Evola, Mayor

ATTEST:

(e % Gatennen

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk

Ordinance No. 10-1329 Page 6 of 6 October 4, 2010
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OFF!CE OF THE CiTY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
85 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA ¢4566

DATE: v 9/24/2010

TO: . Mayor and Council Members

FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: Second Reading of Orainance No. 10-1329, Adding Chapter 15,103 to

the Pittsburg Municipal Code Establishing a Revised Regional
Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fee Program

MEETING DATE: 10/4/2010

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ordinance No. 10-1329 will creale a new municipal code chapter for a revised regional
transportation development impact mitigalion fee program, which was enacted by City
Council Resolution No. 10-11533. The ordinance provides the basic framework for the
collection, use and administration of the Pittsburg Regional Transportation Devetopment
Impact Fee (PRTDIM) in a manner that can be easily accessed by the general public in
Pittsburg's Municipal Code.

FISCAL IMPACT

Na fiscal inﬁpact is anticipated because the PRTDIM fee includes a 1% City administrative
fee.

RECOMMENDATION

(1) Staif recommends that the City Council adopt a motion waiving further reading of
Ordinance No, 10-1329.

(2) Staff recommends that the City Council adopt Ordinance No. 10-1329 and direct the City
Clerk to publish the ordinance in a manner consistent with Government. Code Section
36333.

BACKGROUND

On June 6, 1984, the City of Pittsburg adopted Resolution 94-8086, authorizing a Joint
Exercise of Powers Agreement ("JPA") with the Cities of Antioch, Brentwood and the County
of Contra Costa, which provided for the creation of ECCRFFA to assist in the establishment
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of a uniform regional developrent fee program and the funding and implementation of
regional transportation improvement projects in the East County area. In 1899, the City of
Oakley was added as a member of ECCRFFA.

On August 1, 2005, the City of Pittsburg adopted Resolution 05-10348, approving the
adoption of a Second Amendment to the ECCRFFA JPA, which provided for a revision of
the ECCRFFA regional transportation improvement program consistent with the “East
Contra Costa Regicnal Fee Program Update,” previously approved by the ECCRFFA Board.
The Second Amendment updated the relevant fees and regional transportation projects to
be funded, as defined in the program update report.

Over time, the City has expressed concerns related to the fact that certain regional
transportation projects-within the City were not funded as promised by ECCRFFA in the
past. For more than a year, the City attempted to work with ECCRFFA to address the City's
desire to pricritize certain regional transportation projects essential to Pittshurg residents.
Despite gocod faith negotiations between the paities, the outstanding issues between the
City and ECCRFFA were not resolved to City's satlisfaction. On July 6, 2010, the City
Council adopted Resolution No. 10-11492 authorizing the City Manager to provide notice to
ECCRFFA and its member agencies of the City's intent to withdraw from ECCRFFA.

City has, since the initiation of the withdrawat process, made it clear to its regional
transportation partners (including ECCRFFA and TRANSPLAN) that it was the City's
intention to create its own regional transportation mitigation fee program to ensure that new
development in City continues to pay its fair share toward transportation projects of regional
significance. Through the proposed regional program, City intends to continue supporting
ECCRFFA, multi-jurisdictional fransportation planning efforts and projects of regional
significance in East County,

SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS

na

STAFF ANALYSIS

The attached Ordinance would add chapter 15.103 to the Pittsburg Municipal Code
establishing the new PRTDIM fee pragram. The PRTDIM program is necessary to ensure
that new development pays its fair share of the costs associated with the projects identified
in the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update (“Fee Study"). The Fee Study
identifies a list of regional transportation improvements approved by the City and its regional
transportation partners, including ECCRFFA, and deemed necessary to account for the
impacts asscciated with new development.

The PRTDIM program, as proposed, would require developers of property in the City to pay
a PRTDIM fee in an amount established by City Council resolution prior to the issuance of a
building permit for the project. The applicable fee is to be determined based upon the fee
schedule in effect at the time of building permit issuance. In the event that no building
permit is required, the PRTDIM fee is payable in the amounts in effect at the time of
commencement of the project in question. No building permit is to be issued for property
within the City unless and until the PRTDIM fee for that property is paid as requ:red by the
attached Ordinances.
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The attached Ordinances authorize the City Council to adopt the Fee Study and any
subsequent updates by resolution. The City Council is similarly authorized to set the
specific amount of the PRTDIM fees by resolution, consistent with the calculations and
limitations identified in the Fee Study. PRTDIM fees, once established, increase (or
decrease) automatically each year based on the percentage change in the Engineering
News-Record Construction Costs Index — San Francisco Bay Area.

Certain development projects are exempt from payment of the PRTDIM fee consistent with
Section 15.103.050. For example, a project limited to the replacement of an existing
structure destroyed by fire or other natural disaster is exempt from the PRTDIM. Similarly,
certain projects involving the rehabilitation of an existing structure and/or an alteration or
addition to an existing structure are exempt from the PRTDIM fee.

Funds generated by payment of the PRTDIM fee must be placed into a separate account
established for the funding of regional transportation projects. Consistent with Section
15.103.060, the funds in the account (including any accumulated interest) may be used only
for identified purposes, including hut not limited to the acquisition, construction, design, and
engineering of identified improvements, the reimbursement of other public entities, including
ECCRFFA, for any improvements constructed by other sources, the reimbursement of
developers that have designed, constructed, and/or dedicated a usable portion of any
identified improvement, and to reimburse the City for costs associated with the
administration of the PRTDIM program.

The attached Ordinance wilt establish the proposed PRTDIM fee program. The City is
comimitted to regional transportation project development in East Contra Costa County, and
will continue to work cooperatively with ECCRFFA and other regional partners o develop
regional solutions to East County's transportation issues.

ATTACHMENTS: Ordinance No. 10-1328

Report Prepared By: Paul Reinders, Senior Civil Engineer
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

DATE: 8/10/2010

TO: Mayor and Council 'Members

FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: Adoption of an Urgency Ordinance and Intreduction and Waive First

Reading of an Ordinance Adding Chapter 15.103 to the Pittsburg
Municipal Code Establishing the Pittsburg Regional Transponrtation
Development tmpact Mitigation Fee Program

MEETING DATE: 9/20/2010

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On July 8, 2010, the City Council adopted Resoclution No. 10-11482 authorizing the City
Manager {o provide notice to the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority
(“ECCRFFA") and its member agencies of the City's intent to withdraw from ECCRFFA.
Subsequently, the City provided ECCRFFA with notice of its intent to withdraw as
authorized by the underlying joint powers agreement. As discussed throughout the
withdrawal process, the City intends to create its own regional transportation mitigation fee
program to ensure that new development in City continues to pay its fair share toward
transportation projects of regional significance. Through its regional program, City intends
to continue supporting ECCRFFA, TRANSPLAN, multi-jurisdictional transportation planning
efforts and projects of regional significance in East County. The attached ordinances, if
adopted, would establish the Pittsburg Regional Transpeoration Development Impact
Mitigation Fee ("PRTDIM"} program. '

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal impact to the City. City will continue {o collect regional traffic mitigation
fees from new development and apply those funds to transportation projects of regional
significance.

RECOMMENDATION

That the City Council: 1) adopt the attached Urgency Ordinance Adding Chapter 15,103 fo
the Pittsburg Municipat Code Establishing the Pitisburg Regional Transportation
Development Impact Mitigation Fee Program; and 2) introduce, read by title only, and waive
the first full reading of the attached Ordinance Adding Chapter 15.103 to the Pittsburg
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Municipal Code Establishing the Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development Impact
Mitigation Fee Program.

BACKGROUND

On June 6, 1994, the City of Pittsburg adopted Resolution 94-8066, authorizing a Joint
Exercise of Powers Agreement (“JPA") with the Cities of Antioch, Brentwood and the County
of Contra Costa, which provided for the creation of ECCRFFA to assist in the establishment
of a uniform regional development fee program and the funding and implementation of
regional transportation improvement projects in the East County area. in 1989, the City of
Qakley was added as a member of ECCRFFA.

On August 1, 2005, the City of Pittsburg adopied Resolution 05-10348, approving the
adoption of a Second Amendment to the ECCRFFA JPA, which provided for a revision of
the ECCRFFA regional transportation improvement program consistent with the “East
Contra Costa Regional Fée Program Update,” previously approved by the ECCRFFA Board.
The Second Amendment updated the relevant fees and regional transportation pro;ects to
be funded, as defined in the program update report.

Qver time, the City has expressed concerns related to the fact that certain regional
transportation projects within the City were not funded as promised by ECCRFFA in the
past. For more than a year, the City attempted to work with ECCRFFA to address the City’s
desire to pricritize certain regional transportation projects essential to Pittsburg residents.
Despite good faith negotiations between the parties, the outstanding issues between the
City and ECCRFFA were not resolved to City's satisfaction. On July 8, 2010, the City
Council adopted Resolution No. 10-11492 authorizing the City Manager to provide notice to
ECCRFFA and its member agencies of the City's intent to withdraw from ECCRFFA.

City has, since the initiation of the withdrawal process, made it clear to its regional
transportation partners (including ECCRFFA and TRANSPLAN) that it was the City’s
intention to create its own regional transportation mitigation fee program to ensure that new
development in City continues to pay its fair share toward transportation projects of regional
significance. Through the proposed regional program, City intends to continue supporting
ECCRFFA, multi-jurisdictional transpartation planning efforts and projects of regional
significance in East County.

SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS

na

STAFF ANALYSIS

The proposed Ordinances would add chapter 15.103 to the Pittsburg Municipal Code
establishing the new PRTDIM fee program. The PRTDIM program is necessary to ensure
that new development pays its fair share of the costs associated with the projects identified
in the 2010 East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update (“Fee Study”). The Fee Study
identifies alist of regional transportation improvements approved by the City and its regional-
transportation partners, including ECCRFFA, and deemed necessary to account for the
impacts associated with new development.

Purstant to the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, notice of a public hearing related to
the PRTDIM program was published in a newspaper of general circulation, notice was
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maijled to individuals and entities that have filed a written request, and the information
supporting the PRTDIM program and fee, including the Fee Study, were available to the
public at least ten {10) days prior to the public hearing.

The PRTDIM program, as proposed, would require developers of propenrty in the City to pay
a PRTDIM fee in an amount established by City Council resolution prior to the issuance of a
building permit for the project. The applicabie fee is to be determined based upon the fee
schedule in effect at the time of building permit issuance. In the event that no building
permit is required, the PRTDIM fee is payable in the amounts in effect at the time of
commencement of the project in question. No building permit is to be issued for property
within the City unless and until the PRTDIM fee for that property is paid as required by the
attached Ordinances.

The attached Ordinances authorize the City Council to adopt the Fee Study and any
subseqguent updates by resolution. The City Council is similarly authorized to set the
specific amount of the PRTDIM fees by resolution, consistent with the calculations and
limitations identified in the Fee Study. PRTDIM fees, once established, increase (or
decrease) automatically each year based on the percentage change in the Engingering
News-Recaord Construction Costs Index — San Francisco Bay Area.

Certain development projects are exempt from payment of the PRTDIM fee consistent with
Section 15.103.050. For example, a project limited to the replacement of an existing
structure destroyed by fire or ather natural disaster is exempt from the PRTDIM. Similarly,
. certain projects involving the rehabilitation of an existing structure and/or an alteration or
addition to an existing structure are exempt from the PRTDIM fee.

Funds generated by payment of the PRTDIM fee must be placed into a separate account
established for the funding of regionai transportation projects. Consistent with Section
15.103.060, the funds in the account (including any accumulated interest) may be used only
for identified purposes, including but not limited to the acquisition, construction, design, and
engineering of identified improvements, the reimbursement of other public entities, including
ECCRFFA, for any improvements constructed by other sources, the reimbursement of
developers that have designed, constructed, and/or dedicated a usable portion of any
identified improvement, and to reimburse the City for costs associated with the
administration of the PRTDIM program.

URGENCY FINDINGS

Government Code Seclion 36937(b) authorizes the City Council, by a 4/5 vote, to adopt an
urgency ordinance for the immediate preservation of the public peace, heaith and safety.
Urgency ordinances take effect immediately upon adoption.

Staff believes that the following facts and circumstances support the City Council’s ability o
adopt the attached urgency ordinance as necessary for the immediate preservation of the
public peace, health and safety:

A. The identified transportation improvements are needed due to increased congestion
attributabie to projected growth in population in East County. These improvements were
identified by using levels on important regional routes in East County as specified by
TRANSPLAN. The improvements include widening various roads, safety enhancements on
several roads, and improvements to routes parallel to State Route 4. The public health,
safety and welfare are compromised by the delay in financing and constructing the
improvements identified in the Fee Study.
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B. There is a direct relationship between increased traffic congestion and the increase
of vehicle and pedestrian accidents and air quality degradation. Decreased air quality
negatively affects the health of persons living and working in the area, including children
and infants. Any delay in the construction of the improvements will detrimentally affect the
public welfare and health because of increased traffic congestion in the affected areas, and
increased air polluticn as a result of the traffic congestion.

C. Traffic congestion adversely affects emergency personnel response times, including
fire protection, medical and law enforcement services. By alleviating such congestion, the
identified improvements will enable the agencies that provide those services locally and
regionally to respond to emergencies in a timely manner.

D. A number of new commercial and residential developments are currently in the
planning and/or building permit issuance stage. If development is aliowed to occur without
adopting the PRTDIM program intended to fund the infrastructure necessary to mitigate
regional transportation impacts from new development, the circulation syslem will further
degrade without a source of critical funding to implement those improvements.

CONCLUSION

The attached Ordinances, if adopted, would establish the proposed PRTDIM fee program.
The City is committed to regional transportation project development in East Contra Costa
County, and wiil continue to work cooperatively with ECCRFFA and other reglonal partners
to develop regional solutions to East County’s transportation issues.

Staff recommends that the City Council: 1} adopt the attached Urgency Ordinance Adding
Chapter 15.103 to the Pittsburg Municipal Code Establishing the Pittsburg Regional
Transportation Development Impact Mitigation Fee Program; and 2) introduce, read by title
only, and waive the first full reading of the attached Ordinance Adding Chapter 15.103 to the
Pittsburg Municipat Code Establishing the Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development
Impact Mitigation Fee Program.

ATTACHMENTS:  Ordinances (2)

Report Prepared By: Paul Reinders, Senior Civil Engineer




