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Alice E. Evenson
City Clerk



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

DATE: 11/30/2016

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: 12/19/2016

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 $307,629 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 $512,154 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 2011/12 through 2015/16

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. 06-10651 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 Resolution 05-10291 by Revising Water Facility
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: Krista Nuxoll, Financial Analyst
Reviewed By: Brad Farmer, Director of Finance




Kirker Creek Drainage Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 302 FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16

Fund Balance - July 1 1,333,017 1,334,173 1,322,341 1,246,441 668,963

REVENUES:

Kirker Creek Drainage Fees Collected 1,638 1.937 710 99,647 14,232

Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 12,818 9,727 (813) 9,859 7,219

Funding from Outside Sources for Kirker Creek Slide Repair 3,000

Sale of Plans & Specs - - - 360 -

Transfers-In: 15.407

Total Revenues: 17,456 11,664 {103) 109,866 36,858

EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Railroad Ave. Storm Drainage Improvements - 7.034 59,169 670,716 163,934

Kirker Creek Slide Repair - - = = .

Pump Station Repairs 59,550

Transfers - Out:

Tsfr-Out to General Fund (Engineering Support) 16,300 16,463 16,628 16,628 16,961

Tsfr-Out toa NPDES | | 41,160

Total Expenditures: 16,300 23,497 75,797 687,344 281,605

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 1,156 (11,832) (75,900) (577,478) {244,747)
|

Fund Balance - June 30 § 1,334,173 § 1,322,341 § 1,246441 S 668,963 * § 424,216

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

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

Ordinance No. 05-123€ dated 02/07/05.

The five-year CIP was adopted by the City Council on June 20, 2016 per Resolution No. 16-13214.
* A portion of these funds ($10,000) have been allocated towards the Railroad Ave. Storm Drainage Improvement

project, (§16,393) allocated towards Pump Slation Repairs project.




KIRKER CREEK DRAINAGE FEES

Fiscal Year IS
Collected. ~ Amt. Collected.
FY 086/07 206,803.00
FY 07/08 78,676.00
FY 08/09 1,526.00
FY 09/10 18,986.00
FY 10/11 61.00
Total Fees : $ 306,052.00

The above fees collected in the amount of $306,052 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 to construct all of the improvements recommended in the 2001 Storm Water Master Plan.

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 construct improvements identified by the 2001 Master Plan.
Unfortunately, the timing of these funds is dependent on the pace of development within the watershed and is

therefore inexact.

%77 A
Reviewed and Confirmed By:% / ;‘/f/ f %ﬂ&j =

“Ffitz McKinley - Director of Commufity Development
#

(/




Traffic Mitigation Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 303 FISCAL YEAR
FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11/12 FY 12/113 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16
Fund Bal = July 1 3,164,373 2,922,069 2,794,371 2,687,799 2,827,060
REVENUES: : ;

| |
Traffic Mitigation Fees Collected 35,874 1,737 I i 202,298 205,218
Other Revenue: '
Interast Earnings 29,409 19,733 {1.401) 25676 42,657
Grant Reverue 117,815 62,430 |
CCTA Reimbursement (California Ave Widening) T76.477
Contra Costa Housing Authority Portion of Funding (El Puablo Sireet Rehab) 275,801
Sale of Plans and Specifizations
Transfers-In:
Tsfr-In from RDA Tax Increment - California Ave Widening {Phase 1)
Tsfr-In from Traffic Impact Fair Share (Traffic Signal & Balclutha/Willow Pass)
Total Revenues: 183.198 436,178 (1,401) 227,974 247,973
EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:
California Ave. Widening Phase | {North) 375,502 18,054 8,533 | 8919 9,005
Traffic Signal & Balclutha and Willow Pass i
El Puablo Slreet Rehab Project 338,231 - -
P/A HwylLoveridge Intersection Improvements % : | 23628 10,707 4,738 -
W. Leland Road Extansion (San Marco to Avila) i 8441 639 B70 4,470
San Marco Blvd/ Santa Teresa Signal 147 4,709
Intelligent Transportation System Upgrade 213,252
Other Expenditures:
Adminisiration/Enginesring Suppoct £8,571 70,803 74.238 75.134
Transfers - Qut:
Tsfr-Out lo RDA Fund - Conneclor Rd. No. Park Plaza
Tafr-Cuit to RDA Fund - Power/Califarnia Ave Pavemant Rahah
Tsir-Out lo RDA Fund - Old Town Infrastructure i
Tafr-Out to RDA Fund - Balley Rd. Widening/Streetscapes Improv. 108,950 3,490
Tsfr-Out lo General Fund {Engineering Supparl) i 50,000 i 10,000
Total Exponditures: 425,502 563,876 105,172 BB, 712 308,570
Ravenues Over/Under Expendituros: (242,304) {127.698) (106,573) 138,262 (58,597)
Fund Balance - June 30 5 2922069 § 2794371 $ 2687799 § 2827060 " $ 2.768.463

Thare have been no fee refunds to-date.

The deseription of this lee and fee amounts are attached per Resolulion No. 06-10687 dated December 18, 2006.

“A portion of these funds have been allocated lowards the Calilornia Ave. Widening Project - Morth and South ($71,000), El Pueble
Street Rehab ($89,199), W Leland Rd Ext - San Marco to Avila ($35,780). San Marco Blvd/Santa Teresa Signal (5156.144),
Intelligent Transportation System Upgrade ($16,748)

The five-year CIP was adopted by the City Council on June 20, 2016 per Resolution No. 16-13214,




Park Dedication Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 304 FISCAL YEAR
FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 EY 14118 FY 15/16
Fund Balance - July 1 780,294 2,380,718 2,486,676 1,873,672 1,156,413
REVENUES:

Park Dedication Fees Collected 129,886 183,485 | 637,453
Other Revenue: i

Interest Eamings 4,369 10,765 8,162 22,783 20,188
Sala of Plans and Specs 343 214 428

Small Waerid Park Ferns \Whae! Denalions

Denations - John Huckley Square Project 2.000

Measure WW Grant - Ambrose Park Pool Renovalion 15,842 (19.842)
Ambrose Park Poo! Renavalion - County Share 577,651 150,000
Ambruse Park Poo! Renovation - Ambrose District Share 227,000
Grant Revenue (Soccer Flelgs) 2,509,825 {611)

John Haary Johnson Park - Housing Retated Parks Grant 40,701 72,222 7.967 43,885
Transfers-in:

Tsfe-In frem 2006 RDA Tax Exemp! Bond - Swam Cenler Rehab 1,000,000

Tsir-In from 2006 RDA Tax Exempt Bond - Old Town Plaza 44,637 1

Tsir-In from 2008 GFD Scnds - Vista Del Mar

Interfund Loan from Scwer Fund - John Buckley Square 400,000 #

Interfund Loan fram Pitsburg Power Fund - Jehn Buckley Squars 400,000 =

Tstr-In from City Capital Impr Fund - John Buckley Square 360,000 -
Tsir-In from Intrastruciure Repair/Rplement Fund - Buckipy Squere 300.000 -
Tolal Revenues: 4,086,716 628,853 80,508 1,703,505 1,058,664
EXPENDI S:

Project Expenditures:

Subenberger Swim Certer Rehab 1082782 115,043 34,3

Hillview Junior High Playfieid 1,122,920 | 2,708 -

Small Worid Park New Features 37,000 | &7,608 39,824 61,822 13,383
|Woasolana Hiis Coun Resurfacing 13,315

San Marco Park 401

Ambrose Park Master Plan & Improvemants 141623 36,327 54,085 118,486 | 156.828
Buchanan Park Storm Drainage System

City/PUSD Parinership - Hillview Soscer Fisld |

Old Town Plaza/Block 105 improvements 52,859 | 7.030 |

Marina Vista Soccer Fisid Screen |

Central Park Soccar Field Renavation (6.618) :

John Henry Johnsan Park Improvements $0.701 12,222 | 7.987 6
City Park Bball Court/Lighting/Bleachers 128,125 19,471 |

San Marce Park 132 1,853 1 133 867
John Buckley Squara {Qld Town Park) 2,533 285,858 2,264,454 235,724
|Highlands Ranch Dog Park 32,551 Mm

Buchanan Swim Center Wading Poc! Heater 12,020 |

DeAnza Park Rehabilitation i ‘ 44,121
Intgrest Accrual - Interfund Loans 1,808 3413
Transfors - Qut: i | |

Tsfr-Oul to General Fund - Engineering Suppart 50,000 52,710 53,237 53,763 | 54,200
Total Exg fitures: 2,494,202 522,894 583,602 2,520,764 ! 508,642
Revenues OverfUnder Expenditures: 1,504,424 105,958 (513,004). (817.259). 550022
Fund Balance - June 30 $ _ESD.HB s 2,486,676 S 1,973,672 & 1,156,413 |* | § 1:?05:435

Thare have baen no fee rafunds to-cata.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are aftached per Ordinance Na. 06-1275 dated October 16, 2006,

The five-year CIP was adopted by the City Council on June 20, 2016 par Resaluticn No.

“A majsr portion of these funds have been pr med the

Smail Word Park New Features {$5.363)

Ambrose Park Pool Reno (§726.954), John Henry Johnson Park morovemnents (343,279), San Marco Park (346.014),
Jorn Buckley Square/Oid Town Park ($89.782). De Anza Park Rehab (55,879, Interfund loan paybacks ($800,000) to

Sewer and Pdtsburg Power Funds - when funding becomes available.

" tnterfund loan to be paid back with interest to Power and Sewer Funds whan PDF Fees collected are sufficient



Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fees
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 305
FY11/12 - FY15/18 FY 11/12 FY 12113

FISCAL YEAR
FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 1516

Fund Balance - July 1 370,523 375,287 378,278 378,083 381,635

REVENUES:
Inclusionary Housing In Lieu Fees Collected

Other Revenue:
Interest Eamings 4,764 2,991 (185) 3,543 5,857

Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 4,764 2991 (185) 3,543 5,857

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures:

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 4,764 2,991 {185). 3,543 : 5,857

s 375287 | § 378,278 | § 378,093 § 381,635 § 387,492

Fund Balance - June 30

There have been no fee refunds to-date.
These fees will be used to help finance future construction of new affordable housing units by private and non-profit developers.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10215 dated 2/7/2005 and Ordinance No. 04-1228 dated 11/15/04.




Traffic Impact Fair Share Fund

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 306 FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 1314 FY 14/15 FY 15/16

Fund Balance - July 1 528,001 530,448 504,285 489,731 504,413
|

REVENUES:

Traffic Impact Fair Share Fees Collected

Other Revenue: |

Intarast Earrings 5,440 3.837 (258) 4,082 7,741

Transfers-in:

Total Revenues: 5,440 3,637 (258) 4,682 | 7741

EXPENDITURES:

Reimbursements - Prior Year Revenue 4,298

Transfer-Out to General Fund (Staff Time - Ligison with CCTA) i 2,993

Transfer-Oul to RDA CIP - Bailey Road Improvements Project | 30,060

To Traffic Signal @ Balclutha & Wiliow Pass (Projact Funding)

To CCTA for Design & Construction of Frontage Improvements - Calilornia Ave.

Total Expenditures: 2,893 30,000 4208 . "

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 2,447 (26.163) {4,554) 4,682 7,741

Fund Balance - June 30 $ 530448 S 504285 5 499731 § 504413 * § 512154

11114113 - A fee refund of $3.750.00 + $726.00 interest was paid to Empire Business Park {Lonne Carr). Refund due lo a deposit
Intended to extend the laft turn lanes at the intersection that was proposed, however there were no plans by the Cily, Conlra Costa
County or Caltrans to complete this at this fima.

Description of fee:

Traffic Impact Fair Share fees were collected for the purpose of funding transportation projects in the area of new developments.
Revelopers of individual projects paid a fea consistent with their parcentage share of the cost of the traffic project, such as road
widening or traffic signal, made necessary by their davelopment. The share of responsibility was determined by a traffic study
required by the City during the permit approval process. For example, if a fast food restavrant was delormined by a traffic study 1o
add 3 percenl of the lraffic at an interseclion that will need a traffic signal, the developer would pay a fee in an amount equivalent to
3 parcent of the cost of 2 signal, or $6,600 for a $220,000 traffic signal project. (See attachment for the amount 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, 2016

Interest > Funds Used or

Deposit#  Date 1) Description Amt. Paid Eamed Receipt # ) Balance

05/18/01 | A.D. Seeno |Fair Share - West Leland Signal at 19.415.00 | 8.047.54 = R000595397 | § 27,463
Oak Hills Drive ' |
2 05/18/01 A.D.Sceno © " |Re-Align Driveway al Los Medanos | 78,774.52 | 3265234 RO0U595312 | -0 111,427
i i College with Signal at Leland and
Century Blvd.

0634602-1#17 (30,000.00) § 373,265

3 1212/08  Wiliam Lyon Homes  Fair Share for Intersection 35144800 51,816.56
Improvements at - (1) West Leland | |
Rd/Bailey Road Intersection (2) |
Avila Road/Willow Pass Road (3)

San Marco/West Leland Intersection I |

] |' ' ! _ Totals:| $449,637.52 | § 92,516.44] |'s {30,000)| $ 512,154

Funds related to Items 1, 2, and 3 have been c-n deposit for over 5 years, Findings are as follows:

1 Traffic Signal at West Leland Road and Oak Hills Driva has not yet been scheduled nor constructed but is included in the City's adopted Capital Improvements
Program {S-2). Additional development on the vacant parcel between the Oak Hills Shopping Center and BART will also contribute a share of the traffic impacts at
this intersection once it Is constructed. The traffic signal project also lies within the project area for several infrastructure projects planned in the Bailey Road/Leland
Road area. The pace of development in this area is outside the City's contral, but it is a factor that has delayed implementation of this project. Once the remaining
development in the area is identified, the intersection will be redesigned and signalized using these funds and Local Traffic Mitigafion Fee funding.

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 intersection of East
Leland Road and Los Medanos College's eastern entrance. This project is included in the City's adopted Capital Improvement Program as ST-30, but has not yet
been scheduled or constructed. Additional development on a vacant parcel on the southeast corner of this intersection will also conltribute a share of the iraffic
impacts at this intersection. A roadway that is proposed to connect this intersection with Buchanan Road and James Donlon Boulevard may also contribute to
these impacts. The pace of development in this area is outside the City's control, but it is a faclor thal has delayed implementation of this project. Once the
remaining development in the area is identified, the project will be designed and constructed using these funds.

3 Intersection improvements are plannad at thres intersections that wili be impacted by development in this area of the city. Specifically,
(a) AtWiliow Pass and Avila roads, including addition of left turn lanes in the westbound and southbound directions, and a right tumn lane from the northbound
direction; and
{b) At San Marco and West Leland Road, including converting northbound shared lane into exclusive right turn lane, and convert northbound left turn lane to a
thru-lane; and
{c) At Bailey and West Leland Roads, including addition of westbound shared thruiright turn lane, addition of eastbound left lurn lane, and eastbound right turn
lane.

The timing of the construction of these projects is subject to the pace of develapment in the area of the City, among other facters. In addition, a portion of the project
area lies outside the City's jurisdiction. These funds will be retained pending development of a projact scope, schedule and design.

Reviewed and Confirmed By: /4;‘ m :f W

|tz McKinley - Director of Community Devefop ent




Pittsburg Regional Transportation Development Impact Mitigation (PRTDIM) Fees

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 307 FISCAL YEAR
FY1112 - FY15/16 FY 1112 FY 12113 FY 13/14 FY 14115 FY 15/16
|
Fund Balance - July 1 1,275,708 | 2,880,864 | 5,432,836 5,973,086 | 2,346,247

REVENUES:
PRTDIM Fees Collected 2,028,616 2,863,097 526,872 -

Other Revenue:
50,065

27,566 27 32,386

Interest Earnings 19,787
85,526 -

Prior Year Revenus

Transfers-in:

Total Revenues: 2,048,403 2,890,664 622,425 32,396 50,065

EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:
James Donlon Blvd. Extension 441,622 338,691 82,175 126,062

Misc. Expenditures:
PRTDIM Fee Study/Set-Up Costs/Contractual Fees 1,625

Transfers - Out:

Tsfr-Out to General Fund - Set-Up Administration

Tsfr-Out to eBART CFD . 233,184
Transfer-Out (Interfund Loan to eBART CFD) ' 3.300.000 g

502

Total Expenditures: 443,247 338,691 82,175 3,659,236

502

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 1,605,156 2,551,973 540,250 (3.626,839) 49,563

Fund Balance - June 30 § 2,880,864 $ 5432,836 $ 5,973,086 $ 2,346,247 * 5 2,395,810

I nese 1ees were Used 10 Nelp Tund regional ransporaton IMprovements, necessary (o onset tne
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
nroiects

* A portion of these fees ($598,958) have been programmed for the James Donlon Extension project.

' An interfund 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 taxes 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. 10-1328 dated 10/04/10.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Water Treatment Plant Expansion

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 502 FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY11/12  FY 1213 FY 13114 FY 14/15 FY 1516
Fund Balance - July 1 689,369 612,951 346,681 133,632 217,548
REVENUES:

Water Facility Reserve Fees Collected 83,641 79,200 58,800 87,110 176,477
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 6.462 4,544 (1,741) 420 | 24,706
Sale of Plans & Specs | 1,020

Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Meters @ SMV (4,430)

Transfers-In from Waler Bond 467,796 202,205 786,629
Transfers-In from Water Fund !

Transfers-In from Water Fund (iBank ioan funds) 1,938,432 1,543,952
Transfers-In from Water Facility Reserve (Other Fund) 610,668
Total Revenues: 85,673 | 83,744 535,855 2,229,187 3,142,432
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

07/08 Water Treatment Plant Capital Repairs/improvements 133,442

Water Treatment Piant SCADA Upgrades 28,642 36,028 45,098 3,854 -
Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling Facility " 313,887 703,808 2,141,417 1,780,581
Transfers-Out

Total Expenditures: 162,091 350,014 748,904 = 2,145,271 1,780,581
Revenues Over/lUnder Expenditures: (76,418) (266,270) {213,049) 83,916 | 1,361,851
Fund Balance - June 30 612,951 $346,681 § 133,632 § 217,548 * § 1,579,399

The description of this fee and fee amounts collected prior lo 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. 05-10281.
Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolulion No. 12-11778 daled 02/21/12

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

* $60,686 has been programmed to uparade the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
{SCADA) system at the Water Treatment Plant, $400,000 for 2016/17 Water Main Installation
project, as well as $565,000 funding for Sludge Handling Facilitiy Project.

1 100,000 funding which was programmed for the Water Main on Buchanan road was reimbursed by Fund

503 - Water Facility Reserve Fees Water Distribution, FY2015-16.

1 $550,000 total funding supplied by this fund for the Sludge Handling Facility project will be reimbursed by
Fund 509 - Water Treatment Plant Sludget Handling fund, when revenue receipls are sufficient. $510,668 was

reimbursed FY2015/16, leaving a remaining balance of $39,332.



Water Facility Reserve Fees - Water Distribution

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 503 FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12-FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 1213 FY 1314 FY 1415 FY 15/16

Fund Balance - July 1 166,887 28,446 29,661 96,322 292,698

REVENUES:

WFR - Water Distribution Fees Collected 10,973 66,400 194,555 208,348

Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 1,585 216 261 1.821 6,185

Sale of Plans and Specs

Transfers-In:

Transfers-In from RDA 2006 Tax Exempt TAB

Total Revenues: 12,558 216 66,661 196,376 214,533

EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

2007/08 Water Main/Service/Valve Replacement

Transfers-Out to Water Facility Reserve-Fund 502 100,000

Total Expenditures: 150,000 - - - 100,000

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: (137,442) 216 66,661 196,376 114,533
' $ 20446 $ 29661 $ 96,322 | § 292,698 $ 407,231

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 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 outside the Southwest Hills.

{1) $100,000 reimbursement to Fund 502 for the Water Main on Buchanan Road.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Zone 1 & 2 Reservoir
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 504
FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11/12

FISCAL YEAR
FY 12/13 FY 13/14

FY 14115

FY 15116

Fund Balance - July 1 887,806

531,318 938,122

937,664

946,450

REVENLES:

Other Revenue:

Transfers-in:

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

Interest Earnings 0,338

H

6,803 {458)

8,786

14,525

Total Revenues: 43,513

6,803 (458)

8,786

14,525

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Total Expenditures: =

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 43,513

6,803 (458)

8,786

14,525

Fund Balance - June 30 S 931,319 §

938,122 § 937,664 ' §

946,450 E $

960,975

There have been no fee refunds to-date,

The description of this fee and fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 05-10281 dated June 20, 2005.

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

These fees will be used to fund the cost of a waler reservoir for Zones 1 and 2 which are nol within the Southwest Hills area,




Water Facility Reserve Fees - SE 20" Trans Line
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 505

FY11/12 - FY15/16

FISCAL YEAR
FY1112 FY12/13 FY 13114 FY 1415 FY 15116

Fund Balance - July 1

695,124 734,903 740,277 747,145 775,477

REVENUES:
WFR - SE 20" Trans Line Fees Collected

Other Revenue:
Interest Earnings

Transfers-In:

32,415 7,200 21,230 71,135

7,364 5,375 (332) 7,102 12,745
|

Total Revenues:

39,779 5,375 6,868 28,332 83,880

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures:

Revenues Over/lUnder Expenditures:

38,779 | 5,375 6,868 28,332 83,880

Fund Balance - June 30

$ 734,903 $ 740,277 $ 747,145 $ 775477 § 859,357

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/

These fees will be used to fund the Zone 2 Transmission Pipeline to the new Zone 2 Reservoir, not

in Southwest Hills.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - SW Hills CIP - Phase | & 1|

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 506 FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 14/15 FY 15/16
Fund Balance - July 1 651,274 6,089 1 (0) {0)
|REVENUES:

WFR - SW Hills CIP Fees Collected 103,280 226,325 225,760 . 264,975 426,880
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 4,805 430 126 713 1,743
Refund on Prior Year Revenue - William Lyon (Incl. interest)

Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Meters @ SMV (4,080)

Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 104,105 226,755 225,886 265,688 428,623
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures: |

Transfers - Out:

Transfer-Out lo Waler Revenue Bond (y, 749,291 232,843 225,887 265,688 428 624
Total Expenditures: 749,291 232,843 225,887 265,688 428,623
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: (645,186) (6,088) {1) 0 -
Fund Balance - June 30 s 6089 s 18 DIE s ()

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

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 prier years o construct the new 3.0 MG Zone 2
Reservoir, two pump stations (Zone 2 & 3) and Transmission Pipeline Segments 2-5 to serve Southwast Hills.
Reimbursement will take place as funds become available, starfing in Fiscal Year 2011/12. Project Descripticns and

Expenses incurred are as follows:

West Leland Waterline

Vista Del Mar Walerline

Southwest Hills Water Improvement Project
Total Eligitie for Reimbursament:

Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 11/12
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 12/13
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 13/14
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 14/15
Reimbursed in Fiscal Year 15/16

234,766
235,154
13,200,368

13,670,288

(749,291)
(232,843)
(225,887)
(265,688)
(428,624

Balance Remaining to Reimburse Water Bond $11,767,955




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

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 507 FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14115 FY 15116
Fund Balance - July 1 1,584,129 1,613,830 1,714,384 1,827,001 ; 1,977,678
REVENUES:

WFR - SW Hills Phase |ll Pipe Fees Collecled 14,088 88,770 113,080 132,790 147,201
Other Revenue: | !

Interest Earnings ; 16,502 11,795 (473) 17,887 32,018
Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Meters @ SMV i (890) |

Transfers-ln: :

Total Revenues: 29,700 100,565 112,607 150,677 179,219
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures: - - - - -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 29,700 100,565 112,607 150,677 179,219
Fund Balance - June 30 | $ 1,613,830 § 1,714,394 § 1,827,001 $ 1,977,678 $ 2,156,897

12/29M1 - A Fee refund of $890 was paid to Discovery Builders for Irrigation Meters at San Marco Villas.

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

These fees will be used fo fund the construction of a Transmission Pipeline (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 Hills. Reimbursement will take place as funds become aveileble, and after the other segments of

the pipeline are completed




Water Facility Reserve Fees - SW Hills Phase Il Pump

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 508 FISCAL YEAR
FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 14/15 FY 15/16
Fund Balance - July 1 92,438 4 4 4
REVENUES:

WFR - SW Hiills Phase lil Pump Fees Collected 10,792

Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 586 - (0). [v]
Refund to Discovery Builders- Irrigation Meters @ SMV (710) i

Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 10,668 | AF (0} 0
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut: | [ |

Transfer-Out lo Water Revenue Bond () 103,102 - - -
Total Expenditures: 103,102 - . c
Revenues Over/lUnder Expenditures: i {92,434) - {0) 0
Fund Balance - June 30 5 4.8 4 % 4 8 4 8

12/29/11 - A Fee refund of $710 was paid o Discovery Builders for Irrigation Meters

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

(1) The fees collected will reimburse Water Bond funds used in prior y2ars lo 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

Dascription and Expenses incurred are as follows:

San Marco Site Land Acquisition §325,000
Total Eligible for Reimbursement: S 325000
Reimbursed in FY 2011/12: (103,102)

Balance Remaining lo Reimburse Waler Bond $ 221,898



Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 509

FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 11/12 FY 12113 FY 13114 FY 14/15 FY 15116
Fund Balance - July 1 - 5,120 103,033 188,146 285,731
REVENUES:

WFR - Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling 5,120 97,650 84,920 105,290 212,989
Other Revenue:

Interest Earnings 263 193 | 2,285 1,948
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 5,120 97,913 85,113 107,585 214,937
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers-Out to Water Facility Reserve - Fund 502 510,668
Total Expenditures: - . - » it 510,668
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 5,120 97.913 | 85113 107,585 {295,731)
Fund Balance - June 30 . $ 5120 $ 103,033 $ 188146 S 295731 0

The Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Sludge Handling Fes (Fund 509) covers the cost of increasing the WTP's capacity for handiing additional
sedimentation basin sludge, a result of increased WTP water production resulting from additional development within the City.

Revised fee amounts are attached per Resolution No. 12-11778 dated 02/21/12
(1) $550,000 was programmed for a Sludge Handling Fzcility at the Water Plant. Fund 502, Water Treatment Plant Expansion is funding the project
and will be reimbursed when Water Treatment Plant Sludge Handling funds become available. In FY 2015/16 there was a reimbursement of 5510,668,

leaving a remaining balance to be paid of $39,332.




Water Facility Reserve Fees - Zone 1 Reservoir
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 510
FY11/12-FY15/16 FY 1112 FY 1213

FISCAL YEAR

FY 13114 FY 14115

FY 15116

Fund Balance - July 1 >

34,221

134,804

REVENUES:

WFR - Zone 1 Reservoir Fees Collected

Other Revenue:
Interest Earnings

Transfers-In:

34,080

141

99,7580

793

85,880

3,289

Total Revenues:

100,583

89,169

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Qut:

Total Expenditures: -

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: -

34,221

100.583

89,169

Fund Balance - June 30 $ - § -

$

34,221 §

134,804 §

223,973

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 2 Reservoir
Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 511
FY11/12 - FY15/18

FISCAL YEAR
FY 1112 FY 12113 FY 13/14 FY 14115

FY 15116

Fund Balance - July 1

REVENUES:

WFR - Zone 1 Reservoir Fees Collected

Other Revenue:
Interest Eamings

Transfers-In:

72,065

797

Total Revenues:

72,862

EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures:

Revenues Over/Under Expenditures:

72,862

Fund Balance - June 30

$

72,862

There have been no fee refunds to-date.

The description of this fee and fee amounts are atlached 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 fund the cost of a water reservoir 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

FY11/12 - FY15/16 FY 1112 FY 12113 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16
Fund Balance - July 1 696,852 703,974 156,725 156,649 259,023
REVENUES:
Sewer Facility Reserve Buy In - Fees Collected 7,332 100,426 212,019
Other Revenue:
Interest Earnings 7,226 5,138 (78) 1,848 6,585
Transfers-In:
Total Revenues: 14,558 5,138 (76) 102,374 218,604
EXPENDITURES:
Project Expenditures:
Highway 4 Trunk Line Relief 7,435 - -
Transfers - Qut:
Transfer-Out to Sewer Operating - Sewer Rehab Project 552,387

|
Total Expenditures: 7,435 552,387 - . -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 7,122 (547,249) {TB]-. 102,374 | 218,604
Fund Balance - June 30 $ 703974 $ 156,725 $ 156,649 § 259,023 " § 477,627

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. 97-8495.

The description of this fee and fee amounts collected on or after August 20,2005 are attached per Resolution No. 05-10281.
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 back when revenue receipts

are sufficient in fund 523.




Sewer Facility Reserve Fees - Hwy 4 Trunk Line

Revenues and Expenditures - Fund 523

FISCAL YEAR

FY11/12 -FY15/16 FY 11112 FY 12113 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15116
Fund Balance - July 1 13,838 13,982 14,084 15,768 17,092
REVENUES:

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

interest Earnings 144 102 (5) 148 262
Transfers-In:

Total Revenues: 144 102 1,684 1,324 262
EXPENDITURES:

Project Expenditures:

Transfers - Out:

Total Expenditures: - - - - -
Revenues Over/Under Expenditures: 144 102 1,684 1,324 262
Fund Balance - June 30 13,8382 § 14,084 § 15,768 % 17,092 () $ 17,354

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 d

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

(1) Funds in the amount of $200,000 for the Hwy 4 Trunk Line Relisf project are payable to fund 522 Sewer Facility Reserve Buy-In

fund when revenue receipts are sufficient.
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of: RESOLUTION NO. 05 - 10294

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 fee was adopted in 1985 and has not been
updated; and

WHEREAS, a water connection fee schedule was 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 to 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.



B. Now, therefore, the City Council of the

resolve, medify and amend as follows:

SECTION 1.
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City of Pittsburg does hereby

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 1.0R per dwelling unit

Multifamily residential 0.57TR per dwelling unit
Non-Residential

5/-8-inch meter 10R

%-inch meter 10R

1-inch meter 25R

1 Ye-inch meter 50R

2-inch meter 80R

3-inch meter 16.0 R

4-inch meter 250R

6-inch meter 500R

8-inch meter 90.0R

10-inch meter 1450 R

12-inch meter 2150 R

as follows:

Zone | and Il: not SW Hills

Zone lII; 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

as follows:

Zone | and II; not SW Hills

Zone llI; not SW Hills

SW Hills; Alves

SW Hills, West Coast development

SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point development area
SW Hills; San Marco development area

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

$6,960
$3,970
$5,270
$4,270
$5,010
$2,470
$2,840
$3,420
$2,530
$2,450
$3,520

AV DVD U000
PRI O I I I A T T T

The water connection fees (facility reserves charges), effective 2006, shall be

$7,040
$4,050
$5,310
$4,310
$5,050
$2,510

mnwnun

AUV DAODAD
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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= $2,570
SW Hills; Smith development area R= $2,4980
SW Hills; Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R =  $3,560

The water connection fees (facility reserves charges), effective 2007, shall be

as follows:

Zone | and II; not SW Hills R= $7,130
Zone [ll; not SW Hills R=$4,140
SW Hills; Alves R= $5,350
SW Hills, West Coast development R= $4,350
SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point development area R= $5,090
SW Hills; San Marco development area = $2,550
SW Hills; San Marco Hills development area = $2,920
SW Hills; San Marco Meadows development = $3,500
SW Hills; Bailey Estates =  $2,610
SW Hills; Smith development area =  $2,530

SW Hills; Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R = $3.600

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

as follows:

Zone | and II; not SW Hills R= $7,220
Zone HI; not SW Hills R= $4,230
SW Hills; Alves R= 85,390
SW Hills, West Coast development R= $4,390
SW Hills; Pitts/Bay Point developmentarea R= $5,130
SW Hills; San Marco development area R= $2,590
SW Hills; San Marco Hills developmentarea R= $2 960
SW Hills; San Marco Meadows development R = $3,540
SW Hills; Bailey Estates R= $2,650
SW Hills; Smith development area R= $2570
SW Hills; Ridge Farms/Bonneville development R = $3 640

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

Residential
Single family residential or duplex
1.0R 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
880 gpd
2000 gpd

A0

.0
.0
A
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The sewer connection fees, effective 2005, shall be as follows:

Sewer Sub-basins SW101-105 R = 30
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW109 R= $20980
All other Sewer Sub-basins R=$15840

The sewer connection fees, effective 20086, shall be as follows:

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= $3220
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 take effect sixty (60)
days after its adoption, and, annually thereafter effective on November 1% of
each year, starting in the year 2008,

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 2005, by the following vote:

AYES:  Council Member Casey, Glynn, Johnson, Kee and Mayor Parent
NOES: nNone
ABSTAINED: MNone

ABSENT: yone \/L A
k' A 4 ‘{?km{ﬁzﬁi/

——Nahcy L. Farent. 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 consulting 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 facilities 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 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 while allocating 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 separate FRCs for both the water and sewer utilities. However, the
development of FRC unit costs 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 faciiities 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.
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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 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. 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 representatives
evolved into three basic concerns or issues.

1. A factual (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
Financiai & 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 existing utility 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 resolved 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 final legal interpretation can
be established.

3. Existing Utility System 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 to 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 system depreciated value. Staff
is willing to make this concession, not because we feel there is any flaw in the original
recommendation of the accounting methodology 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 delayed 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
Council adopts the fees as recommended, the only future debate would involve 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 DESCRIPTION;: 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.

1. 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
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 Cuitural Resources Geology/Soils

Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Water Quality Land Use/Planning
Materials Noise Population/Housing

Mineral Resources Recreation Transportafion/Traffic

Public Services Mandatory Findings of Significance

Utilities/Service Systems

2. [] Thisisaproject, butitis statutorily 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.

B D 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 exem ption apply.

4, [:| 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
environment. The basis for this determination must be set forth in writing in the Council's findings.

6. [[] A[|Negative Declaration [ |Mitigated 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 reporting program as part of the project approval.

6. D 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 (re)certifying the EIR and adopting findings, a mitigation monitoring or reporting program and
if necessary, a statement of overriding censiderations.

7. ]  This project falls under the " " Master 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 required findings based on this Initial Study as part of the
project approval.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: , PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NOTE: CEQA regulations are located in the State Public 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 2 Council action, please contact Planning Staff x. 4320.
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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 lll not SW Hills $4,130 $4,130 $3,970
SW Hills - 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 $3,520 $3,520 |
SEWER FEES - 2005 Originally | Adjust for Unit | Adjust for Unit
Proposed Count inone | Count and 10
Fee zone year CIP
Sub Basin SW101-105 $0 $0 $0
Sub Basin DS601-621 & SW109 $4,330 $3,690 $2,980
All Other Sub Basins $2,650 $2,650 $1,940 |

WATER FEES TABLE




06/15/2005 12:18 FAX 925 933 4126 MILLER STARR Alastemen! -gg??dgz

EXHIBIT B

N/ 1331 NorRTH CALLPORNIA BLVD,
B‘.H LLER FiFTH FLOOR

STARR & P.0. Box 8177
REGALIA SWALNUT CREER, CALIFORNIA 24586

T T FacsimiLE (925) 933-4116
A rRoFvRdsIBNAL
LAW CARPORATION TELEPHONE (925) 935-9400

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET

June 10, 2005

TO: Tohn L. Fuller, Director of Public Works FACSIMILE: (923) 252-4004
City of Pittsburg TELEPHONE:  (925)252-4110
Ruthann Ziegler FACSIMILE:  (916) 556-1516

TELEPHONE: (916) 556-1531

FROM: George B. Speir

RE: Pittsburg Water/Sewer FRC

COMMENTS:  Attached is our Jetter agreeing to the proposed FRCs. Please call if you have
questions. Bill

Total Number of Pages (including this page) 4

if you do r;;:t rect;'i\.re all pag;s, plsa:;; ‘;;ntact th; Copy"Genter at (925) 935—945(-1"0311. 240, ;

The information in this facsimile transmittal is intended only for the use of the addressee and
may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under
applicable law. If you are not the imtended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this transmittal to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this comununication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone and return the
original message to us at the above address via the U.S. Postal Service. Thank yox.

.................. Barsmnnasasn NN mnd R LT AT

WCIIB\46781620381.1
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Frezo Fruon

S’TARR& T.0. Box 8177
REGALIA Wanor Creeg, CALIFORNIA D4596

Faceisiie (9“_5) 931-4126
A PEOFESSTONAL iy
LAY CORPOUATION Terspuore (925) 935-5400

GeEORGE B, SrEIR GBE@MSANDR, COM

June 15, 2005

The Honorable Nancy Parent, Mayor
Members of the City Council

City of Piusburg

65 Civic Avenue

Pittsburg, CA 94565

Re: Jupe 20, 2005 City Council Meeting
Water and Sewer Facility Reserve Charge

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 to its Water and
Sewer Facility Reserve Charges (“FRCs”). As you know, the hearing on the Water and Sewer
FRCs was coutinued from May 16, 2005 unti} 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 meetings 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 similarly explained 1o us how and why the fec has been calculated, and
has sometimes agreed and sometimes disagreed with our concerns.

Although City staff and my clients have agreed to disagree on some issues,
including using replacement cost without depreciation to value existing facilities, we have agreed
that the amount of the amended charges which we understand will be proposed by the Director of
Public Works, and as described on the attached Exhibit “A”, is acceptable to my clients. We
therefore support the proposal for adoption of the FRCs as attached, and have agreed that we will
not challenge the adoption of thesc FRCs, in court or otherwise, assuming the amount of the
FRCs adopted by the City Council are as recommended by staff. We also agree that if the City
increases the FRCs in the future by a construction cost index ot 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 may in the futwe propose other

WCHBMA678'624078. |

« WairLwvr Crrzi * TETWT.MSANDR.COM * Pare Aito +



06/15/2005 12:19 FAX 925 933 4128
MILLER STARR Atlachmem@dﬂoaﬁg
S SRR SIARR 0y

The Honorable Nancy Parent, Mayor
Members of the City Coungil

June 15, 2005

Page 2

changes to the FRCs, Our acceptance of the charges in the arpount aftached is, of course, not an
aceeptance of any future or amended charges to be acted upon by future Council action,

As a result of our support and our 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
concsrns directly with you at the Council meeting on June 20, 2005, at your request, should you
believe that is appropriate or necessary.

We greatly appreciate the Council’s patience in providing enough time 1o permit
this process to occur. We would also like to thank Mr. Fuller, Mr. Pease and Tom Pavietic of
Brown & Caldwell, for making themselves available during this pracess, and for their
professionalism in discussing the disagreements we have in the methodology used to cazlculate

the FRCs.
Very truly yours,
j 'ﬁl.
‘ -
GBS:dj
Enclosure

cc:  John L. Fuller, Director of Public Works
Walter Pease, Assistant Public Works Director
Albert D. Seeno, Jr.
Jay F. Torres-Muga
Jeanne Pavao

WCHB44678G23078.1
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EXHIBIT “A" to June 15, 2005 letter to City Coungil

Revisions to Water and Sewer FRCs

[ WATER CHARGES Adjust for
Reservoir
Capacity
- Reservation
and 10 year
| CIP
Zone | & Il not SW Hills $6,960
Zone il not SW Hills $3,970
SW Hills - Alves $5,270
SW Hills — West Coast $4,270
| SW Hills — Pittsburg/Bay Point $5,010
SW Hills - San Marco $2,470
SW Hills — San Marco Hills $2,840
SW Hills — San Marco Meadows 83,420
SW Hills — Bailey 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 30 |
Sub Basin DS601-621 & SW109 $2,880
All Other Sub Basins $1,940

WCHBI44E76\624588.2
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ATTACHMENT
RESOLUTION NO. 05-10372
DOCUMENT FOLLOWS
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of: RESOLUTION NO. 05-10372

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 major 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 DS601-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 Consulting 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, 2006, shall

be as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621and SW109 R= $3,550

The Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective November 1, 2008, shall be
as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW 109 R= $3,710

The Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective November 1, 2007, shall be

as follows:
Sewer Sub-basins DS601-621 and SW 109 R= $3,870

The Sewer Development Connection Fees, effective November 1, 2008, shall 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-half 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 20086, by the following vote:

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

ABSENT: None

Michéel B. Kee, MaYor

ATTEST:

anbin
illian J. Pride, City Clerk
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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 Caldwell, 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 and/or 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 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 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 facilites 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 costs 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 factual 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 resulted 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
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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.

Z

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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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.

Project Project Length Diam. Assumed Construction Estimated
No. : (ft)  (in) Method Capital Cost

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,

g € il

/,-

Craig Smith
Senior Engineer

cc: Ben Herston

1340 Treat Bivg Tel: 925933 2250 /925 975 3400 Detivering Innovative Projacts and Solutions Woridwide
Suite 300 Fax: 925945 1760 /925 975 3412

Walnut Creek, California

945477966
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CITY OF PITTSBURG
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost

Item No:
Description:
Alignment Limits:

Project Justification:

Project Summary :
Potential Utility Conflicts :

Permitting & Easement Requirements :

C-1

Highway 4 Trunk

Starting at Bailey Rd. along Memorial Way to Ambrose Park,
along Hwy. 4 right of way under the Delta De Anza Trail,

through residential neighborhood in Carpetta Cr. and Wedgewood
Dr., ending at the DDSD 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 existing sewer for future
growth in the southwestern portion of the City, including the BART
Specific Plan, Oak Hills, Smith and Bailey Estates developments
and expansion and infill of the existing area: 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 easement for 12-inch sewer line in stesl casing.

Must submit plans and specifications to EBMUD for approval of new
Mokelumne aqueduct crossing, requiring 2 foot minimum clearance.
Sewer must be in steel encasement across entire width (100 fi) of
EBMUD property.

Alignment Description Improvement Type Length Pipe Size
(feat) {inches)
Parallel Highway 4 Pipe Bursting 9,500 15
Undemeath EBEMUD Mokelumne Aqueduct Bore & Jack 375 15
Final segment at DDSD connection Open Cut 20 15
Total 9,895
Project Costs Pipe Avg. Depth| Quantity | Unit Cost Total Cost
{in.) {ft.) ($) ($)
Baseline Construction Cost (BCC)
Pipe Bursting 12" to 15" 15 10 9,500 If 182 1,729,000
Bore & Jack (30-inch casing) 15 >15 375 If 450 168,750
Jacking Pit 1 pit 35,000 35,000
Receiving Pit 1 pit 25,000 25,000
New connection to DDSD (final reach) 15 30 20 If 201 4,020
Shoring allowance 30" 1 s 5,000 5,000
Junction Chamber or Pipe Core Tee Connection 1 1s 25,000 25,000
BCC Total 1,981,770
Estimated Construction Cost (ECC)
{BCC plus 30% for contingenices) 2,589,300
Capital Improvement Cost
(ECC plus 25% for engineering, administration, 3,236,600
legal, and construction inspection)

Notes:

1. Pipe instaliation cost assumes average trenching conditions, vertical trench walls with solid shoring, imported backfill, average dewatering,
new holes, p | and rep . traffic control, fd ization, and s overhead and profiL

2. This cost estimate was developed for planning purp only. A cost st should be prapared during project design.

3. Cost sstimals accuracy is -30 1o +50 percent.
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Item No:
Description:
Alignment Limits:

Project Justification:

Project Summary :

Special Conditions:

c-2

West Leland Road

West Leland Road, from Southwood Dr. to Oak 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 Bailey Estates
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

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.) (%) ($)

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 plus 30% for contingenices) 197,900}
Capital Improvement Cost

(ECC plus 25% for engineering, administration, 247,400

legal, and construction inspection)

Notes:
1. Pipe installation cost assumes average trenching conditions, vertical trench walls with solid shoring, imported backfill, average dewatering,
new manholes, pavement removal and replacement, traffic contral, mobilization/demobilization, and contractor's overhead and profit,
2. This cost estimate was developed for planning purposes only. A detailed cost estimate should be prepared during project design.
3. Cost estimate accuracy is -30 to +50 percent.
MWH 12/20/2005
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Item No:
Description:
Alignment Limits:

Project Justification:

Project Summary :

Special Conditions:

C-3
Bailey Road

Bailey Road, north of West Leland

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

are started

806 feet of new 12-inch sewer

Heavy traffic conditions, BART station, approach to Highway 4

legal, and construction inspection)

Interchange.
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.) ($) (%)
|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 walls with solid shoring, imported backfill, average dewatering,

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

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

12/20/2005
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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 Council, to
pay a fee to the City in lieu of constructing the required affordable units (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 to affordable, and to
help finance construction of new affordable units by other private and/or non-profit
developers.

E. In addition to the in lieu housing fees allowed by the inclusionary ordinance,
Subsection 18.86.110.B 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 1 of 5



Attachments - Page 33

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 660186, 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 available for public review and was also mailed to development companies
and non-profit organization representatives on January 18, 2005.

. 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 entitled, “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 2 of 5 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. 04-1229 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 1 4) 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 except in 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 inclusicnary housing in lieu fee account and to facilitate the development of
the affordable units by another developer.

C. There is a reasonabile 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 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,
schools, libraries and emergency response) that offer salaries at or below moderate
levels 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 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
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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 would 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
amounts 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

; iln-lieu Fee gar_.l_.lr_:built Inclusionary _Unit

Very Low Income: $ 288,900.00

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

0.5, of inclusionary unit required)

Inclusionary Housing Monitoring Fees:

Type of Project | Amount of Monitoring Fee | Frequency of Payment
. rinclusionary Unit of Fee _
Low Density Owner Project | $ 100.00 Close of Escrow
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. No. 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.
D. The Finance Director is hereby directed to place all inclusionary housing

monitoring fees collected 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

L
Nancy\L. Pargnt, Mayor

ATTEST:

liari 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 allows 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 reguirements.
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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 Council moved to continue the
public hearing to its next regular meeting of February 7, 2005.

On November 15, 2004, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 04-1229 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 allows 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
aliowed, in limited circumstances, by the inclusionary ordinance. The details of this
alternative are outlined in Subsections 18.86.040.D and 18.86.080.C of the inclusionary
ordinance. This altemative compliance measure is only available 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
required affordable units; or

2. When the project is either a rental or a for-sale project and the residential
project’s calculated 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 to 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 development 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 fo this staff report as Attachment 4.

Page 2 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 lieu 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 to the affordable housing developer's cost to build and
sell a market rate unit at an affordable sales price.

To determine these amounts, staff began with the costs to construct a market rate unit
in a residential development, 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 Feasibility 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 sell 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 facilitate 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 also 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 Council approves the in lieu fee option for a given
development, the developer may pay all of the applicable housing in lieu fees prior to
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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 allowed to pay the full 15% inclusionary requirement as in lieu fees.

in Lieu Fee— 0
(Construction-Affordability Gap
per Inclusionary Unit Not Built

Low Density Owner Moderate Income: $ 34,200
Project Very Low Income: $ 288,900
| Owner Project Low Income: $ 146,600 $ 25,600
| Very Low Income: $ 206,500

B er
| Market Rate Unit Built
{0% Affordable Built

1'$ 20,400

j of Residential
Project

"~ [inLieuFee per
Market Rate Unit Built

| Type of Residential | In Lieu Fee—
Project : (Construction Cost per
| Inclusionary Unit Not Built) _
$ 154,000
(multiplied by fraction less than %)

| Varies

Rental Projct

Monitoring Fees: As recommended, monitoring 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.

Type of Project : | Amount of Monitoring Fee | Frequency of Payment of
{per Affordable Unit Built) | Monitoring Fee
Low Density Owner Project | $ 100.00 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 Report.
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 fieu 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 inciuded 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
inclusionary 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 development 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
levels 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
Element 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
empioyees working 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.

P

Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

Report Prepared By: ,@Aﬁb v/l

Dana Hoggatt/Associate Planner

A
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

Table of Inclusionary Housing Fees of Other Cities

Notice of Public Hearing

SR
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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. [:| 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
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 Resources Geology/Soils

Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Water Quality Land Use/Planning
Materials Noise Population/Housing

Mineral Resources Recreation Transportation/Traffic

Public Services Mandatory Findings of Significance

Utilities/Service Systems

2. ]:] This is a project, but it is statutorily 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. D 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 [X]Negative Declaration [ |Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) was prepared for this
project or the impacts were addressed under a previously adopted ND/MND.

6. D 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 (re)certifying the EIR and adopting findings, a mitigation monitoring or reporting program and
if necessary, a statement of overriding considerations.

T ]:] This project falls under the " " Master 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 required findings based on this Initial Study as part of the
project approval. :

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: , ’ l QJ’Z-'MA h\ A » PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NOTE: CEQA regulations are located in the State Public Resources Cade, which can be viewed on the internet at: www.leginfo.ca.oov.
Sheuld you need further assistance in determining the applicability of CEQA to a Couneil action, please contact Planning Staff x. 4920.
H:Finance Forms/Form 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

Nofice 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 84565

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 18.86 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 would
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 9% 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 developments, the minimum affordability requirement would
be 9% for Low-income and 6% for Very Low-income, or 10% for Very
Low-income, or 8% for Extremely Low-income households. Typical
development in this category includes apartments.

The ordinance would include incentives for compliance as well as options for
alternative 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 affordable units: and 0.25
credit for construction of large family rental units.

Alternative compliance measures wouid include opportunities for developers
to dedicate buildable land for construction of affordable units by another
developer; fo pay fees in lieu of partial construction of affordable units (when
the calculated requirement inciudes 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 people).

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 entitie 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 submitted
for review. General Plan policies adopted in order to reduce potential impacts to
wildlife 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, Transportation/Circulation, Biological Resources,
Energy and Mineral Resources, Hazards, Noise, Public Services, Utilities and

Service Systems, Aesthetics, Cultural Resources, Recreation, and Mandatory

Findings of Significance.

6. Initial Study: A description of the project, environmental analysis/initial 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
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Attachment 3

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG

In the Matter of: ORDINANCE NO. 04-1229

Ordinance 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 utilities 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 household: 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 households 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 Resolution 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 1999 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
Council 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 estabiish 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 Paul Rosen and Associates (DRA) to prepare an
inclusionary 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 multi-
family rental development with or without an inclusionary 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 incentives for developers to
construct affordabie 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 Plan; that
the land use regulation 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 would 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 levels. The ordinance
would also implement Housing Element policies 13-P-2.4 and 1 3-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.

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 hillside 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
policies 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 would 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 Ill and IV of the Zoning Ordinance
and in City Council Ordinance No. 04-12186 (Interim Zoning Ordinance).
Where dedication of land would be permitted by the inclusionary ordinance,
the ordinance would stili require that the dedicated land be appropriately
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
Households, 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 accommodate 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 all 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 affordable housing is created
and distributed throughout the City on appropriately-zoned sites and, for
rental and Very Low income units, on properties that are accessible to and
within reasonable 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)). On
October 7, 2004, A Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration for this inclusionary
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 wouid 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 supporting documentation were available for review; and the date,
time 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 Pittsburg Municipal 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 local 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
65090. 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 Department
located 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 affordable 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 land or construction of Extremely Low and Very Low income-appropriate units on infill
and other sites accessible fo 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 Ill and IV 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 to 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 wouid
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 would 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 would
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 also ensure that affordable housing is developed throughout the City, on
appropriately-zoned sites and on properties that are within reasonable distance of

public faciliies 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

18.86.080
18.86.100
18.86.110
18.86.120
18.86.130
18.86.140

18.86.010

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

Appilicability.

A, The regulations of this Chapter shall apply fo any residential development of five (5)
or more dwelling 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 Iot, 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 housing 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 entitlement; 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 plan 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 Residential 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, mortgage 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 allowed 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, aliowances 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 seventy percent (70%) of the area median
income allowed for appropriately-sized Lower Income Households.

3. For Moderate income Households, average monthly 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 (110%) of the
area median income allowed for appropriately-sized Moderate Income Households.

B. Affordable 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 (17/12) of thirty
percent (30%) of thirty percent (30%) of the area median income aliowed for
appropriately-sized Extremely Low Income Households.

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 fifty percent (50%) of the area median income allowed for appropriately-
sized Lower Income Households.

3. For Low Income Households, monthly rent, including utifities 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 allowed 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” shalf 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 Affordabie 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 50108, 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 Households.

l. Household Income. The combined adjusted gross income for all adult persons living
in a dweliing unit as calculated for the purpose of the Section 8 program under the United
States Housing 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 dwelling unit in a
Residential Project that is reserved for purchase at construction compietion at an
Affordable Ownership Price for a Lower Income Household.

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

N. Market Rate Units. Dweliing units in Residential Projects that are not Affordable
Units under Subsection C of this Saction.

0. Moderate Income Household. The definition of Moderate Income 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.

i 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
sold to owner-occupants upon completion and is not a Low Density Owner Project.

R. Rental Project. A Residential Project, or portion thereof, which is intended to be
rented to tenants upon completion.
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S. Residential Project. Any planned development district, subdivision map, conditional
use permit, design review or other discretionary City iand use approval which entitles five
(5) or more dwelling units or residential lots, or dwelling 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 dweliing 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 least nine percent (9%) of all 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:

T, 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 inciudes a fraction, and the
fraction is 0.5 or greater, the deveioper 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 results 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 fieu fee permitted by this Subsection D shall be equal to the adopted in lieu fee multiplied
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 completed not later than the times 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 5915( b)(1) or (b)(2) shall not be
counted as part of the Residential Project.

18.86.050 Performance Standards for Affordabile 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 Incentives 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 applicable 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, Affordable Units required by Subsection
18.86.040.B may be constructed as single-family dwelling units on smaller lot 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 Residential Project. All of the single-family
detached Affordable Units constructed under this Subsection B must have a minimum of
three bedrooms. A minimum of one-third (1/3) of the single-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. Affordable 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 Title, for Affordable Units and Market Rate Units in the same
Residential Project, provided that the Residential Project is located within walking distance
to transit facilities or is a mixed use Residential Project located in the downtown
commercial area of the New York Landing Historical 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 fo the
reduction approved, and that the proposed parking ratio will not negatively impact parking
facilities in the area.

H. Payment of in lieu 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 Affordable Units may be constructed in Rental Projects and shall be
credited as one and one-quarter (1.25) of a unit in the calculation of total Affordable Units
required in Rental Projects pursuant to Subsection 18.86.040.A.

o The number of dwelling units in a Residential Project may be increased in
accordance with density bonus law (Government Code Section 659185).

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 caiculating 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 Affordabie 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
Affordable Units, land dedication, in lieu fee payment or conversion of existing Market Rate
Units to Affordable Units shall include 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 off-site compliiance measure would provide an opportunity for public benefit
not otherwise obtainable through on-site construction.

B. Off-site Construction of Affordable Units. In lieu of building 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 Units. 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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% 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 entittements, 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
Affordable 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 Council 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. In lieu
fees shall be paid upon issuance of the first building permit for a Residential Project. If
building permits are issued for only part of a Residential Project, the fee amount shall be
based only on the number of units then permitted. The in lieu fee shall be set by the City
by fee resolution 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. If
the appraised value of the land is less than the total amount of in lieu 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 required by Subsection C of this

Section.
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Pursuant to Subsection A of this Section, the acceptance of an offer to dedicate
land in lieu of compliance with other provisions of this Chapteris subject to the discretion of

the City Council, who shall consider whether:

1 The frue value 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 otherwise required

Affordable Units; and

2. The lot or lots are suitable for construction of Affordable Units 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
lot or lots; and

3. The lot or lots are located near schools, transit, and services appropriate for
an affordable 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 to 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, B 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 applicable
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 shall 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 until 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 Reccrdation 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 Affordable 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 reguiatory 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. Term of Affordability and Restrictions, Rental Affordabie Units. In the case of
Affordable Units that are initially rented:

T 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 shall 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 permitted
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 developer of the Residential
Project shall not be subject to the minimum 45-year term required 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 shali 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 allowable sales price to achieve such
recovery. The resale restrictions shall allow 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 or 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 designee may charge fees to developers and/or owners 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 affordable housing agreements
with the City to establish implementing and monitoring details, including but not limited to
provisions refated 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 a Low
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Density Owner Project or Owner Project. For a Rental Project, the affordable 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 Attorney 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 clause, 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 entities. It is hereby 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.
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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 Rios
NOES: None
ABSTAINED: None

ABSENT: None

-

Neia Rios, Mayor

Milian J. Pride, Qity Clerk
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City of Pittsburg Attachment 4
Planning Department
Civic Center - 65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, CA 84565

Telephone: (925) 252-4820 « 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 alternatives
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 also now include a 7% administration fee (calculated on base
in-lieu fees only) for the City staff time necessary to manage the inclusicnary 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 upon first escrow closing and
resale of homes), and $35.00 per affordable rental 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



i i ' Attachments - Page 67
Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee Letter achments - Page

January 18, 2005
Page 2

goals to ensure a variety of housing opportunities and units affordable to all income
levels within 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-mail at dhoggatt@ci.pittsburg.ca.us and me by e-mail at mayres@ci.pittsburg.ca.us.

Sincerely,

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 not
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 built, 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 calculations 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.

Table A:

Type of - Alternative 1: | Alternative 2: Alternative 3:
Residential Construction | Market- Construction-

- Pro‘!ect Costs Affordabilis_z Gap Affordabiiig’ Gag
$414,100 Mod: $ 257,300 Mod: $ 34,200

Low Density Owner

| V.L.: $512,000 V.L.: $288,900

Owner Project $ 319,900 Low: $ 234,300 Low: § 146,600

V.L.: § 294,300 l V.L.: $206,500

Rental Project | $ 154,000 N/A ‘ N/A
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Type of Residential
Project -

TAlternative 1: |

Construction | Market-

Costs

Alternative 2:

| Alternative 3:
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Construction-
Affordabili

‘Low Density Owner | $ 62,100 $ 53,500 [$20400
Owner Project $ 48,000 $ 38,800 $ 25,600
' Rental Project Varies N/A N/A
|

I

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

i

| Low nsity Owner Project

Amount of Motring Fee Fr

uency of

per Inclusionary Unit

$100.00

Payment of Fee

| Owner Project

$ 100.00

Resale/Close of Escrow

Rental Project

'$ 35.00

Annually
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Alternative One: Consftruction 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 Project,”
“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.

TY ' Residential | _ln-ieu Fee .5p lnclusion In Lieu Fee arke‘t

Project | Unit NOT Built __ Rate UnitBuilt

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 follows:

Residential Project Type: Low Density Owner

Assumed No. of Units: 100

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

7% Administration Fee per Unit: + $ 27.100

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

Total In Lieu Fees Required: $6,211,500 (=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 (3% Moderate, 6% Very Low)
Construction Cost per Unit: $ 28¢,000

7% Administration Fee per Unit: + 3 20.800

in Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Inclusionary Unit = § 319,900

Total In Lieu Fees Required: $4,798,500 (=319900 x 15)
In Lieu Fee per Market Rate Unit Built: §$ 48,000 (= 4798500/ 100)
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Alternative Two: Market-Affordability Gap

Attachments - Page 72

In each case, the market-affordability gap is calculated as the difference between
market sale price 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 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 total 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 developments in this category, the assumed
market price for three-bedroom units is based on the Inclusionary 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 AMI for Very Low Income, in accordance with the inclusionary ordinance.

Based on the formuia described above, in lieu fees unit would be determined as follows.
Affordability gaps for each product type at each income level, as well as the calculations

for the fee amounts, are listed on the subsequent page.

Type of
' Residential
| Project

Low Den

in Lieu Fee,
Market Gap per
Inclusionary Unit
Not Built

Not Built

Market Gap per
Inclusionary Unit

(Weighted

in Lieu Fee per
Market Rate Unit
Built (0% Affordabie)

$ 53 900

Owner V.L: $§512,000

Owner Project | Low: $ 234,300 $ 258,500 $ 38,800
V.L: §284,300

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: $ 585,500

Affordable 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

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

=$ 53,900

Residential Project Type: Owner

Assumed No. of Units: 100

Basic Requirement: 15 units (9% Low, 6% Very Low)
3-bedroom House Price: $ 381,000

Affordable Price-Low: $ 162,000

Affordable Price-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

381000 ~ 106000)

Market-Affordability Gap: Very Low $275000 =(
= (275000 x 0.07)

7% Administration Fee per Very Low Unit:  +$ 19.300
In Lieu Fee per Unbuilt Very Low Unit = $ 294,300

Weighted in 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

i n
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Alternative Three: Construction-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 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.

Construction costs for a unit in a Low Density 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 allowance and maintenance costs. Affordable prices
are determined at 110% of AMI for Moderate Income, 70% of AMI 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 calculations
for the fee amounts, are listed on the subsequent page.

Type of
Residential
Project

in Lieu Fee,
Constr. Gap per
Inclusionary Unit

In Lieu Fee per
Market Rate Unit
Built (0% Affordable)

Construction Gap
per Inclusionary
Unit Not Built

| { Not Built Weighted _
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: Consftruction-Affordability Gap

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

Construction-Affordability Gap: 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 Buiit

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

$ 355,000
3 117,000

$ 32,000 =(387000 - 355000)
+3 2200 =(32000 x 0.07)
=§ 34,200

$ 270,000 =(387000 ~ 117000)
+$ 18.900 = (270000 x 0.07)
= § 288,900

[(34200 x 9) + (288900 x 6)] / 15
[(307800) + (1733400)] / 15
(2041200) / 15
$ 136,100

I mwnn

(2041200) / 100
$ 20,400

I n

Residential Project Type:
Assumed No. of Units;
Basic Requirement:
Construction Cost per Unit:
Affordable Price-Low:
Affordable Price-Very Low:

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

Owner

100

15 units (9% Low, 6% Very Low)
$ 299,000

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

Weighted [n Lieu Fee per
Inclusionary Unit NOT Built

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

$ 162,000
$ 106,000

$ 137,000 = (293000 — 162000)
+3 9,600 = (137000 x 0.07)
= § 146,600

$193,000 =(299000 ~ 106000)
+$ 13.500 =(193000 x 0.07)
= § 208,500

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

I mmnn

= (2558400) / 100
=$ 25,600
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. Attachments
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Pittsburg City Council will hold a public_hearing on: .

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

65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, California

Concerning the follbwing matter:

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

The City Council has adopted an inclusionary housing ordinance which provides, in
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 Council will now consider the establishment

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

You are invited to submit comments regarding any aspect of this matter in writing 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 notice, 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 Civic
Avenue, Pittsburg, by telephone at (925) 252-4920, through e-mail at '
dhoggatt@ci.pittsburg.ca.us or by fax at (925) 252-4814. )

0t Gotnns

ILLTAN J. PRIDE, CITY CLERK
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ATTACHMENT
RESOLUTION NO. 06-10687
DOCUMENT FOLLOWS
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of:
Rescinding Resolution 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 )
Improvement Projects )

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 2002, the City initiated a comprehensive update of the Local
Transportation Mitigation Fee Program to update the list 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 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. 01-9480.

g 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 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 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.

6. 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




Attachments - Page 81

2 of the Report that is deemed to be the capital improvement plan of the program.

F 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
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 available. Maximizing emission reductions is
necessary to help protect the health and safety of Pittsburg residents as evidenced by the
fact that between 1992 and 1995 the state ambient air quality standards for ozone and
particulate matter (PM-10), (General Plan 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 welfare 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 (delay cost of $21/hour),

Page 2 of 9
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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 comm unity 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
pianned 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 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 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 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. 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, complementary
RTDIM will continue to be imposed at the rates set forth by the East Contra Costa Regional
Fee and Financing Authority and Council resolution 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 plan ning, 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
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 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
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Report and the types of development on which the fees are imposed, i.e., single family,
multiple 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 between 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
will result 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
resuit 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.

21.  The local transportation mitigation fees collected 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 16, 2001, including the policies that new development shall 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 transportation
mitigation fees resolution 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 1 5273(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.

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 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.

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 pricr to the public
hearing at which this resolution was adopted and ten (10) days advance notice of the
public hearing at which this Resolution was adopted was given by publication in
accordance with Section 6062(a) of the Government Code.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council 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 consultants 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, 2006, the
City Council rescinds Resolution No. 06-10651, ‘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 Il.  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, 20086, 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 Ill.  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 resolution.

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 or renewal of a public permit issued after passage of this
resolution if a fee has not been paid previously.

Section VII. 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. 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. 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 VIII. 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;
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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 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 amount 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 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 jocal transportation mitigation 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 local transportation
mitigation fees adopted herein.

Section X.  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 XID.

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 Pittsburg 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 XII. Effective Date. This resolution shall become effective
immediately. In accordance with Government Code Section 6601 7, 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 2008, by the following vote:

AYES: Members Casey, Kee, Parent and Mayor Johnson
NOES: None
ABSENT: Ewvola

ABSTAIN: None

B Dhntp—

Ben Johrfson, Mayor

ATTEST:

(e Z Gortrogene

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Administrative 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,
“TRANSPORTATION 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 uni,
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 will 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 06-10651, 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 Transportation 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. 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 (the “Report”) prepared by
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., dated October 23, 1997, and amended Table 1, “Mitigation
Fees by Land Use,” contained in Municipal Code Section 15.90.080. The specific
transportation improvements to be financed by the LTMF are described in the Report, on file
with the City Clerk.

On November 1, 1999, City Council adopted Resolution No. 99-9056, increasing the LTMF by
4.9% to account for a corresponding increase in the Construction Cost Index from October
1997 to October 1999.

On November 6, 2000, City Council 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. 03-9786, 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. 04-1 0200, 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
Page 3 of 5

On January 3, 2006, City Council adopted Resolution 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.

On July 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 Pittsburg
Local Transportation Mitigation Fee (LTMF) Program Update Report, dated October 2006,
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 also introduced Ordinance No. 06-1278, amending
Chapter 15.90 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 correspond ing fees. This
was a result of removing five LTMF projects (RW.3, W. Leland Phase I; RW.7 Range Road
Interchange; SG.1, W. Leland/Woodhill Signal; SG.6, W. Leland/Burton Signal; and $G.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, 20086.

The recommended option also limits non-residential fees to $1.26/s.f., which could potentially
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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Staff Report
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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 $2692 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 8. 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 Matter of:

Amending Chapter 15.90 of the )

Pittsburg Municipal Code Which ) ORDINANCE NO. 06-1281
Establishes a Local Transportation )

Mitigation Fee Program )

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

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, “Transportation
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, 2006, the City Council held two public 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 15.80.010 of Chapter 15.90 “Transportation Mitigation Fee” of Title 15 “Buildings
and Construction” of the Pittsburg Municipal Code is amended as follows:

"E. The specific transportation 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 15.90.040

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 resolution. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of a building

permit.
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B.  The applicable 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 permitis
issued. If no permitis 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.

C. No building permnit 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 15.90 “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 meeting 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 held on , 2006 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Ben Johnson, Mayor

ATTEST:

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk
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1. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code Section 66000, et seq. (also known as
AB 1600), 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 porfion of the costs of public
facilities related fo 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 mifigate 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 improvements. This updated fee was documented in Pittsburg Traffic Mitigation Fee Study
Update: Final Report, Fehr & Peers, September 1997,

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, Oakley, and Brentwood
and the County of Contra Costa. ECCRFFA administers a regional fransportation impact fee, known as
the Regional Transportation Development Impact Mitigation (RTDIM) fee, for the purpose of generating
funds to support the provision of regional transportation infrastructure necessary o serve future travei
demand. The RTDIM fee program and the LTMF program work together to comprehensively address
future transportation needs in Pittsburg,

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 updated program s 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 to
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 local
impact created by anticipated development in Pittsburg. 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 analylical 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 requires that mitigation fee programs comply with certain basic requirements, including:
¢ Identifying the purpose of the fee
ﬂ’ 4
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o |dentifying 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 on
which the fee is imposed

e Determining a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of
development on which the fee is imposed

¢ Determining a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public
facility (or portion of facility) attributable to new development

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
calculate a fee that would be collected on new development in alf parts of the City.

STUDY PROCESS

This study was developed under the direction of City of Pittsburg staff. After review and public hearing,
the City Council will consider approval of the study and adoption of a new fee schedule.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report contains a total of six chapters including this introductory chapter.

e Chapter 2 - Fee Program Background summarizes the status of the current LTMF program and
describes the projects proposed to be included in the updated LTMF program.

e Chapter 3 — Analysis Methodology describes the methods used in conducting the technical
analysis necessary to establish the nexus.

*  Chapter 4 — Analysis Results describes the results of the nexus analysis.

* Chapter 5 - LTMF Program Funding Considerations discusses the effect of the impact fees on
the financing of the City's transportation 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 Pitisburg has experienced considerable population and employment growth over the past
decade, and it continues to be a major growth center in the region. This growth in population and
employment translates into increased demand for fravel, and fraffic 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 direction
in the PM peak period. This is a result of having significantly more housing than employment in East
County communities. According to the 1998 Pittsburg General Plan, 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; Calfrans data shows that volumes on Highway 4 have continued to grow by
approximately 30% over the past five years. Traffic volumes on Pitisburg’s major arterials have also
experienced significant increases, due to growth within Pitisburg as well as congestion on Highway 4,
with many drivers seeking alfernative cut-through routes.

According to the Countywide Transportation Plan, increases in freeway traffic in Contra Casta County are
expected to 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 experience
dramatic increases in traffic. For example, the East County Action Plan estimates an increase of 44
percent on Kirker Pass Road between 1890 and 2010. These increases are due to household 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 1897, as documented in Fittsburg Traffic
Mitigation Fee Study Update: Final Report, Fehr & Peers, September 1997. The fee levels are adjusted
annually to account for infiation 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 Raiiroad Avenue, California Avenue, and Avila Road.

* Intersection improvements at Railroad Avenue/Leland Road, Loveridge Road/Leland Road, and
Loveridge 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 poiicy 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 to 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 total residential and non-
residential fees collected.
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CURRENT (20086} CITY OF PlﬁSBURGT$é51MSPORTATION MITIGATION FEES
LANDUSECATEGORY |  CURRENTFEE "~ sUBSIDY
Rural Estate (RE) $4,020/D.U. $0.00
Low Density Residential (RL) $4,020/ D.U. $0.00
Low Density-Hillside (RL-H) $4,020/D.U. $0.00
Rural Residential (RR) $4,020/ D.U. $0.00
Medium Density (RM) $2,733/D.L. $0.00
High Density (RH) $2,733/D.U. §0.00
Retirement Community (RC) $1,609/D.U. $0.00
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) $10.61/SF. $9.98/S.F.
Community Commercial (CC) $7.55/ S F. $6.92/S.F,
Service Commercial (SC) $10.61/SF. $9.98/S.F.
Office Commercial (OC) $7.55/ SF. $6.92/S F.
Industrial $2.41/SF. $1.78/SF.
fNotes: D.U. = Dwelling Unit, S.F. = Square Foot
ISource: City of Pittsburg, 2006.
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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 included in the fee program. Figure 3 shows the improvement projects fo be
included in the proposed fee program. Examples of projects in this updated fee program that were not
included in the previous LTMF project lists include:

* Bailey Road and Loveridge Road signal interconnect projects.

¢ Intersection improvements at East Leland Road/Los Medanos College, West Leland Road/Bailey
Road, SR4/Bailey Road, and Railroad 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 drafts of this report, but was excluded from the final
program at the direction of the City Council,

All of the improvements included in this fee study update have been identified through previous planning
studies or environmental impact analyses conducted in the City. For instance, many of the improvements
were identified in certified EIRs as mitigation measures needed to address cumulative fraffic impacts, or
have been identified as necessary through local planning efforts.

All roads within the 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 eligible for LTMF funding, not all improvements on alf facllities 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 fraffic from multiple development areas, typically on major or
minor arterial streets.

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 methodology used to 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 study was completed through a series of five steps. Each is listed below,
along with a brief description. The next chapter describes how these sleps were applied to the City of
Pittsburg and the results of the fee calculations.

Step 1- Summarize Capital Improvements and Estimate Costs

As described in Chapter 2, the City has defined a set of transportation projects necessary to provide the
capacity needed to 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 inferchange. This construction activity can be expected to
cause temporary changes in traffic patiemns, as drivers try 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-construction periods.

To address this issue, peak hour fraffic counts at a number of intersections around the City were
assembled from fraffic studies conducted just prior to the Railroad Avenue construction project. However,
no data was available from these previously-published reports for several of the intersections fo be
included in this study. New traffic data was collected at these intersections, as well as at several 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 effects of the
construction project on localized traffic patterns. These results were then used io adjust the new ftraffic
counts to better represent pre-construction conditions.

The resulting intersection turning movement data was used to evaluate the existing level of service (LOS)
at intersections that would be affected by the planned transportation 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 have existing deficiencies.

For regional 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
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2004 Traffic Service Objectives Monitoring Report." Intersections that did not meet 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
fransportation effects of new development is based upon regional forecasts of residential 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 o the year 2025
and are consistent with ABAG forecasts produced in their Projections 2000 (P'00) and Projections 2002
(P'02) datasets.

Step 3 consists 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 the overall land use projections into the units necessary for fee calculation, known as Dwelling
Unit Equivalents (DUEs). The three sub-steps are described more fully below.

Estimating Future New Development in Pittsburg

For purposes of the fee calculation, it is important to identify the amount of residential and non-residential
land use currently in the City, in order to produce a reasonably accurate estimate of the new development
that will be subject to the updated fee. The following general land use categories were used in this
summary: single-family residential, multi-family residential, retail jobs, service jobs, and other jobs, The
CCTA model contains employment data in a few additional categories with refatively small numbers of
jobs; fo simplify the calculations, all of the employment in the City was consolidated into the three
categories listed above (retail, service, and other),

Estimates of current residential development in Pittsburg were provided by City staff and derived from
California 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 Employment 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 total jobs were converted into building area by applying the
following factors:

= Office: 275 square feet/job

1. As required by Contra Costa County's Measure C, the transportation planning committee for East County (TRANSPLAN)
regularly prepares an Acticr Plan for the Routes of Regional Significance in the subregion. The Action Plan defines
quantifiable Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs) for each major regional facility and actions necessary to achisve those
objectives. CCTA periodically prepares a TSO Monitoring Report to document the current status of the TSOs and
progress made toward achieving them. The most recent TSO Monitoring Report was published in December 2004,
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e Retail: 500 square feet/job

o Other: 400 square feet/job

These factors reflect relationships between employment and building area that can be derived from the
Trip Generation 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 Use Projections to Dwelling Unit Equivalents (DUEs)

The concept of DUEs is commonly used in fee studies fo account for the fact that different development
types generate ftraffic 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 frips, and trip lengths associated with sach of the development types. For example,
commercial uses tend to generate more trips per square foot than office uses, but those commercial trips
tend fo be shorter 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 differences in impact on
the fransportation system.

The factor for commercial uses is applied to 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 single-family residential rate.

Step 4 - Calculate Project Costs Attributable to New Development

For improvement projects on faciiities 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 cost of the
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 current traffic volume that exceeds 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. The theoretical capacity was based on the maximum veclume that would either meet the
applicable LOS standard or fail o satisfy the signal warrant (thereby allowing an unsignalized
intersection to 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 facility is projected fo be 2,500
vehicles, the future traffic growth would be caiculated 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 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 number 2 divided by number 3.
In this case, the share of the benefit to new development would be 60%. or 300 divided by 500.
Therefore, 80% of the project cost would be included in the fee program. The remaining 40% of
the project cost would need fo be funded through other sources.

After accounting for existing deficiencies, the next step was fo determine how much of the traffic on the
improved facility was atiributable 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 land use and transportation network inpuis to produce
estimates of future travel demand and usage of roadway facilities. This study used the most recent
version of the regional fravel demand model adopted for use in Contra Costa County. This model,
developed and maintained by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) and implemented in the
TransCAD software program, is the primary transportation analysis tool available at this time for regional
planning studies in East County.

In this study, model runs were conducted to estimate 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 neither a Pittsburg origin nor a Pittsburg destination were
defined as regional. The local percentage was calculated by dividing the number of local trips on a facility
by the total number of new trips. The local percentage was then appiied to the total project cost to
determine the Pittsburg share of the cost. This represents the level of funding that could be paid for
through Pittsburg’'s LTMF. The percentage of the cost not attributable to new development in Pittsburg
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 total cost
to be contributed by new development (Step 4). This total was then divided by the total number of new
DUEs (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).

Step 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 inciudes improvements to major arterials and to local roads, signalization of a
number of currently unsignalized infersections, 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

cal Transporation Mitigation: Fe

Delon

Projec Total Cost

: : 5 Widen to two lanes each direction between Willow
RW.1 Avila Road Widening Pass Rd and West Leland Rd. $6,825,000
. Extend from San Marco Blvd to Avila Rd., two lanes
Rw.2 W. Leland Road Phase Il each direction. $12,180,000
RW.3 Sai Moo Botieiarng New two-lane roadway between existing terminus and $7.240,000
Bailey Rd.
Willow Pass Road .
RW.4 Widening and bridge Widen to four ianesr\?:;»;erzrr; Loftus Rd and Range $4.200.000
reconstruction® P '
Range Road 5
RW.5 over-crossing® New two-lane crossing over SR 4. $22,050,000
California Avenue Widen to four lanes between Railroad Ave and
8 Widening* Loveridge Rd. $17,535,000
Pittsburg-Antioch Widen to four lanes between Loveridge Rd and
RW.7 Highway Widening Somersville Rd. $11,550,000
) a New two-lane road from Somersville Road to Kirker
RW.8 Buchanan Road Bypass Pass Read $34,965,000
Sfﬁﬂal e
. Signal interconnect between Willow Pass Rd and
3 Balley Rosd Willow Ave/Oak Hills Circle. §210,000
sl.2 Leland Road* Signal interconnect from g}(\:ztlng terminus to Delta Fair $315,000
: Signal interconnect between Pitisburg-Antioch
S1.3 Loveridge Road Highway and Buchanan Rd. $105,000
= Signal interconnect between Railroad Ave and
Sl4 Buchanan Road Somersville Rd. $525,000

W. Leland Road/ Install new signal. $210.000

SG.1 Oak Hills Drive

17
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2006 LTMF UPDATE - PROJECT LIST

ID Project Description Total Cost
5G.2 Wgﬁguﬁg:smi‘;ﬁd’ Install new signal. $210,000
SG.3 ;2; n%:iﬁggong;g; Install new signal. $194,250
SG.4 Envf;?fgwaizf:egff,‘l’rk Install new signal. $157.500
SG5 A 33?.55&?5,, Install new signal. $210,000
SG6 Raigfdag tf:;guaf Install new signal. $210,000
sG.7 C*;ﬁ{fa‘}‘f\gﬁﬁg. Install new sigral. $210,000
SG.8 gﬁ;’;";\?&e&” Instail new signal. $194,250
SG.9 %izgﬁggt?ﬂ):? Install new signal. $194,250

$G.10 California Avenue/ Install new signal. $210,000

Loveridge Road

e

1.1 SR 4/Bailey Road Add a northbound Isft turn lane, $105,000
1.2 W. Leland Road/ Add a westbound right tum lane, southbound right turn $1.050.000
’ Bailey Road lane, and eastbound left turn lane. i
Railroad Avenue/ Add an eastbound right tum lane and a northbound left
3 Leland Avenue® tum lane. $525,000
Loveridge Road/ .
1.4 LalEnd Avarice Add a southbound right turn lane. $210,000
L5 Pittsburg-Antioch Add an eastbound right tum lane and an additional $178.500
: Highway/Loveridge Road. westbound left tum lane, :
Lengthen the Century/Leland eastbound lef-turn lane
E. Leland Road/Los i
1.6 Medanos College® by realigning the east:mmcst Los Medanos College $420,000
riveway.
18
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TABLE 2
2006 LTMF UPDATE - PROJECT LIST

Total Ct

Description

Buchanan Road/
Iy Meadows Avenue Install signal metering to limit traffic flow $525,000
Control Peint Metering*

* Projects listed in the 1897 TMF Report,

Scurce: Fehr & Pears, 2006.

Step 2 - identify Existing Deficiencies on Roadway Network

The traffic analysis determined if deficiencies exist at locations with planned roadway improvements listed
on Table 2 above. Two standards were used in this analysis — the East County Action Plan (for Routes
of Regional Significance) and the City 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
intersections on Bailey Road from West Leland to Canal, which are acceptable at a level of service E.
The Action Plan does not address unsignalized intersections on these routes.

For 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 warrant is not triggered. The method for
evaluating unsignalized intersections is to first look at the LOS results; if the intersection operates at LOS
D or beftter, it is considered acceptable. If the worst approach operates at an LOS E or F, then the peak
hour signal warrant is checked; if volumes are high enough fo meet the warrant thresholds, then the
intersection is considered to 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 operate below the applicable LOS standard: California Avenue/Railroad Avenue and East
Leland Road/Los Medanos College.

The California 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 California
Avenue itself between Railroad Avenue and Loveridge Road. Therefore, the fact that the California
Avenue/Railroad Avenue intersection currently operates at LOS F is not considered an existing 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-sireet stop confrolled, has a
worst-approach LOS E in the AM peak and LOS F in the PM peak, and meets the peak hour signal
warrant in the PM peak hour. This location is planned for improvement through project 1.6 listed in this
TMF update. This existing deficiency was treated as described in Chapter 3.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Step 2, the current operations of Routes of Regional Significance is assessed
through comparison with the Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs) reported in the 2004 TSO Monitoring
Report. This report indicates that one of the facilities 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 to have an existing deficiency, which is consistent with the findings
presented in the recent ECCRFFA update (documented in East Contra Costa Regional Fes Program
Update: Final Report, Fehr & Peers, June 2005). The analysis in the ECCRFFA report determined the
proportion of the capacity needs on Buchanan Road attributable to new development (about 68%), and
this same 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 tha
Bypass is partially intended 1o address traffic issues along existing Buchanan Road. The other facilities
highlighted 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 defined as the ratio of the time raquired io travel betwesn two
peints during the paak hour when roads are most congested, to the time required during uncongested off-peak times.
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TABLE 3

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Peak Hour -

ID Intersection Control VIC or coa VIC or ’ v?ig::::t Dgéf:’,,";-;
Delay' Defay' | OS Met?
I B Tl ) T ) I
3 Egaé};yfrﬁwdés Sgnel o ° o8 ° "
J S e [ [ o [om | :
gl TR EoR) Signal 0.43 A 07 B N
o) TOE ;zﬁ;’;d’ sss (320417 | A®) |37611)| AR N N
| A ot 88§ | 06(193)| A(C [12(1162)| A(F) N N
g | aw oa";?%ss&?‘d;g:"gﬂ SSS | 58(108)| A(B) |96(151)| A(C) N N
5 | Road morts sige | Unconiolled i
" Q’:Q%&"ﬁ $SS  |31(127)| A®) [22(208)] A(«Q N N
12 R e Gigna 049 A a3 A "
13 Rali,gioaandd?’:;: o Signal 459 : i “ "
14 c::ﬂ?nrg?:::::f il sl 07 i i ¢ v
o 888 |60(61.2) | A(F) [11.7(566) B(F) N N
o] ometen” | owa | 0w | s | om | o i
17 ge?]r::g{ f:f:& AWS® | 99(101)| A@®) [103(105)| B(@) N N
18 %sk?ﬁﬁﬁt}fﬂf S e A oo 5 N
19 BL‘SEZ?GZ'; E‘éﬂ‘é’ Signal wre c o7 ® ’
21
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TABLE 3
EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Peak Hour
ID Intersection Control vIC or —_ VIC of it V?i?;::t b GE; é?;::g?
Delay Delay Met?
sof  Trfos Roed Signal 0.67 B 0.72 c N
< cfgﬁ%:’;z:‘éf:f Signal 0.9 D 0.51 A N
22 Highfigi?fcfrﬁéﬁﬁgﬂoad Signal 0.69 8 e c .
5 32233321%2?32 Signal 0.67 B 0.78 c N
gl fh‘ﬂ::gfg:ﬂi go| 5SS |o5@on| A® |ss(7oe| A Y Y
- saﬁri’;?s”\f?ﬂf@?ﬁé Signal 0.68 B 0.68 B N

Notes:
Bold = Exceeding applicable service standards.
" Explanation of existing deficiency determination provided In Chapter 4, Slep 2.

1. For signalized intersections, volume-to-capacity ratio is presented. For unsignalized intersactions, information presented is
intersection average delay (followed by worst approach delay in parentheses) expressed in seconds per vehicle.

2. Forunsignalized intersections, information presented is intersection average LOS {followed by worst approach LOS in
parentheses).

3. SSS = Side-Street STOP.

4. An all-way stop has recently been installed at this intarsection as a temporary measure in advance of a planned traffic signal.
Howaever, it is analyzed here as a side-strest slop bacause that is the more realistic alternative to a signal, and thus captures how it
would operate if not signalized.

5. AWS = All-Way S5TOP,
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2006.

Step 3 - Summarize the Amount of New Development Expected in Pittsburg

Chapter 3 described the sources of information used to estimate the amount of new development
expected in Pitisburg. This section provides additional detail on how those development projections were
derived.

To estimate Pittsburg’s current {(year 2005) residential development, 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 in Pittsburg in 2005. This total was then spiit info single- and multi-family units according to
the appropriate proportions in the CCTA modal.

p 22
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To estimate the current number of jobs in Pittsburg, we began with data from ABAG P'05 on the total
number of jobs in Pittsburg in 2005 (approximately 15,000) and divided that total among the “retail,”
“service," and “other” categories according to the appropriate proportions in the CCTA model.

Projections of year 2025 housing and jobs in Pittsburg were drawn from the CCTA model, resulting in
estimates of approximately 26,500 housing units and 29,000 jobs. These figures were split into single-
and multi-family housing, and into the appropriate employment categories, based on the relevant
proportions in the CCTA model. Table 4 shows the City-wide totals of housing and employment for both
2005 and 2025. :

As described earlier, the land 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
2025 projections from the CCTA model with the P'05 data to ensure reasonableness. For both housing
and jobs, the P'05 projections are slightly lower than those in the CCTA model, with the P'05 projections
containing approximately 24,000 housing units and 28,000 jobs in Pittsburg in 2025.

We also checked historical growth frends in Pittsburg. The CCTA model projections translate into a
growth rate of about 325 building 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 translate into a growth rate of only 200 units per year, which is
half the rate the City has recently experienced. Therefore, the 2025 projections from the CCTA model
seem reasonable given recent frends.

As described in Chapter 3, the land use forecasts were then converted to DUEs to account for the fact
that different development types generate traffic with different characteristics and levels of impact on the
City's fransportation system. Table 5 presents the conversion factors used fo calculate DUEs in this
study. Please note that these factors are consistent with those used in the recent ECCRFFA fee update
and reflect the most recent trip generation information available from the national reference source, the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). These factors are different from those used in the 1997 LTMF
study, reflecting differences in trip generation rates, employee density ratios, and other elements of the
calculation. The results of the DUE conversion are presented in Table 6.

ﬁ: 23
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TABLE 4
PITTSBURG HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS

Land Use Category 2005

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 3,768 7,046 3,278 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%

ource: CCTA, ABAG, Fehr & Peers.

TABLE 5
DUE CONVERSION FACTORS

Land Use Unit Peak Hou.‘r % Nev; Average s VMT DUE

Category Trip Rate Trips Trip Length per Unit per Unit
Single-Family DU 1.01 100 8.6 9.7 1.00
Multi-Family DU 0.62 100 96 6.0 0.61
Commercial 1,000 SF 3.75 50 5.0 8.4 0.97
Office 1,000 SF 1.49 65 10.7 10.4 1.07
Industrial 1,000 SF 0.76 B0 10.7 6.5 0.67
Notes:

1. ITE Trip Gensration, 7" Edition.
2. SANDAG Brief Guide of Veehicular Traffic Gensration Ratas, July 1888,
3. Average trip lengths for the East County area from the model, in miles.

Source: Fehr & Pesrs, 20086,
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TABLE &
GROWTH IN DUES

Land Use Category Total Growth DUE Per Unit Growth Converted to DUEs
Single-family units 4,128 1.00 4,128
Muiti-famnily units 2,335 0.61 1,424
Total residential 6,463 5,552
Retail jobs 3,279 0.97 1,580
Service jobs 4,835 1.07 1,423
Other jobs 6,142 0.67 1,646
Total fobs 14,255 4,659
TOTAL DUEs 10,211
Motes:

1. Relationship between land use categories in the model and the fee program assumed to be: Retail=Commercial;
Service=Office; and Other=Industrial,

2. Retail DUE conversion based on 500 square feet per job and a DUE per thousand square fest of .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 = Service Jobs * 0.275 * 1.07

4. Other DUE conversion based on 400 square feet per job and a DUE per thousand square feet of 0.67.
DUE = Qther Jobs * 0.400 * 0.67

Eourca: Fehr & Peers, 2008.

Step 4 - Calculate Project Costs Attributable fo New Development

As described in Chapter 3, if a facility is not 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
currently deficient facilities (the East Leland/Los Medanos College improvement 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 calculated 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 Contribution.

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 warrant. Peak
hour volumes on the minor strest would need to decrease by 23 vehicles for the intersection to operate
adequately under current conditions. The travel medeling process forecast growth in peak hour traffic of
94 vehicles at this intersection. Therefore, the total benefit of the improvement would be to correct the
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growth of 84, for a total benefit of 117. New
y 117, or 80%.

existing deficiency of 23 plus accommodate the future
development's share of that benefit would be 94 divided b
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TABLE 7
FOTENTIAL FEE CONTRIBUTIONS

Pittsburg

justment for
D Project Total Cost Existing Share of ’E‘Zﬁ?fﬂ:ﬁ
Deficiency’ New Traffic
ferdypmna e e

RW.1 Avila Road Widening $6,825,000 66% $4,504,500
RW.2 W. Leland Road Phase II* $12,180,000 68% $8,282 400
RW.3 San Marco Boulevard $7,240,000 79% $5,719,600
Wiillow Pass Road Widening &
RW.4 and bridge reconstruction® $4,200,000 81% $3,402,000
RW.5 Range Road over-crossing $22,050,000 7% $21,386,458
RW.6 California Avenue Widening® $17,535,000 96% $16,833,600
Pittsburg-Antioch

RW.7 Highway* Widening $11,550,000 81% $8,355,500
RW.8 Buchanan Road Bypass* $34,965,000 68% 2% $475,524

Sl Bailey Road $210,000 84% $176,400
Sl.2 Leland Road $315,000 75% $236,250
S1.3 Loveridge Road $105,000 81% $85,050
Sl4 Buchanan Road $525,000 68% 93% $332,010

FEHR & Prenrs
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TABLE 7
POTENTIAL FEE CONTRIBUTIONS

fp

FEun & Peenrs
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Adtent for Pittsburg :
D Project Total Cost Existing Share of Pc“m'e&‘,‘ﬂtf::
Deficlency’ New Traffic
SG.1 W. Leland Road/Qzk Hills Drive $210,000 84% $176,400
Willow Pass Road/
SG.2 Balclutha Way $210,000 81% §170,100
W. Leland Road/
SG.3 Montevideo Drive $194,250 73% $141,803
Willow Pass Road/
SG4 Empire Business Park $157.500 9% $141,750
SG.5 | W 10" Street/Herb White Way $210,000 88% $184,800
SG.6 Railroad Avenus/3™ Street $210,000 100% $210,000
SG.7 Harbor Street/Central Avenue $210,000 100% $210,000
S5G.8 Harbor Street/Bliss Avenus $194,250 86% $186,480
SG.9 E. Leland Road/Piedmont Way $194,250 75% $145,688
California Avenue/
3G.10 Loveridge Road $210,000 63% $132,300
1.1 SR 4/Bailey Road $105,000 85% $89,250
L2 W. Leland Road/Bailey Road $1,050,000 74% $777,000
Railroad Avenue/
.3 Edbarid ASGRE $525,000 85% $446,250
1.4 Loveridge Road/Leland Avenue $210,000 82% $172,200
Pittsburg-Antioch
1.5 Highway/Loveri dge Road. $178,500 61% $108,886
27
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TABLE 7
POTENTIAL FEE CONTRIBUTIONS
Pﬂsbur .
iD Project Total Cost Exlisting Share of E?:;::::::::
Deficiency’ New Traffic
E. Leland Road/ i
1.6 Los Medanos College $420,000 80% 72% $241,920
Buchanan Road/Meadows &
L7 Avenus Control Point Metering $525,000 9% $483,500
Total Cost $74,817,617
Subtract Exlstfng LTMF Account Balance $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 also appear in the RTDIM fee program. Combined funding for these projects is discussed further in Chapter 5,
. For projects addressing existing deficiencies, the Adjustment for Existing Deficiency column shows the proportion of project costs
atiributable to traffic generated by future development.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2006,

Step § - Determine Fee Amounts

Table 8 displays the calculated 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) to
calculate the resulting fee per DUE ($7,170). These figures do not refiect any reductions or subsidies that
the City may choocse to implement. This calculation also does not consider the effects of other funding
sources that may be available to some of the projects.

TABLE &
PRELIMINARY FEE CALCULATIONS

Land Use Category Current Fees' Potential Fees
Rural Estate (RE) $4,020/D.U. $7,170/D.U.
Low Density Residential (RL) $4,020/D.U. $7,170/D.U.
Low Density-Hillside (RL-H) $4,020/D.U. $7.170/D.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/D.L. $4,370/D.U.
Retirement Community (RC) $1,609/D.U. $2,870/D.U.
Neighborhood Commercial {CN) $10.61/S.F. $7.00/S.F.
Community Commercial (CC) $7.55/S.F. $4.90/S F.
Service Commercial (SC) $10.61/S.F, $7.00/S F.
Office Commercial (OC) $7.55/S.F. $7.70/S.F.
Industrial $2.418.F. $4.B0/S F.
" Does not refiect the subsidy currently applied for non-residential uses,
Source: City of Pittsburg, Fehr & Peers, 2008,

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 completed, 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 overall
program at about $86 million (in 1997 dollars), while this updated program cost is estimated at over $122
million (in current dollars). The proportion of the program cost that is projected to be covered by fee
revenues has remained relafively similar; in 1997, fee revenues were projected to cover 58% of the
program cosf, while this new update estimates that fee revenues will cover about 60% of the total
program.

forecasts from ABAG. In addition, this LTMF update uses several analytical procedures, such as the
methods to account for existing deficiencies and to convert land use forecasts into DUEs, that are
consistent with the recent RTDIM update prepared by ECCRFFA and reflect the most recent information
from the transportation planning industry’s reference sources. All of these elements are different from
those used in the 1897 LTMF study, and account for the differences in the fee levels presented 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 foot for the different commercial
and industrial land use categories. It is estimated that this would result in a 36% reduction in LTMF
program revenue.

ﬂ? 29

FEHR & PEers

PRARIPERTATION CREICLTAATE



Attachments - Page 125

Piltshurg Local Trahsponation Mittgation Fep

Decembier 24

2. Limit non-residential fees fo $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 result 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 result in a 44% reduction in LTMF program revenue.

4. Limit non-residential fees to $1.26 per square foot and reduce residential fees by 25%. Itis
estimated that this would result in a 49% reduction in LTMF program revenue,

This information is provided for illustrative purposes to show the effects of adjusting the fee amounts for
different categories of land uses. For example, for every 5% reduction in the residential fee there is about
a $2 milion 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: Cption | Option 4: Option
Land Use without Range non-residential Councii- 1 plus reduce 1 plus reduce
Category Roal d Intercha?\ a fees to $1.26 per | Approved Fees | residential fees residential fees
98| squars foot | (Novembar 2006) by 15% by 25%
Rural Estate $7.170/D.U. $7,170/D.U. $6,766/D.U. $6,095/D.U, $5,378/D.U.
Low Density $7,170/D.U. $7,170/D.U. $6,766/D.U. $6,095/D.U. $5,378/D.U.
Residential
Lm;: iﬁegsiW- $7,170/D.U. $7,170/D.U. $6,766/D.U, $6,095/D.U. $5,378/D.U.
side
Rural Residential $7,170/D.U. $7,170/D.U, $6,766/D.U, $6,095/D.U. $5,378/D.U.
Medium Density $4,370/D.U. $4,370/D.U. $4,131/D.U. $3,715/D.U. $3,278/D.U.
High Density $4,370/D.U. $4,370/D.U. $4,131/D.U. $3,715/D.U. $3,278/D.U.
Retirement $2,870/D.U. $2,870/D.U, $2,712/D.U, $2,440/D.U. $2,153/D.U.
Community
Neighborhood
Commarcial $7.00/SF. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F.
Community
Comivercia $4.90/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.268/SF. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F.
Service
Commercial $7.00/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F, $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F,
Office Commercial $7.70/SF. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F, $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F.
Industrial $4.BO/SF. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F. $1.26/S.F.
Overall Revenue| $73,000,000 $47,000,000 $44,000,000 $41,000,000 $37,000,000
% reduction 38% 40% 44% 49%
§ reduction $26,000,000 $29,000,000 $32,000,000 $36,000,000
ource: Fehr & Peers, 2006,
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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 LTMF program will not pay the total
cost of all the identified improvements. Funding will need to be generated from other sources to
supplement the LTMF revenues. The following describes some of the other sources of funds that could
be applied to improvements in the LTMF program.

RTDIM Fee — As described eariier, 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 fo 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 18, 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 tofl revenues through
Regional Measure 2, State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds, the County-wide sales tax
known as Measure C/Measure J, and other programs) to supplement the regional fee revenues, and even
after accounting for those other funding sources, there is still an estimated shortfall of almost $390 million
(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 not fargeted 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 costs 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 improvements 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 sales tax was
reauthorized as Measure J in November 2004. The City of Pittsburg will be eligible to receive some
Measure C/Measure J funds to help construct improvements to the local transportation network. Thess
funds could be used fo help cover the unfunded portion of the LTMF program (such as the share of
project costs attributable to existing deficiencies).

Grant Programs — The City of Pittsburg routinely applies for grants through various state and federal
programs (such as the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quaiity, or CMAQ program) to help finance public
infrastructure. The timing and amount of these grants can vary substantially from year to year, depending
on the availability 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 will track trends in project 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.

33

£

Fenr & Prens

TRAREPRATATION COREULTARIS



Attachments - Page 129

Fittsburg Local Transponation Miltigéitivis Fee
Docember 2006

6. PROGRAM SUMMARY

This report provides a detailed discussion of the elements of the proposed Pittsburg LTMF program 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.

s identifying 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 overall transportation system that will accommodate the City's expected future traffic demand.

 Identifying how the fee will be used and the facilities to be funded through the fee

The fee will be used to help fund capital improvement projects necessary to accommodate future
traffic demand in Pittsburg. Table 2 describes the projects to be funded through the fea.

* Determining 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 trafiic 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 different development types.

 Determining a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of
development on which the fee is imposed

The need for the facilifies listed in Table 2 has been established through a series of technical
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 LTMF
program, indicating that most of the need for improvements is going to be generated by new
development.

*  Determining a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public
facility (or portion of faciiity) attributable to new development

The nexus analysis presented in this report accounts for existing deficiencies in the local
transportation system and does not include the costs of reclifying those deficiencies in the fee
program. The costs attributable to traffic demand generated outside the City of Pitisburg are
similarty removed from the program. Thus, the LTMF program is targeted toward the costs of
public improvermnents attributabie to new development within Pittsburg; Table 7 provides detailed
information on these calculations. '
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURG
In the Matter of:

Approving and Adopting the December 2007 )
Update to the December 2006 Report: )
Pittsburg Local Transportation Mitigation Fee ) RESOLUTION NO., 07-10817
(LTMF) Program Update, Including a Revised )
Schedule of Local Transportation Development )
Impact Mitigation Fees )

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 o 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 entitled “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 fo 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 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.

6. 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 trafficAransportation 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 fransportation 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 congested condition of some of the City’s existing roads will be significantly
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.

1. 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 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 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 to be imposed at the
rates set forth by the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority and Council
resolution pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 15.102.

13.  Thelocal 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. 07-10917
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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, multiple
family, commercial, office, industrial, and other uses. The method of aliocation of the fee 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.

16. There is a reasonable relationship between 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 will result
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.  Thelocal transportation mitigation fees collected 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.

18.  These fees implement policies of the City of Pittsburg General Plan adopted
November 16, 2001, including the policies that new development shall 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 fees resolution 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 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 Resolution No. 07-10917



Attachments - Page 134

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 .  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 Ill.  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 local transportation mitigation fees, in accordance with the funding scenario
described as Option 3 in Table 9, “Fee Options and Revenue Impacts,” of the Report,
attached hereto and incorporated herein.

Section IV. Adoption of Fees.

A. The fees set forth in the fee option chosen by Council, shown in Table 9
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 thereatfter, 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.
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. 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 resolution, -

Page 4 of 7 Resolution No. 07-10917
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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 or 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 VI, 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 current fee in effect when the fee is to be paid
and only applies 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 VII. 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.  Toreimburse 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 5 of 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, 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.

Section VIII. 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 amount 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 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 local transportation mitigation 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 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 shall be and continue in full
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 Pittsburg 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 XI. Effective Date. This resclution shall become effective immediately.
In accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the Fee shall be effective sixty (60)
days from the etfective 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 regular
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

o e,

Will Casey, Mayor O

ATTEST:

(Ui T Lo

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 Avenue
Pitisburg, CA 94565

DATE: 12/11/2007

TO: Mayor and Council Members

FROM: Marc S. Grisham, City Manager

SUBJECT: APPROVAL AND ADOPTION OF THE DECEMBER 2007 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 attached resolution will adopt new local transportation mitigation fees based upon a
December 2007 Update to the December 2006 Report, Pitisburg 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 9.3%.

FISCAL IMPACT

The City collects and maintains an account for the local transportation mitigation fee (the
“fee”) from developers, and administers the fee projects’ construction. If City Council
approves staff's recommendation to adopt Option 3, listed in Table 9 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 would be reduced to
$3962 / DU, the current retirement community fee of $2870 / DU would be reduced {o
$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 legal 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 City 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 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.

City Council has since periodically adjusted the LTMF based on increased construction
costs and updated the Report to account for new development projections and additional
projects.

On December 18, 2006 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 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, “Transportation Mitigation Fee,” of the
Pittsburg Municipal Code.

On November 19, 2007 City Council held a public hearing to consider the 2007 Update to

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 Report, 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: Resolution
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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ATTACHMENT
RESOLUTION NO. 10-11533
DOCUMENT FOLLOWS
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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 1994 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 Mitigation 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 requirements of Government Code Section 66000 et seq. ("Mitigation

Fee Act"); and ‘

WHEREAS, the Fee Study identifies a list of necessary regional transportation
improvements approved by the City and its regional transportation partners, including the
East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority; and - '

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 facilities 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.

Section 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. Identifies 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, pius related administrative costs including consultant, legal,
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. '

Section 5. Adoption of Fee Study
The City Council hereby 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, 2010
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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 ADOPTED 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

Salvatore N. Evola, Mayor

ATTEST:

(feeeT Loonm

Alice E. Evenson, City Clerk

Resolution 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

fp

FEHR & PEERS .

TRAKSFORTATION CONSULTANTS
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ECCRFFA Stidy Update: -
.September 2010 g

1. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The purpose of a regional transportation impact fee program is to support an overall regional transportation
system in East County that serves the expected future travel demand. The East Contra Costa Regional Fee and
Financing Autherity (ECCRFFA or the Authority) is a regional planning agency charged with obtaining the funding
for regional transportation improvement projects in eastern Contra Costa County. The Authority's jurisdiction has
traditionally encompassed the eastern portion of the County, including unincorporated areas as well as the Cities
of Antioch, Brentwood, Oakley, and Pittsburg.

The Authority first implemented a transportation impact fee in 1994. The original fee program is documented in
Response to Proposed Route 4 Bypass Authority Development Fee Program, Korve Engineering, April 1993,
The fee was designed to provide a contribution from new development toward a series of regional transportation
improvements, such as the State Route (SR) 4 Bypass and the widening of SR 4 through Pittsburg and Antioch.
Working with the member agencies and Caltrans the Authority has successfully utilized fee revenue to 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 modifications in the intervening years, with the fee levels for each
community being changed periodically to reflect changes in construction 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 powers authority was established {the East County
Transportation Improvement Authority, or ECTIA). The fee structures 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 projections and project
prioritization for the regional improvements supported by the fee programs. .

In 2005, the two fee Authorities were combined into a single entity by dissolving ECTIA and updating ECCRFFA
to cover a comprehensive set of needed improvements to the regional transportation system. An updated nexus
study was conducted and decumented in the Fina/ Report: East Contra Costa Regional Fee Program Update,
June 2005. All of the jurisdictions adopted an updated fee schedule at that time, which has been annually

adjusted to 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 report be updated. This document is intended o update the June 2005 report. The key information
from the June 2005 report has been maintained: for example, the list of capital improvement 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 well
as the projections of future land development in the East County area, and the most recent version of the Contra
Costa 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 maintained as is, and where
updates have been incorporated. The reader is encouraged lo refer directly to the original June 2005 report for
specific information about the nexus study conducted at that time.

fp

Fern & Peens 4

TEANSFORTATION (DRLLLIANTS



Attachments - Page 151

ECCRFFA ‘Study Update
. September2070 : o

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 proegram.

» Chapter lil - Analysis 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 overal|
regional transportation improvement program.
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2. CURRENT FEE PROGRAM

Eastern Contra Costa County is an area that has experienced considerable population and employment growth.
This growth in population and employment transiates into increased demand for travel, and congestion on East
County's freeways and arterial roads has resulted. The Route 4 East Corridor Major Investment Study, May
1999, as well as the SR 4 Corridor System Management Plan 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 transportation improvement projects, such as the widening of
the SR 4 freeway, continued construction of the SR 4 Bypass, improvements to local arterial roads such as Willow
Pass Road and Balfour Road, and the extension of major regional transit service through eBART. The current fee
schedule is shown in Table 1, and a map of the projects is provided on Figure 1.

TABLE 1
CURRENT ECCRFFA REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
Land Use Unit Fee per Unit

Single-Family Du $ 17,785.00
Multi-Family ' DU 3 10,924.00
Commercial Sq. Ft. $ 1.49
Office Sq. Ft. $ 1.31
Industrial Sq. Ft. 3 1.31
Other Unit 3 17,795.00

Source: East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority; fees efiective 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 accommodate the expected future traffic demand.

The technical analysis for this study was completed through a series of six steps. Each is listed below, along with
a 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 future capacity improvements in
East County in order to accommodate the expected future travel demand. Estimates of future travel in East
County based on the then-current regionat land use projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) were used to evaluate the expected future traffic demand in the major corridors serving regional traffic,
namely the east-west corridor along existing SR 4 and the north-south corridor aleng the future SR 4 Bypass.
This “screenline” analysis was used to determine how many lanes of additional roadway capacity would be
needed to accommodate the expected future demand.

Since the June 2005 study was conducted, new travel demand modeling tools have been developed by the
Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) and used throughout Contra Costa County, and new land use
projecticns 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 model
produces estimates of future traffic volumes throughout the regional corridors in the East County that are similar
to or higher than the results shown in the June 2005 study. This confirms that the capacity enhancements
identified in the 2005 study as being necessary to serve fulure 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 identified through the screenline analysis described
in Step 1. For transit projects, benefits derive from improved connectivity to regional destinations and additional
transportation choices for East County travelers.

It should be noted that, as was the case in the June 2005 report, a 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 regional transportation system, and to calculate the maximum fee that would result from those
improvements (while acknowledging that the actual fee charged has always been substantially less than the
maximum). While some elements of that regional system have now been built, many other elements are either
under construction or remain to be completed. For purposes of consistency, all elements of the system remain on
the project fist, and before calculating the maximum fees, we deduct the value of all the regional fees that have
been collected to 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,
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Estimated costs for each of the improvements were
nexus study.. In cases where more recent cost est
this updated report and are noted in Table 2.
available, we have applied an index factor to adjust the original cost e
cost index factor reflects the San Francisco regional Construction C
News Record (ENR), and equates to 1.186 (or an 18.68%
the net adjustment that has been applied to the ECCRFFA fees cumulati

them for changes in construction costs.

In cases where mo

increase in costs)

Attachments - Page 155

provided by the sponsoring agency as part of the June 2005
mates are now available, those have been incorporated into
e recent cost estimates were not readily
stimates to reflect current conditions. The
ost Index as published in the Engineering
. This cost adjustment is the same as
vely over the past five years to adjust

TABLE 2
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT LIST AND ESTIMATED COSTS
Cost
Estimate New Cost
Number Project Description Jurisdiction from 2005 Estimate
: Report ($ million)
{$ million)
1 SR 4 Freeway widening Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, 1
widen to 8 lanes CCTA S 98.0 $ 1010
Loveridge Road to Somersville Road, 1
WIdBN IO R |arne CCTA § 75.0 $ 167.0
Semersville Road {0 Bypass (8 lanes to 1
Hilleresl, 6 lanes to Bypass) i § 2400 § 4260
Hilicrest Avenue Interchange expansion Antioch, 2
CCTA $ 100 5 1149
2 SR 4 Bypass Phase 1: 5 lanes to Laurel Road,
Segment 1 interchanges at Laurel Road and Lone Bypass Authority | $ 103.6 $ 108.0°
Tree Way
Phase 2: SR 160 Interchange Bypass Authority | § 250 $ 500
Laurel interchange, phase 2 Bypass Authority | § 1.0 g 1.9%
4 58 Phase 1: 2
¢ o4 R BoSHE anes Bypass Authority | § 200 $ 290
Segment 2
Phase 2: 4 {anes, Sand Creek Road ic T 1
Balfour Road Bypass Authority | § 160 § 208
Widen to 6 lanes, Laure! Road to Sand w 2
Creek Road Bypass Authorify | § 380 $ 451
Sand Creek Road Interchange Bypass Authority | $  30.0 s 329
4 SR 4 Bypass Balfour 1o Marsh Creek Road (2 lanes) ; =
Segment 3 plus Marsh Creek east-west connector | Bypass Authority | 5 440 $ 800
Vasco Road Extension, Marsh Creek ; 2
Road to Vasco Road, 2 lanes Bypass Authority | § 100 $ Ne
Segment 3, widen 10 4 lanes Bypass Authority | §  38.0 $ 4512
Balfour Road Interchange Bypass Authority | §  36.0 s 688
Marsh Creek Road Interchange Bypass Authority 3 240 5 285°
Vasco Rozd Interchange Bypass Authority $ 200 $ 27
5 Laurel Road Extension r[ SR4 Bypass to Empire Avenue, 6 [anes Antioch, 2
§ 242 $ 287
| Oakley
6 SR 239/84 Connectar | Armstrong Road extension, 2 lanes 2
| {formerly Byron Airport Road) ' Cauy $ 6.1 $ 7.2
7 SR 239 | Cormidor study and preliminary design 3
|_(no construction costs) Caunty $ e $ 10.0
8 SR 4 (Main Street or | Vintage Parkway in Oakley to Marsh
Brentwood Boulevard) Creexk bridge in Brentwood and Qakley, § 310 s 358
widening Chestnut Street to Balfour Road in Brentwood ’ ’
south 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 {$ million)
($ million)
9 Balfour Road widening Deer Valley Road to Brentwood city 2
limits, widen to 4 lanes County § 68 £ 83
10 Marsh Creek Road and Deer Marsh Creek: Walnut Blvd to Clayton E ,
Valley Road safety Deer Valley: Balfour 1o Marsh Creek Rd County $ 142 $§ 168
| enhancements
11| Route 84/Vasco Road| Widen o4 lanes to Counly line County $  209.0 §  247.9°
Northern Parallel Arterials
12 } Pittsburg-Antioch Highway Somersville Road to Loveridge Road, Antioch, s 110 s 13.0°
widen {0 4 lanes Pittsburg i ¥
13 Ninth and Tenth Streets A Street to L Street, couplet 5 2
nptoverients Anfioch $ 4.5 $ 5.3
14 California Avenue Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, s 2
iGN 16.4 laris Pittshurg $ 167 $ 198
15 Willow Pass Road Range Road to Lofius Road and Bailey . ; 2
Road fo city limils, widen to 4 lanes Pitteburg, County $ . ¥ &2
Southern Parallel Arterials
16 Buchanan Bypass New 4-lane arteral (perhaps 2 lanes, S 2
depending on studies) Pitisburg § 400 § @5
or Buchanan Road Railroad Avenue to Somersville Road, Pittsburg,
widen to 4 lanes Antioch f
17 West Tregallas Road/ Fitzuren Lane Tree Way to Buchanan Road, 5y 2
Road widen to 4 lanes Ao 3 20 ¥ _2BE
18 West Leland Road Extend from San Marco to Avila Road ; 2
{Concord) ) Pittsburg $ 1p § 138
or Evora Road Willew Pass Road (BP) to Willow Pass Count
Road {Cancord), widen {0 4 lanes Y
Regional Arterial Projects
19 Wilbur Avenue Minaker Or. to SR 160, widen to 4 lanes | Antioch, County $ 200 $§ 237
20 Neroly Road Oakley Rd to Laurel Rd, widen to 4 2
lanas Qakiey 5 5.0 3 5.9
21 Deer Valley Road Antioch city limits lo Balfour Road, 2 .
widen to 4 anes County § 90 $ 10.7
22 Walnut Boulevard Brentwood city limits to SR 4 Bypass, H
Witlen 16 4 afss County § 120 § 142
23 John Muir Parkway - New roadway between Balfour Road 2
and Fairview Avenue Brentwood g 114 $ 135
24 Byron Highway Delta Road to SR 4, safety 2
enhancements County $ A ¥ .
Regional Transit Projects
25 East County Express Bus _ Tri-Delta Transit | § 8.3 5 5.8
26 Commuter Raif (éBART) CCTA §  377.0 §  462.0'
% 1.691.9 § 2,285.8

Total Cost

1, Updated cost information was provided by sponsoring agency.
2. Updated cost was derived by applying construstion cost escalation factor of 18.6% to 2005 cost estimate.
3. Mo escalation factor applied, because this project does not involve construction.

£

Fernr & PEERS

TEARSFELIATION CONSULIANTY

10




Attachments - Page 157

ECCRFFA Stutly Update =
September2010 ,° -

s A

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 transportation projects identified in Step 2 were on facilities that experience current
traffic 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 Regional Significance in the subregion. The
Action Plan defines quantifiable Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs) for each major regional facility and actions
necessary.to achieve those objectives. CCTA periodically prepares a TSO Monitering Report to document the
current status of the TSOs and progress made toward achieving them. At the time of the June 2005 report, the
available TSO Monitoring Report was dated December 2004. Since then, the 2007 TSO Monitoring Report was
prepared and published in September 2008. '

While a new Action Plan was completed in 2008 that defined slightly different "multimodal” transportation 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 TSO monitoring reports are used to 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
not currently meeting its applicable TSO, then that facility is flagged as an existing deficiency.

In the East County area, the Delay Index is the primary TSO used to assess the performance of major road
segments along regional freeways and arterials. The Delay Index is @ measure of traffic congestion, and is
defined as the ratic of the time required to travel between two points during the peak hour when roads are most
congested, to the time required during uncongested off-peak times. On rural routes, a measure of peak hour
Level of Service (LCS) 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 that the Delay Index
and Rural 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 TSO Monitoring Report indicated that two of the facilities identified for improvement in the fee program
were not meeting the relevant TSO. These facilities were: State 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 TSO during both the AM and PM peak hours.
The June 2005 study therefore considered these two facilities to have existing deficiencies, and the costs for
improving them were treated differently, as described in more detail under Step 4 below.

The 2007 TSO Monitoring 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 alsoc 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 established TSOs. -

Step 4 - Calculate 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, all 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 to
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 thecretical 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 future demand on that facility is projected to be 2,500 vehicles, the
future traffic growth would be caiculated 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 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 number 2 divided by number 3. in this
case, the share of the benefit to new development would be 60%, or 300 divided by 500. Therefore, 50%
of the project 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 considered 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 #16), the
fee program contains 68% 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 other unique projects were addressed differentty.

o For the construction of John Muir Parkway (project #23), the developmentis fronting that road are
conditioned te provide a portion of the improvement (equivalent to $8.8 millien), so only the remaining
cost is included in the fee program.

» The projects to construct safety enhancements aloeng 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 safety issues that will be exacerbated Py the growth in traffic due to new development, Both
existing and new traffic will benefit from improvements that address safety issues. Therefore, the fee
program covers a percentage of the cost equal to the expected growth in overall development. In this
case, new growth is expected to constitute 23% of the total future development in East County, sc 23% of
the cost of this project is included in the fee program.

e Regional transit projects (Express Bus in project #25 and eBART in project #28) 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 County residents will
benefit in some way from these regional transit improvements, no matter 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 eligibie for
- funding through the regional fee program (i.e., the portion of the cost that reflects the application of the various
percentages described above). :
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TABLE 3
PROJECT COSTS ELIGIBLE FOR FEE FUNDING
Cost Eligible
. = 2 . Total Cost for Fee
Number Project Description Jurisdiction ($ million) Funding
] ($ million)
1 SR 4 Freeway widening Raiiroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, 1
widen to 8 lanes CCTA s 101.0 5 93.9
Loveridge Road to Somersville Road, 1
widen to 8 lanes CCTA S 187.0 $ 1553
Somersville Road to Bypass (8 lanes to g i
Hillcrest, 6 lanes lo Bypass) GUTA [ S 4260 $ 3962
Hillerest Avenue Interchange expansion Antioch, 1
CCTA S 118 $ 11.0
2 SR 4 Bypass Phase 1: 6 lanes 1o Laurel Road,
Segment 1 interchanges at Laurel Road and Lone Bypass Authority § 1060 § 106.0
Tree Way |
Phase 2: SR 160 Interchange Bypass Authority S 50 | § 500
Laurel interchange. phase 2 Bypass Authority S 12 | $ 1.2
3 SR 4 Bypass Phase 1: 2 lanes .
h 28, 29.0
Segment 2 Bypass Authority 5 0 $
Phase 2: 4 lanes, Sand Creek Road to :
Balfour Road Bypass Authority 5 208 § 208
Widen to 6 lanes, Laurel Road to Sand \
Creek Road Bypass Authority S 451 S 451
Sand Creek Road Interchange Bypass Authority S 328 S 32.9
4 SR 4 Bypass Balfour to Marsh Creek Road (2 lanes) :
Segment 3 plus Marsh Creek east-west connector | BYPass Authority | 8 80.0 § 800
Vasco Road Extension, Marsh Creek ;
Road 1o Vasco Road, 2 lanes Bypass Authority S 1.9 s 11.9
Segment 3, widen to 4 lanes Bypass Authority S 451 S 451
Balfour Road Interchange Bypass Authority S 688 $ 688
Marsh Creek Road Interchange Bypass Autharity S 285 $ 285
. Vasco Road Interchange Bypass Authority S 237 § 237
5 Laurel Road Extension SR4 Bypass to Empire Avenue, 8 lanes Antioch,
; § 287 $ 287
Qakley
8 SR 239%/84 Connector Armsirong Road extension, 2 lanes
(formerly Byron Airport Road) Koy 5 i L T
7 SR 239 Corridor study and prefiminary design B
(no censtruction costs) County $ 10.0 $ 10.0
8 SR 4 {Main Street or Vintage Parkway in Oakley to Marsh
Brentwood Boulevard) Creek bridge in Brentwood and Qakley, $ 368 s 36.8
widening Chestnut Street to Balfour Road in south Brentwood * ’
Brentwood, 4 lanes
9 Balfour Road widening Deer Valley Road o Brentwood city
limits, widen to 4 lanes Saungy ¥ &t $ 8
10 Marsh Creek Road and Deer Marsh Creek: Walnut Bivd fo Clayton .
Valley Road safety Deer Valley: Balfour to Marsh Creek Rd County § 168 5 3.8
enhancements
11 Routle 84/Vasco Road| Widen to4 lanes to County line County § 2479 $ 2033
Northern Parallel Arterials
12 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway Semersville Road to Loveridge Road, Antioch, s 130 s 430
widen to 4 lanes Pittsburg i :
13 Ninth and Tenth Streets A Streetto L Street, couplet T B 53 s 53
improvements
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TABLE 3
PROJECT COSTS ELIGIBLE FOR FEE FUNDING

Total Fee Contribution

Cost Eligible
: o N F
Number Project Description | Jurisdiction I;::IE::; gsgd;:
! ($ million)
14 California Avenue Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, . | .
widen to 4 lanes i atmons ¥ ¥ 198
15 Willow Pass Road Range Road to Loftus Road and Bailey ' "
Road to city limits. widen to 4 lanes Pittsburg, County | S 8.2 $ 82
Southern Parallel Arterials
16 Buchanan Bypass New 4-lane arterial (perhaps 2 lanes, i 1
depending on studies) Pitisburg ¥ ATh LI
or Buchanan Road Rallroad Avenue to Somersville Road, Pittsburg,
widen to 4 lanes ) Antioch
17 West Tregallas Road/ Fitzuren | Lone Tree Way to Buchanan Road, :
Road witen to 4 lanes Antioch § 297 5 297
18 West Leland Road Extend from San Marco 1o Avila Road : 1
(Concord) Pittsburg 5 138 8 12.6
or Evora Rpad Willow Pass Road (BP) to Willow Pass Count
Road (Concord), widen to 4 lanes i
Regional Arterial Projects
19 Wilbur Avenue Minaker Dr. to SR 160, widen to 4 lanes Anlioch, County $ 237 $ 23.7
20 Neroly Road Oakley Rd io Laurel Rd, widen 1o 4
{anas Oakley 5 58 $ 5.9
21 Deer Valley Road Antioch city limits to Balfour Road,
viden [04 lanes County S 107 $ 10.7
22 Walnut Boulevard Brentwood cily limils to SR 4 Bypass, - ’
widen 1o 4 lanes Crunty § 142 $ Vil
23 John Muir Parkway New roadway between Balfour Road 2
and Fairview Avenue Brenwond § RS S 47
24 Byron Highway Delta Road to SR 4, safety 3
EnhBncemants County $ 4.3 s 1.0
Regional Transit Projects
25 | EastCounty Express Bus | Tr-Delta Transit | s 9.8 [ 23
26 | Commuter Rail (sBART) CCTA § 4620 £ 106.3°
Total Cost $ 2.2858 $ 1,787.1
Collected Fees* § (213.0)
§ 1.574.1

2. The remainder of the cost is provided by d

included in the fee program.
4 Regional fee funds collected to date,

1. For projects addressing existing deficiencies, only the cost share attributed to tratfic

3 For Iransit projects and safety enhancement projects, only the cost share

evelopers fronting John Muir Parkway.

generated by future developments is included in the fee program.

proportional to new development's share of total future population (23%) is

i
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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 updated to reflect the currently available land use data 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 applications. The most recent set of land use projections is ABAG Projections 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 both
Projections 2005 and Projections 2009: the projections are fairly similar for the City of Pittsburg, 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 calculations will be more conservative, in that the
higher amount of growth will result in lower fees for each fand 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; more recent projections now extend to 2030.)

TABLE 4
LAND USE PROJECTIONS IN EAST COUNTY JURISDICTIONS
Year 2010 Year 2030

Jurisdiction PT— Employment House- Employment

holds Service | Retail Other holde Service | Retail | Other
Antioch 34,654 5,887 6,765 | 11,627 42,817 11,112 11,388 | 19,885
Brentwood 20,967 3.072 1,988 3,803 24,854 7,264 5691 | 6,465
Oakley 10,119 1,283 737 3,552 12,822 3,474 1,653 | 7,353
Pittsburg 20,775 4,705 3,978 8,644 31,145 10,950 7,256 | 15,309
Unincorporated East County 16,897 1,489 698 6,352 22,415 2,236 1,729 | 8,081
Total East County 103,412 | 16,440 | 14,166 | 33,778 134,253 35,036 27,817 | 57,083
Sources: CCTA Travel Demand Model, 2010,

Fee programs typically use the concept of the dwelling unit equivalent (DUE), to account for the fact that different
development types generate traffic with different characteristics and to normaiize for those effects. This update
remains consistent with the June 2005 study’s procedure for converting land use projections intc DUEs, with
some minor updates to account for new reference materials that are now available.

Because the fees are assessed on the basis of puilding area, the forecasts of total employses 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 square feet/empioyee
» Other: 400 square feet/employee

These factors reflect relationships between employment and building area that can be derived from the Trip
Generation 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.

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 repert, which has recently become available), estimates of pass-by trips from
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SANDAG Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates, July 2002 (which is an update of the 1998 SANDAG
report to which the previous nexus study referred), and average trip lengths for each trip purpose from the June
2005 report. For example, commercial uses tend to generate more trips per square foot than office uses, but
those commercial trips 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 impact 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 6 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 DUESs estimated between 2010 and 2030 is relatively similar to the number
of DUEs estimated batween 2005 and 2025 in the original June 2005 report.

TABLE 5
DUE CONVERSION FACTORS

Land Use Peak Hour % New Average VMT DUE

Category Trip Rate’ Trips? Trip Length® perUnit |  per Unit
Single Family DU 1.01 100% 86 9.7 1.00
Multi Family DU 0.62 100% 9.6 6 0.62
Commercial 1,000 SF 3.73 50% 5.0 9.3 | 0.86
Office 1,000 SF 1.49 65% 10.7 10.4 1.07
Industrial 1,000 SF 0.83 80% | 10.7 | 74 0.73
1. PM peak hour rates from ITE Trip Generation, 8th Edition.
2. SANDAG Brief Guide of Vehicuiar Traffic Generation Rates, July 2002,
3. Average trip lengihs for the East County area from the CCTA model, in miles.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010,

TABLE &
FORECASTED GROWTH IN EAST COUNTY, CONVERTED TO DUES
Estimated Growth (2010-2030) Estimated Growth in DUEs {2010-2030)
Jurisdiction L Employment Non-Residential
b . = Residential’ 3 : 1 Sum
holds | gervice | Retail Other Service® | Retail’ | Other
Antioch 8,263 5,225 4,623 8,258 7,230 1,537 2,219 2411 13,397
Brentwood 3.987 4,192 3,703 2,862 3.611 1,233 17770, 838 7,457
Oakley 2,703 2,191 816 3.801 2,422 645 392 1,110 4, 569
Pittsburg 10,370 6,241 3,278 6,665 5,189 1,836 1.573 1,946 14,544
Unincorporated :
East County 5518 .| 747 1,031 | 1,729 4,986 220 495 505 | 6.206
b Fast] 30841 | 18,59 | 13451 | 23,315 27,438 5471 - | 6456 | 6,808 | 46173
ounty

Notes:  Relalionship between land use categories in the mode! and the fee program were assumed to be: Retail=Commercial;
Service=Office; and Other=Industrial.

1. The multi family units were multiplied by a DUE factor of 0.62.

2. Service DUE conversion based on 275 square fee! 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 square feel per employee and a DUE per thousand square feet of 0.96. DUE = EMP * 0.500 " 0.97

4. Other DUE conversion based on 400 square feel per employee and 2 DUE per thousand square feel of 0.73. DUE = EMP * 0.400 * 0.67

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.
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Step 6 — Determine Fee Amounts

The maximum total cost fo be contributed by new development (which was determined in Step 4 to be §1,574.1
miliien) 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 emount for each land use category. Table 7 displays the impact fees resulfing from
these calculations. These figures do not reflect any reductions that may 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, transportation-related sales taxes,
gasoline taxes and other programs, and consideration of those other sources of transportation funds is addressed

in the next chapter.

TABLE 7
PRELIMINARY FEE CALCULATIONS
Land Use Category Fee Caiculation Results

Single-Family Residential (per dwelling unit) 3 . 34,080.41
Multi-Family Residential (per dwelling unit) 3 21,136.06
Commercial (per square foot) $ 32.73
Office (per square foot) $ 36.48
Industrial (per square foot) $ 24.89
Other 3 34,090.41

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010,
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4. FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

This chapler describes different fee options and other sources of funds for the regional transportation
improvements, Table 8 presents a summary of the funding scenarios discussed in this chapter.

FULL FEE CALCULATIONS

As described in Chapter 3, the basic nexus calculations of the total fees that could be charged to new
development 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 $213 million has been collected to date
through the regional fee programs to support the listed improvement projects. Thus, the Full Fee scenario shows
$1,787.1 million generated by regional fees, as compared tc the total project cost of $2,285.8 million. This
scenario is provided for informational purposes only, to illusirate the situstion 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 foliowing describes some of the
other sources of funds that are available for regional projects; many of these have been allocated specifically to
both the SR 4 East project and the eBART project, according to fact sheets available frdm CCTA, and other
allocations are expected over the life 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 to 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 help pay for transportation improvement projects in major travel corridors throughout the Bay Area.
Approximately $267 million of these funds are being allocated for SR 4 East and eBART.

State Transportation 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 million of STIP funds are currently allocated for SR 4 East and eBART: other

allocations are expected but are not known at this time.

Other Funds - 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 18 funds, and
about $10 million in State/Local Partnership funds. Other sources for the eBART project include: $5 million in
TCRP, $40 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 time.

EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT FEE SCENARIOS

The availability of funds from other federal, state and local sources allows for reductions in the fees charged
through the regicnal program. In addition, the governing board always has the option to set fees at specific levels
in order to support various policy goals. Two fee alternatives are presented here and in Table 8 for informational

purposes.
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* Alternative A: This alternative reflects the fee levels currently being charged by ECCRFFA. Accounting
for other funding sources, the fee program under this alternative would experience a deficit estimated at
$438.7 million.

* Alternative B: This alternative reflects a reduction of about 11% compared to the fee levels currently
being charged by ECCRFFA. Accounting for other funding sources, the fee program under this
alternative would experience an estimated deficit of $496.7 million.

TABLE 8
FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS
Full Fee* Alternative A i Alternative B
Proposed Fee
Single-F amily Residential (per DU) $ 34.090.41 s 17,785.00 $ 1578500
Multi-Family Residential (per DU) $ 21,136.06 S 10.9824.00 § §,700.50
Office (per SF) 8 36.48 $ 1.31 $ 1.18
Industrial (per SF) $ 24.89 $ 1.31 $ 116
Program Funding Summary
Funding Sources ) (% miliion) (% milfion) (% million)
Future Fee Revenue Projections $ 1,574.1 $ 516.2 $ 458.2
Regional Fee Funds Collected To Date 3 213.0 § 213.0 & 213.0 -
SR 4 Widening Funding Sources? $ 661.9 $ 661.9
eBART Funding Sources $ 456.0 5 456.0
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) $ (496.7)
i Weighted average of the updated fees based on the amount of new development projected in each jurisdiction. and applied to the full
list of projects.
2. SR 4 Widening funds indlude £98.9M for segment between Railroad Avenue and Loveritige Road, $167M for segment between
Loveridge Road and Somersville Road, and $395M for segment belween Semersville Road and SR 4 Bypass.
: As described in the text, the Full Fee scenario is an informational iltustration of the hypothelical situation where regional fees are the
only sources of funding for the listed projects.
| Sources: CCTA, SR 4 Bypass Authority, Fehr & Feers, 201