CITY of BRISBANE

City Council Meeting Agenda

Thursday, January 15, 2026 at 6:30 PM e Hybrid Meeting 50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA

The public may observe/participate in City Council meetings using remote public comment
options or attending in person. The City Council may take action on any item listed in the
agenda.

TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL
IN PERSON

Location: Community Meeting Room 50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005
Councilmember O’Connell will teleconference from 52 Josefa Ortiz de Dominguez Colibri
Condos #104 Bucerias, Nayarit, Mexico

To address the City Council on any item — whether on the posted agenda or not — please fill out
a Request to Speak Form located in the Community Meeting Room Lobby and submit it to the
City Clerk. Speakers are not required to submit their name or address.

REMOTE PARTICIPATION

Members of the public may participate in the City Council meeting by logging into the Zoom
Webinar listed below. City Council meetings may also be viewed live and/or on-demand via the
City’s YouTube Channel, youtube.com/brisbaneca, or on Comcast Ch. 27. Archived videos may
be replayed on the City’s website, brisbaneca.org/meetings. Please be advised that if there are
technological difficulties, the meeting will nevertheless continue if remote participation is
available.

The agenda materials may be viewed online at brisbaneca.org at least 72 hours prior to a Regular
Meeting, and at least 24 hours prior to a Special Meeting.

Remote Public Comments:

Remote meeting participants may address the City Council via Zoom Webinar. Aside from
commenting personally while in the Zoom Webinar, you can also use the call in number. The
public comments received will be noted for the record during Oral Communications 1 and 2 or
during an agenda item. We encourage you to email comments on or not on agenda items in
advance of the meeting to ipadilla@brisbaneca.org. That email address, however, will not be
monitored during the meeting and emails received during the meeting will not be responded to
or brought to the attention of the City Council during the meeting.

Join Zoom Webinar: zoom.us (please use the latest version: zoom.us/download)
brisbaneca.org/cc-zoom

Webinar ID: 991 9362 8666


http://www.youtube.com/brisbaneca
http://brisbaneca.org/meetings
http://www.brisbaneca.org/

Call In Number: 1 (669)900-9128
Note: Callers dial *9 to “raise hand” and dial *6 to mute/unmute.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE

If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk at (415)
508-2113. Notification in advance of the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

WRITINGS THAT ARE RECEIVED AFTER THE AGENDA HAS BEEN POSTED

Any writings that are received after the agenda has been posted but before 4pm of the day of
the meeting will be available for public inspection at the front lobby in City Hall and on the
internet (brisbaneca.org/meetings). Any writings that are received after 4pm of the day of the
meeting will be distributed to the Council and made available for public inspection at the front
lobby and on the internet the day after the meeting (brisbaneca.org/meetings).

6:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL

A. Consider any request of a City Councilmember to attend the meeting remotely under
the “Emergency Circumstances” of AB 2449

AWARDS AND PRESENTATIONS

B. New City Website Presentation
ADOPTION OF AGENDA
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS NO. 1

CONSENT CALENDAR

C. Approve Minutes of City Council Meeting of December 4, 2025

D. Approve Minutes of City Council Special Meeting of December 11, 2025
E. Approve Minutes of City Council Closed Session Meeting of December 11, 2025
F. Accept Investment Report as of November 2025

G. Approve and Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Amendment to the Professional
Services agreement with Good City Company for Baylands Staffing Support

(The City will bear no fiscal impact. The $45,000 increase in costs would be reimbursed
by the project developer.)

January 15, 2026 -2- 6:30 PM


http://www.brisbaneca.org/meetings
http://www.brisbaneca.org/meetings

NEW BUSINESS

H. Receive a Report on Proposed Development Impact Fees and Provide Direction and
Feedback on Fee Setting

I. Consider Approval of Contract Amendment No. 2 with Anchor QEA, LLC in the amount of
$139,500 for Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging and Authorize the City Manager to
Execute the Amendment

STAFF REPORTS
J. City Manager’s Report- City Updates and Upcoming Activities
MAYOR/COUNCIL MATTERS
K. Review Countywide Assignments and Council Subcommittees for 2026
L. Countywide Assignments and Subcommittee Reports
i. Parkside 2 Ad Hoc Subcommittee Update
ii. Report Out on Subcommittee Meetings
iii. Upcoming Subcommittee Meetings
M. Written Communications

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS NO. 2

ADJOURNMENT

January 15, 2026 -3- 6:30 PM



File Attachments for ltem:

C. Approve Minutes of City Council Meeting of December 4, 2025



BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL

ACTION MINUTES

CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 4, 2025

HYBRID MEETING, 50 PARK PLACE, BRISBANE, CA 94005
6:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Lentz called the meeting to order at 6:31 P.M. and led the Pledge of Allegiance.
ROLL CALL

A. Consider any request of a City Councilmember to attend the meeting remotely under the
“Emergency Circumstances” of AB 2449

No requests were made under Roll Call Iltem A.

Councilmembers Present: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz
Councilmembers Absent: None

Staff Present: City Manager Dennis, Assistant City Manager Fernandez, City Clerk Padilla, City Attorney
McMorrow, Community Development Director Swiecki, City Engineer Bozorginia, Parks and Recreation
Director Leek, Police Commander Garcia, Management Analyst Brown and Admin Management Analyst Ibarra

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Staff requested to remove Consent Calendar Item E from the agenda and will discuss it as a New Business Item at a
future meeting. Councilmember Davis made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Kern, to adopt the agenda
as amended. The motion passed unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin and Mayor Lentz
Noes: None

Absent: Councilmember O’Connell

Abstain: None

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS NO. 1
No member of the public wished to make public comment.




Council Meeting Minutes
C. lember 4, 2025

POge 2

CONSENT CALENDAR

B. Accept Investment Report as of October 2025
C. Approve the Brisbane Village Helping Hands 10th Anniversary Celebration as a Cosponsored Event
D. Approve the Mothers of Brisbane Yoga Workshop for Event Cosponsorship

Councilmember O’Connell made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Mackin, to approve Consent
Calendars B-D. The motion passed unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin and Mayor Lentz
Noes: None

Absent: Councilmember O’Connell

Abstain: None

E. Adopt a Resolution Approving Contract Amendment No. 2 with Anchor QEA, LLC in the amount of
$77,500 for 2026 Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging

Item E was removed from the agenda and will be discussed at a future meeting.

OLD BUSINESS

F. Discuss and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding the Potential Installation of a Camera Near the
Community Park

City Manager Dennis reported that staff reached out to Verkada, the organization that provided and supports
most of the City’s existing fixed camera locations. Councilmember Kern added that he is proposing a one-year
pilot program, to be managed by the City Manager's Office that will:

. Provide New Community Engagement and Real-Time Transparency
. Provide Data That Can Inform Future Park Planning

. Increase the user experience at the Community Park

. Ensure compliance with State Law

After council questions of staff and Verkada staff, Clint Cardoza and Mark Vagar advocated for Council to
approve this program for safety. Angela Apple is a resident and works at Verkada and added that the City can
be proactive from a security standpoint.

During council discussion, council directed staff to do the following: work with Verkada on a 90-day free trial of one
camera installation, receive reporting from Verkada after the trial period and provide a venue for the public to ask
guestions and provide input. Staff will also continue to work with Councilmember Kern.

NEW BUSINESS

G. Discuss and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding the Potential Use of Nonconformity Code for
Properties Adjacent to the Community Park




Council Meeting Minutes
C. lember 4, 2025

Puge 3
City Manager Dennis reported that as requested by Mayor Lentz and Mayor Pro Tem Mackin, staff recommend that the
City Council provide directions to staff regarding the potential use of nonconformity code for properties adjacent to the
Community Park. The nonconforming use provisions are intended to facilitate the transition of nonconforming uses to
conforming uses over time while protecting existing use rights. While existing nonconforming uses are permitted to
continue operations, they are not allowed to expand or transition from one nonconforming use to another.

City Manager Dennis added that Mayor Lentz and Mayor Pro Tem Mackin recommend that the City Council direct staff
and the Planning Commission to consider implementation of nonconformity regulations on the warehouse properties
that are immediately adjacent to the Community Park located at 125 Valley (Heirloom), 41 Park Place (SFO Apparel),
and 280 Old County Road (Post Office).

After council questions with staff, Michael Barnes warned that spot zoning could be considered a taking of the property.

Michele Salmon commented that freight forwarding will be disastrous for the City due to the noise.

During council discussion, council directed staff to send this item back to the Parkside Il Ad Hoc Subcommittee for more
analysis including a focus on City properties and a plan to work with property owners.

Michele Salmon commented that the City’s founding fathers had to do what they could with their limited influence to
protect Brisbane and prevent Brisbane from being taken off the map.

Councilmember Kern made a motion, seconded by Councilmember O’Connell to extend the meeting until 9:45 P.M.

STAFF REPORTS

H. City Manager’s Report- City Updates and Upcoming Activities
City Manager Dennis reported on upcoming activities in December.
MAYOR/COUNCIL MATTERS

I. Countywide Assignments and Subcommittee Reports
i. Parkside 2 Ad Hoc Subcommittee Update

No update was provided on this standing item on the agenda.
ii. Report Out on Subcommittee Meetings

Councilmembers reported on their county assignments and activities.
iii. Upcoming Subcommittee Meetings

Councilmember Davis wanted to discuss at a future meeting dumping fines.

J.  Written Communications

Written Communications was received by Council from Kim Follien on December 3, 2025 regarding City Council Meeting
Agenda Item G and Agenda Item F. And Clerk Padilla noted for the record that Chris Florkowsky sent a correspondence
regarding Old County Road Bike Lane on November 13, 2025.
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Council Meeting Minutes
C. lember 4, 2025

POye 4
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS NO. 2

No members of the public wished to make public comment.

ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Lentz adjourned the meeting at 9:37 P.M.

Ingrid Padilla
City Clerk




File Attachments for ltem:

D. Approve Minutes of City Council Special Meeting of December 11, 2025



BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL

ACTION MINUTES

CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2025

HYBRID MEETING, 50 PARK PLACE, BRISBANE, CA 94005

6:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Cliff Lentz called the meeting to order at 6:31 P.M. and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL
A. Consider any request of a City Councilmember to attend the meeting remotely under the
“Emergency Circumstances” of AB 2449

No requests were received for Roll Call Item A.

Councilmembers present: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz
Councilmembers absent: None

Staff Present: City Manager Dennis, Assistant City Manager Fernandez, City Clerk Padilla, Legal Counsel Roush,
Finance Director Yuen, Community Development Director Swiecki, Economic Vitality Office Director Bull, Parks
and Recreation Director Leek, Deputy Fire Chief Abelson and Management Analyst Ibarra

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Staff requested that the Council pull New Business Item O regarding the Marina Dredging and allow staff to return in
January with an updated recommendation incorporating new technical and financial information from consultants.
Councilmembers also made a request to close the meeting in honor of long-term resident and historian Dolores Gomez’
95t birthday.

Councilmember O’Connell made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Mackin, to adopt the agenda as amended. The
motion was carried unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz
Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

10




Council Meeting Minutes

D. lember 11, 2025

POge 2

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS NO. 1

No member of the public wished to make public comment.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Proclamation Honoring Community Development Director John Swiecki After Nearly 21 Years of
Exemplary Service to the City of Brisbane

Approve Minutes of City Council Meeting of November 20, 2025

Approve Minutes of City Council Closed Session Meeting of November 20, 2025

Approve Minutes of City Council Special Meeting of December 1, 2025

Approve Minutes of City Council Special Meeting of December 2, 2025

. Approve Minutes of City Council Special Meeting of December 4, 2025

. Adopt Resolutions to Appoint Members to the Inclusion Diversity Equity & Accountability

Committee, Complete Streets Safety Committee, Open Space & Ecology Committee, Parks &
Recreation Commission, and Planning Commission

Adopt Resolution to Appoint Community Garden Steward until January 2030

Councilmember member pulled Consent Calendar Item J for clarification and discussion.

Councilmembers congratulated Community Development Director Swiecki on his retirement and thanked him for his
over 20 years of service. Councilmember Mackin made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Davis, to approve
Consent Calendar Items B-l. The motion was carried unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz

Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

J.

Accept Development Impact Fee Annual Report Fiscal Year 2025

After staff questions and a brief overview from staff, Councilmember O’Connell made a motion, seconded by
Councilmember Kern, to approve Consent Calendar Item J. The motion was carried unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz

Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

11




Council Meeting Minutes
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NEW BUSINESS

K. Administer Oath of Office to Newly Appointed Committee Members and Commissioners

City Clerk Padilla administered the oath of office to the newly appointed committee members and commissioners
with seats beginning January 1, 2026:

Dariusz Wodziak, Planning Commission for a term through January 2030

Cristian Cabrera, Complete Streets Safety Committee for a term through January 2030

Erin Becker, Open Space and Ecology Committee for a term through January 2030

Mary Rogers, Open Space and Ecology Committee for a term through January 2030

Michele Salmon, Open Space and Ecology Committee for a term through January 2030

Anthony Walker, Open Space and Ecology Committee for a term through January 2030

Christine Gornitsky, Parks and Recreation Commission for a term through January 2030

Tom Seawell, Parks and Recreation Commission for a term through January 2030

Marissa Lee Baird, Inclusion, Diversity, Equity and Accountability Committee for an initial term through January
2028

Anna Dennis, Inclusion, Diversity, Equity and Accountability Committee for a term through January 2028
Quita Highsmith, Inclusion, Diversity, Equity and Accountability Committee for a term through January 2028
Alex Horton, Inclusion, Diversity, Equity and Accountability Committee for a term through January 2028
Carol Zoltowski, Inclusion, Diversity, Equity and Accountability Committee for a term through January 2028

City Clerk Padilla will administer the oath of office at a later time to the following newly appointed committee members
and commissioners who were not able to attend the meeting:

L.

Alex Lau, Planning Commission for a term through January 2030,

Jason Nunan, Open Space and Ecology Committee for a term through January 2029
Natalie Ocampo, Parks and Recreation Commission for a term through January 2030
Trudi Davis, Parks and Recreation Commission for a term through January 2030

Selection of New Mayor and Mayor Pro Tem

Outgoing Mayor Lentz made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Davis, to select Councilmember Mackin as the new
Mayor. The motion was carried unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz

Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

Councilmember O’Connell made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Davis, to select Councilmember Davis as the
new Mayor Pro Tempore. The motion was carried unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz

Noes: None

Absent: None

Ahctain: None

12




Council Meeting Minutes
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M. Administration of Oath of Office of Newly Selected Mayor and Mayor Pro Tem
City Clerk Padilla administered the oath of Office of Newly Selected Mayor Mackin and Mayor Pro Tem Davis.
N. Recognize Outgoing Mayor Cliff Lentz for his Service

Mayor Mackin recognized outgoing Mayor Lentz for his service with a proclamation. She thanked Mayor Lentz for his
dedication and commitment to serving the community and furthering the qualities that have made Brisbane a great city
to live and work.

Outgoing Mayor Lentz thanked the public and Council for the recognition and for the honor of serving the City
as Mayor—a role that fires you up to do your very best as a councilmember.

Councilmembers took a brief break for refreshments.

O. Adopt a Resolution Approving Contract Amendment No. 2 with Anchor QEA, LLC in the amount of
$77,500 for 2026 Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging

New Business Item O will be discussed at a future meeting.
P. Provide General Guidance on Plaque Honoring David Schooley

City Manager Dennis reported that David Schooley has been a leading advocate for the protection and stewardship of
San Bruno Mountain for more than fifty years. City leadership has expressed interest in commemorating Mr. Schooley’s
contributions. City Manager Dennis added that he has identified several possible access points into the San Bruno
Mountain trail network, such as the connections near Paul and Margaret Avenues, as potential locations

for a single commemorative plaque.

After council questions, Michele Salmon commented that she was concerned about fragile habitat around Paul and
Margaret Avenues. She also added that this perhaps this project can be linked to the grant for Quarry Road, marking
pathways to hiking areas in San Bruno Mountain.
Council directed staff to meet with David Schooley to get his ideas and to agendize the item with the Public Art Advisory
Committee for discussion. Council also proposed to research other funding sources, naming rights to a trail, input from
OSEC and San Bruno Mountain Watch, and how David Schooley’s art can be incorporated into the piece.
STAFF REPORTS

Q. City Manager’s Report- City Updates and Upcoming Activities
City Manager Dennis reported on upcoming city events and activities.

MAYOR/COUNCIL MATTERS

R. Countywide Assignments and Subcommittee Reports
i. Parkside 2 Ad Hoc Subcommittee Update
ii. Report Out on Subcommittee Meetings
iii. Upcoming Subcommittee Meetings

No reports were made.

13
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S. Written Communications

Written communication was received from Nunan on December 5, 2025 about his Open Space and Ecology
Committee (OSEC) appointment.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS NO. 2

Michele Salmon shared that a former resident it interested in donating a painting of San Bruno Mountain.

Diana S. voiced her concerns about the soft closure of City Hall due to upcoming tax credit deadlines.

A member of the public identifying themselves as Judy Stroyer commented that they have the right to free speech.

ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Coleen Mackin adjourned the meeting in honor of Dolores Gomez’ 95 birthday at 7:51 P.M.

Ingrid Padilla
City Clerk

14
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E. Approve Minutes of City Council Closed Session Meeting of December 11, 2025



BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL

ACTION MINUTES

CITY COUNCIL CLOSED SESSION MEETING AGENDA
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2025

HYBRID MEETING, 50 PARK PLACE LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM,
BRISBANE, CA 94005

4:30 P.M. CALLTO ORDER
A. Approval of the Closed Session Agenda

B. Public Comment. Members of the public may address the Councilmembers on any item on the
closed session agenda

C. Adjournment into Closed Session
D. Public Employment; Title: City Attorney, pursuant to Government Code Section 54957

E. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Government Code, Section 54956.9 (d). Number of Cases: One

Mayor Lentz called the meeting to order at 4:34 P.M.

Councilmember Mackin made a motion, seconded by Councilmember Davis to approve the Closed Session
Meeting agenda as it stands. The motion passed unanimously by all present.

Ayes: Councilmembers Davis, Kern, Mackin, O’Connell and Mayor Lentz

Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

There was no public comment. Mayor Lentz adjourned the meeting into Closed Session.

REPORT OUT OF CLOSED SESSION
City Attorney McMorrow reported that Councilmembers provided direction to staff on the Public
Employment Item D and the one case for Anticipated Litigation Item E.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 6:18 P.M.

Ingrid Padilla, City Clerk

16
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F. Accept Investment Report as of November 2025



CITY OF BRISBANE

CASH BALANCES & INVESTMENTS

SOURCE OF FUNDING
November 30, 2025

FACE CARRY MARKET COUPON
INVESTMENT DATE OF VALUE OF VALUE OF VALUE OF INTEREST MATURITY RATING/
NAME OF DEPOSITORY TYPE INVESTMENT INVESTMENT INVESTMENT INVESTMENT RATE % DATE COLLATERAL
WELLS FARGO Checking A/C $ 4,371,650 $ 4,371,650 $ 4,371,650 0.000 110% collateral
STATE FUND (LAIF) Deposit on call continuous $ 11,259,083 $ 11,259,083 $ 11,259,083 4.120 on call no rating
Other Investments
FFCB 12/1/2023 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 5.060 12/01/2026
FHLB 3/25/2022 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 986,370 2.600 03/25/2027
FHLB 5/26/2022 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 997,000 3.750 05/26/2027
FHLB 6/30/2025 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 999,360 4.375 06/23/2028
FFCB 11/28/2025 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 998,451 3.970 11/28/2028
FFCB 11/28/2025 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 997,790 4.150 05/28/2030
FHLB 10/21/2025 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 998,130 4.125 10/21/2030
BNY Mellon Treasury Obligations continuous $ 4,920,118 $ 4,920,118 $ 4,920,118 3.960 on call 110% collateral
Sub-total $ 11,920,118  § 11,920,118 $ 11,897,219
U.S. Bank 2014 BGPGA Bond (330) Improvements  Fed Treas Obl $ - 10031
Reserve Fund  Fed Treas Obl $ 1 10032
Revenue Fund  Fed Treas Obl $ - 10034
Expense Fund  Fed Treas Obl $ - 10035
Principal Fed Treas Obl $ 1 10036
Interest Fund  Fed Treas Obl $ 0 10037
U.S. Bank 2015 Utility Capital (545) Improvements  Fed Treas Obl $ - 10031
Reserve Fed Treas Obl $ 449 10032
Expense Fund  Fed Treas Obl $ - 10035
BNY Mellon 2023 BGVMIDFA Bond (328) Improvements  Fed Treas Obl $ 66 10031
Reserve / Project Fed Treas Obl $ 1,434,171 10032
Expense Fund  Fed Treas Obl $ - 10035
Principal Fed Treas Obl $ - 10036
Interest Fund ~ Fed Treas Obl $ 12 10037
PARS OPEB Trust Trust Cash Investments $ 5,162,699 13050
PARS Retirement Trust Trust Cash Investments $ 1,876,382 13050
Sub-total Cash with Fiscal Agents $ 8,473,780
Total other investments $ 20,393,897 $ 20,393,897 $ 11,897,219
TOTAL INVESTMENTS & CASH BALANCES $ 36,024,630  $ 36,024,630 $ 27,527,951

Outstanding Loans to Department Heads / Former Employees
Date of loan
4/1/2002

Amount

Stuart Schillinger 318,750

FFCB - Federal Farm Credit Bank

FHLB - Federal Home Loan Bank

FHLM - Federal Home Loan Mortage Corporation
FNMA -Federal National Mortgage Association

3.47%
3.30%
0.80

Two year Treasury
Weighted Interest

Weighted maturity Years

Amount Remaining
$ 318,750

TREASURER'S CERTIFICATE

These are all the securities in which the city funds, including all trust funds and oversight agencies funds, are invested and that

Interest Rate
Variable, LAIF + 1%

(excluding approved deferred compensation plans) all these investments are in securities as permitted by adopted city policy.

It is also certified that enough liquid resources (including maturities and anticipated revenues) are available to meet the next six months' cash flow.
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CITY OF BRISBANE

CASH BALANCES & INVESTMENTS
Comparative Review

November 30, 2025

Previous Month Previous Year

FACE MARKET FACE FACE
INVESTMENT VALUE OF VALUE OF VALUE OF VALUE OF
NAME OF DEPOSITORY TYPE INVESTMENT  INVESTMENT INVESTMENT Change in Face Value INVESTMENT Change in Face Value

WELLS FARGO Checking A/C $ 4,371,650 $ 4,371,650 $ 3,958,203 $ 413,447 10.4% $ 5,762,198 $ (1,390,548) (24.1%)
STATE FUND (LAIF) Deposit on call $11,259,083 $11,259,083 $ 5,259,083 $ 6,000,000 114.1% $ 610,592 $ 10,648,491 1,744.0%
Other Investments

Sub-total BNY Mellon $11,920,118 $11,897,219 $16,808,524 $ (4,888,406) (29.1%) $ 18,899,944 $ (6,979,826) (36.9%)
Sub-total Cash with Fiscal Agents $ 8,473,780 $ 8,554,481 §$ (80,702)  (0.9%) $ 7939646 $ 534,134 6.7%

Total other investments $20,393,897 $25,363,005 $ (4,969,108) $ 26,839,590 $ (6,445,692)

TOTAL INVESTMENTS & CASH BALANCES $36,024,630 $27,527,951 $34,580,291 $ 1,444,339 4.2% $ 33,212,380 $ 2,812,250 8.5%

5.00%

4.50%

4.00%

3.50%

3.00%
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Interest Rates

co@ee 2-year Treasury

LAIF

= @= BNY Mellon Money
Market

=@ City's Portfolio
Weighted Interest

November 2025 Review

The City's overall investments and cash balances increased by $1.4M
from the previous month, primarily due to less in vendor payments than
budgeted related to timing purposes, and larger sales tax receipts than
forecasted received at the end of the month.

As reflected on Page 1, the BNY Mellon agency bonds subtotal ended
at S7M. The City continues to seek and purchase longer term bonds with
rates higher than LAIF to ladder maturities when available. However, the
continued declining interest rates resulted in the redemption of two $1M
bonds earning at least 4.65%. Both bonds were replaced in November at
lower rates (3.97% and 4.15%). $5M was transferred to LAIF for a better-
performing rate than the BNY money market, and an additional $1M was
transferred from WFB to limit excess operational funds not earning any
interest.

Redemptions of higher-earning bonds replaced with lower earning
rates, and declining rates in LAIF and BNY Custody Money Market accounts
resulted in a decrease in the City's portfolio weighted interest to 3.30%,
slightly below the 2-year Treasury rate benchmark of 3.47%.

The City's Cash with Fiscal Agents November 2025 $8.5M balance is
primarily comprised of $7M of the PARS trust accounts and $1.4M of the
2023 Bond proceeds held in trust, as reflected on Page 1. The decrease of
$80K was primarily due to the debt service payment of $121K for the 2023
Bond series, offset by interest earned on the various trust accounts.
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G. Approve and Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Amendment to the Professional
Services agreement with Good City Company for Baylands Staffing Support

(The City will bear no fiscal impact. The $45,000 increase in costs would be reimbursed by the
project developer.)
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: January 15, 2026

From: Julia Ayres, Acting Community Development Director

Subject: Good City Company Contract Modification for Baylands
Staffing Support

Recommendation
Staff recommend the Council authorize the City Manager to execute an amendment to the
professional services agreement with Good City Company.

Background

The City Manager signed a professional services agreement (PSA) with Good City Company
(Good City) in August 2021 in the amount of $112,600 for planning staffing assistance to cover
the planned leaves of two planning staff members, for which approximately $78,000 were
reimbursed by planning project sponsors (see Attachment 1). Subsequently, the City retained
the services of Good City under this contract to cover continued Principal Planner services for
several complex planning applications, including the quarry redevelopment project and projects
at Sierra Point, costs reimbursable by the project developers under reimbursement
agreements. In January 2023, the City Manager approved the first amendment to the PSA for
project management of a rehabilitation grant program from the US Department of Housing and
Urban Development, bringing the contract total to $203,635 (see Attachment 2).

Discussion

The second amendment to the PSA (see Attachment 3) increases the overall contract amount
with Good City to include an additional $45,000 for staff support processing the Baylands
Specific Plan and Final Environmental Impact Report. The consulting staff support would
include necessary support to finalize revisions to the Specific Plan as well as reviewing the Final
Environmental Impact Report. City Council approval of this amendment is required as the
overall compensation now exceeds the awarding authority of the City Manager (5200,000).

Fiscal Impact

The contract modification of $45,000 would increase the PSA contract total to $248,635 (not
including the support costs covered by reimbursement agreements). The $45,000 costs would
be reimbursed by the project developer Baylands Development, Inc. (BDI) and the City will bear
no fiscal impact as a result.

Attachments

1. August 6,2021 PSA
2. January 4, 2023 PSA amendment #1
3. PSA amendment #2

Good City Co. PSA Amendment Page 1 of 2
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Good City Co. PSA Amendment
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ATTACHMENT 1

AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

THIS AGREEMENT, dated August 6, 2021 is made by and between THE CITY
OF BRISBANE, a municipal corporation ("City"), and GOOD CITY COMPANY
("Consultant").

RECITALS

A.  City desires to retain Consultant to provide on-call professional planning services
for the City of Brisbane as outlined in the attached scope of work incorporated as Exhibit A.

B. Consultant represents that Consultant is specially trained, experienced, and
qualified to provide such professional services and is willing to do so pursuant to the terms
and conditions of this Agreement.

AGREEMENT

1. Scope of Services. Subject to the direction of City through its staff Consultant
shall perform the services described in the scope of work incorporated as Exhibit A attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference or as may be amended.

2. Time of Performance. The services of Consultant shall commence upon the
execution of this Agreement and include the maximum number of billable hours specified in
Exhibit B unless extended.

3. Responsible Personnel. The personnel acting on behalf of Consultant

primarily responsible for performance of the services hereunder shall be as set forth in
Exhibit C.

4. Compensation. As compensation for all services to be performed by Consultant
under this Agreement, Consultant shall be paid the amounts set forth in Exhibit B attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. Payment by City under this Agreement shall
not be deemed a waiver of defects, even if such defects were known to City at the time of
payment.

5. Method of Payment. Consultant shall submit billings to City describing in
detail the work performed for which payment is requested, the date the services were
performed, the number of hours spent and by whom, and a description of any reimbursable
expenditures. Billings shall be submitted monthly, or at such other time as agreed upon
between City and Consultant. City shall pay Consultant no later than 30 days after approval
of the invoice by City staff.

6. Maintenance and Inspection of Records. Consultant shall maintain any and
all ledgers, books of account, invoices, vouchers, canceled checks, time cards, and other
records or documents relating to charges for services or expenditures charged to City, for a
minimum of three (3) years from the date of final payment to Consultant under this

8/12/2020 -1- of -6-
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Agreement and shall make the same available to City or its authorized representatives for
inspection and audit, at any time during regular business hours, upon written request by
City. The right of inspection shall include the right to make extracts and copies.

7. Assignment and Subcontracts. Consultant acknowledges that Consultant's
special skill and expertise is a material consideration for City entering into this Agreement.
Consultant shall not assign, subcontract or delegate to any other party not named in Exhibit
B for the performance of any services to be rendered by Consultant under this Agreement
without the prior written approval of City.

8. Ownership of Documents. All plans, studies, documents and other writings
prepared by and for Consultant in the course of performing its services under this Agreement,
except working notes and internal documents, shall become the property of City upon
payment to Consultant for such work, and City shall have the sole right to use such materials
in its discretion without further compensation to Consultant or to any other party.
Consultant shall, at Consultant's expense, provide such reports, plans, studies, documents
and other writings to City upon written request.

9. Independent Contractor. Consultant is, and at all times shall remain, an
independent contractor, and not an agent, officer or employee of City. As such independent
contractor, neither Consultant nor any of its agents or employees shall be entitled to any
salary, fringe benefits, worker's compensation, retirement contributions, sick leave,
insurance or other benefit or right connected with employment by City, or any compensation
other than as provided in this Agreement. Consultant shall have no power or authority to
bind City to any contract or otherwise to incur any obligation or liability for, or on behalf, or
in the name of City.

10. Licenses. Consultant represents and warrants to City that it has all licenses,
permits, qualifications, insurance and approvals of whatsoever nature that are legally
required of Consultant to practice its profession. Consultant shall, at its sole cost and
expense, keep and maintain such licenses, permits, qualifications, insurance and approvals
in full force and effect at all times during the term of this Agreement. Consultant shall
maintain a City of Brisbane business license.

11. Compliance with Laws. Consultant shall use the standard of care in its
profession to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws, codes, ordinances and
regulations in connection with the performance of its services under this Agreement.

12. Indemnity. Consultant shall indemnify, defend, and hold City, its officers,
officials, agents, employees and volunteers, harmless from and against any and all claims,
demands, causes of action, losses, damages, injuries, expenses and liabilities, direct or
indirect, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any manner relating to the performance
by Consultant of its services under this Agreement or its failure to comply with any of the its
obligations contained in this Agreement, and City shall not be liable for any acts or omissions
of Consultant.

13. Insurance. Consultant, at its own expense, shall procure and maintain, for the
duration of this Agreement, insurance policies which satisfy the following requirements:

8/12/2020 -2- of -6-
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(a)

(b)
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Type of policies and coverage:

(1)

@)

3)

(4)

General Liability Coverage. Consultant shall maintain commercial general
liability insurance in an amount not less than $1,000,000 per occurrence for
bodily injury, personal injury and property damage, providing coverage at
least as broad as Insurance Services Office Commercial General Liability
form CG 0001 (Ed. 11/88). If the form of insurance with a general aggregate
limit is used, either the general aggregate limit shall apply separately to the
work to be performed under this Agreement or the general aggregate limit
shall be at least twice the required occurrence limit.

Automobile Liability Coverage. Consultant shall maintain automobile
liability insurance in an amount not less than $1,000,000 combined single
limit for each occurrence, for bodily injury and property damage, providing
coverage at least as broad as Insurance Services Office form CA 0001 (Ed.
12/90) Code 1 (any auto).

Workers' Compensation and Employer's Liability Coverage. Consultant
shall maintain workers' compensation insurance as required by the State of
California and employer's liability insurance in an amount not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence, for any and all persons employed by Consultant
in connection with the performance of services under this Agreement. In
the alternative, Consultant may rely on a self-insurance program to provide
this coverage so long as the program of self-insurance complies fully with
the provisions of the California Labor Code. The insurer, if insurance is
provided, or Consultant, if a program of self-insurance is provided, shall
waive all rights of subrogation against City for loss arising from work
performed by Consultant for City.

Professional Liability Coverage. Consultant shall maintain professional
errors and omissions liability insurance in an amount not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence, covering negligent acts, errors or omissions
which may be committed by Consultant in the performance of its services
under this Agreement.

Endorsements: Each general liability and automobile liability insurance policy

shall contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:

(1)

@)

The City, its officers, officials, employees, agents and volunteers are to be
covered as insureds as respects: liability arising out of activities performed
by or on behalf of Consultant; products and completed operations of
Consultant; premises owned, occupied or used by Consultant; or
automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by Consultant. The coverage
shall contain no special limitations on the scope of protection afforded to
City, its officers, officials, employees, agents or volunteers.

For any claims related to the Project, Consultant's insurance coverage shall

be primary insurance as respects the City, its officers, officials, employees,
agents and volunteers. Any insurance or self-insurance maintained by City,

-3- of -6-
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its officers, officials, employees, agents or volunteers shall be excess of
Consultant's insurance and shall not contribute with it.

(3) Any failure to comply with reporting or other provisions of the policies
including breaches of warranties shall not affect coverage provided to City,
its officers, officials, employees, agents or volunteers.

(4) Consultant's insurance shall apply separately to each insured against whom
claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the
insurer's liability.

(5) Consultant's insurance coverage shall not be suspended, voided, canceled or
reduced in coverage or in limits except after thirty (30) days' prior written
notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to City.

Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions. Any deductibles or self-insured
retentions must be declared to and approved by City. At City's option, Consultant
shall demonstrate financial capability for payment of such deductibles or self-
insured retentions.

Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers having a current
A.M. Best rating of no less than A:VII, unless otherwise approved by City in
writing.

Verification of coverage. Consultant shall provide certificates of insurance with
original endorsements to City as evidence of the insurance coverage required by
this Agreement. Certificates of such insurance shall be filed with City before
commencement of work by Consultant. At the request of City, Consultant shall
provide complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, including
endorsements effecting the coverage required by this Agreement.

Notices. Any notices required or permitted to be given under this Agreement

shall be in writing and shall be either personally delivered or sent by certified mail, return
receipt requested, addressed to the other party as follows:

15.

To City City of Brisbane
Attn.: John Swiecki, Community Development Director
50 Park Lane
Brisbane, CA 94005

To Consultant Good City Company
Attn.: Aaron Aknin, Principal
1351 Laurel Street
San Carlos, CA 94070

Litigation Expenses and Attorneys' Fees. If either party to this Agreement

commences any legal action against the other party to enforce or interpret this Agreement,
the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover all costs and expenses that may be incurred

8/12/2020

-4- of -6-



27

ATTACHMENT 1

in connection therewith, including court costs, expert witness fees, discovery expenses, and
attorneys' fees.

16. Termination of Agreement. This Agreement may be terminated by either
party, effective upon written notice, should the other party commit any material default in
the performance of its obligations hereunder. This Agreement may also be terminated by
either party, for any reason, upon fifteen (15) day's prior written notice to the other party. In
the event this Agreement is terminated by City through no fault of Consultant, Consultant
shall be compensated for all services performed to the date of termination.

17. Equal Opportunity Employment. Consultant warrants that it is an Equal
Opportunity Employer and shall comply with applicable regulations governing equal
opportunity employment.

18. Miscellaneous Provisions.

(a) Severability. Should any portion of this Agreement be declared void or
unenforceable in a final decision by a court of competent jurisdiction, such
decision shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this Agreement, which
shall continue in full force and effect, provided that the remainder of this
Agreement can be reasonably interpreted to implement the intention of the
parties.

(b) Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the
parties and supersedes and cancels all prior agreements or understandings,
whether written or verbal.

(c) Amendments. This Agreement may be modified or amended only by a written
document duly executed by both City and Consultant.

(d) Waiver. The waiver of any breach or default under this Agreement shall not
constitute a continuing waiver of a subsequent breach of the same provision or
any other provision of this Agreement.

(e) Execution. Each party warrants that the individuals signing this Agreement on
its behalf have the legal power and authority to do so and to bind the party to this
Agreement.

() Successors and Assigns. Subject to the restriction against assignment and
subcontracting, this Agreement shall be inure to the benefit of and shall be
binding upon the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of the
parties hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement the day
and year first above written.

8/12/2020 -5- of -6-
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ATTEST:
/}/l 4/%{( /’A/ l eL,( d/\/

Ingrid Padilla, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

AMithard ~ /1

Michael Roush, Legal Counsel

8/12/2020
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THE CITY OF BRISBANE

By: -
Clayton Holstine, City Manager

CONSULTANT:
=

Aaron Aknin, Good City Company
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City of Brisbane (Scope of Work)

Good City Company will provide "in-house" city planning services for the City of Brisbane.
Dedicated in-house planning services include, but are not limited to:

e Providing counter and telephone service to the general public for current planning
inquiries/assistance (in person and virtual)

e Reviewing planning applications for residential, commercial and industrial development;
evaluating alternatives and conformance with City policies, ordinances, the General Plan
and state and federal laws; preparing and presenting staff reports to the Planning

Commission and City Council

e Coordinating development applications and other current planning activities with those of
other City departments, outside consultants and regulatory agencies

e Preparing a variety of written correspondence, reports, procedures, ordinances and other
written materials

e Reviews applications for zoning variances, business licenses and other occupancies for
conformance to applicable ordinances and policies.

e Review of design and architectural drawings for zoning and Municipal Code conformance

e Review of Building Permits for compliance with Zoning Code

e Conducting site inspections

e Evaluation and analysis of projects (both large and small)

e Lead and assist with ongoing policy planning efforts;

Good City will provide dedicated staff at the Principal Planner level (20-25 hours/week) and
Assistant Planner (40 hours/week). Good City will provide these services in City Hall or via
telecommuting/zoom per the direction of the Community Development Director. The Principal

Planner will perform the higher-level tasks noted above, while the Assistant Planner will
perform more routine tasks and assist others with the higher-level tasks.



EXHIBIT B
Rate Hours/Month Months Total Hours Hourly Rate
Principal Planner 100 4 400 195 $78,000.00
Assistant Planner 173 2 346 100 $34,600.00
TOTAL: $112,600.00

30
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Education

e Master of City and Regional
Planning, Rutgers, The State
University of New Jersey

e Bachelor of Arts, English,

Davidson College, Cum Laude
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HOME ABOUT LIBRARY

CONTACT

Kelly Beggs

Principal Planner and
Planning Manager

Kelly has over 10 years of experience
in land use planning, environmental
planning, GIS analysis and public
outreach/relations. Through her
combination of contract planning
and entitlements assistance
experience, she has experience
reviewing projects ranging from
large commercial developments, city
recreation and aquatics facilities,
1,000-unit multi-family developments
to review of single-family homes for
cities throughout the Bay Area. Kelly
also recently completed a
comprehensive zoning code and

parking code update.

Her environmental planning
experience includes contributing to
and managing CEQA documents for
development, infrastructure, and
energy projects throughout
California. She also has significant

front-counter experience.

1/3
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ABOUT LIBRARY

CONTACT

Dl VLY WO Mool T IUL Ul I L e

Claremont Hotel EIR and the 2580
Bancroft Street EIR, and overseeing
the entitlements process for the 500
Kirkham Street Project in West
Oakland.

She also managed two housing
policy projects funded by the MTC to
promote ADU development and
innovative construction methods in
the City of Oakland.

Project Experience
Highlights (some work with previous
employers)

* Led the first comprehensive
update to the City of San
Bruno Parking Code in 40+
years.

e Completed comprehensive
Zoning Code Update for San
Bruno

e Project Manager/Planner for
commercial development

e Project planner for the City of
San Bruno's new Recreation
and Aquatic Center facility

* 500 Kirkham Street

Entitlement Assistance,
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Company Support
About Contact Us
Our Team Library
What We Do Blog

Privacy Policy
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LIBRARY

CONTACT

Project IR, Livermore, CA

1055 Market Street IS/MND, San
Francisco, CA

1500 15th Street Entitlement

Assistance, San Francisco, CA

Fulton to Fitch Mountain
Reconductoring Project
IS/MND, Sonoma County, CA

TL 695 and TL 6971
Reconductor Project Project
IS/MND, San Diego County and

Orange

© 2019 - 2021 Good
City Company
ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.
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ROBERT “ROBBY” MILLER JR

PO Box 2464 Cupertino 95015 | 303-517-8548 | millerrobby3@gmail.com

EDUCATION | San Jose State University (San Jose, CA)
MA, Urban Planning
Certificate, Environmental Planning
2014 - 2018

Naropa University (Boulder, CO)

BA, Environmental Studies

Concentration, Sustainable Built Communities
2003 - 2006

University of Oregon (Eugene, OR)
Architecture Student
1999 — 2002

EXPERIENCE | ASSISTANT PLANNER City of Stockton
March 2019 — June 2021

e Responsible for Planning Divisions main email and phone line

e Public Counter — Answer inquires, project intake, and process various
over-the-counter applications such as business licenses and sign permits

e Manage/process various planning applications such as Design Review and
Temporary Activity Permits

e Planning review of Building permits

SUMMER / SEASONAL PLANNING DIVISION INTERN City of Gilroy
June 2018 — December 2018
e Updated planning templates, forms, and handout material
e Supported Senior Planner with planning applications and research and
analysis of various issues, such as digital billboards
e Public Counter — Processed business licenses and sign permits; Answered
customer questions/inquiries; Project intake

RESPONSIBLE LANDLORD ENGAGEMENT INITIATIVE INTERN
Catholic Charities of Santa Clara County
August 2016 — May 2018

e Data collection and analysis

o Wrote report that helped secure $150K from the City of San Jose

PERMIT COORDINATOR SolarCity
April 2015 - January 2016
e Managed all phases of the residential solar permit application process
o Worked with building departments in 17 cities and 4 counties to turnover
permits quickly, and solve permit problems as fast as possible
o Won “Best Offensive Team” in our region of over ten SolarCity locations for
submitting the highest number of solar permits to building departments

34
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SALES ASSOCIATE Big 5 Sporting Goods
August 2014 - April 2015
e Interacted with a diverse group of people to provide excellent customer
service, and maintain a clean and well-organized store
o Worked well under pressure, and managed time efficiently to finish all
tasks on daily basis
e Reported to multiple managers

ASSOCIATE APPRAISER Valuation Appraisers, Inc.

January 2013 — June 2013
¢ Worked under Senior Appraiser to perform appraisals on residential homes
e Data collection, analysis, and entry
e Under tight deadlines, completed over 10 appraisals

SKILLS | Customer service
Windows Office OS (Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Sharepoint, and Outlook)
Computer Software: Accela, Bluebeam, Adobe Acrobat
Project management
Plan check review
Data collection, research, and analysis
Sustainability
Public speaking and presentation

AFFILIATIONS | Membership, American Planning Association Dec 2016 — Present

VOLUNTEERING | Canopy, East Palo Alto, CA Jan 2019 & Oct 2016
e Planted native trees and plants to beautify area and reduce air pollution

Ulistac Natural Area Restoration and Education Project, San Jose, CA June
2015
e Removed weeds to allow native plants to thrive

Waterway Cleanup with the California Coastal Commission, Sacramento, CA
Jan 2014
e Assisted in removal of trash along the Sacramento River

YMCA Youth Sports Coach, Boulder, CO & Sacramento, CA 2006-2014
e Basketball-4" & 5" graders
e Basketball-7"" & 8" grade boys
e Basketball-5"" grade boys
e Baseball-4" graders

REFERENCES | Available upon request.
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT
FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL
SERVICES, dated | / 2 [2023 , between THE CITY OF BRISBANE, a municipal

corporation ("City"), and Good City Company ("Consultant"), is made with reference to the

following facts:

A. City and Consultant entered into a written agreement dated August 6. 2021, ("the
Consultant Contract") wherein Consultant agreed to provide on-call professional
planning services as described in Exhibit A to the Consultant Contract; the
compensation to Consultant under the August 6, 2021 Consultant Contract was not
to exceed $112,600.

B. City needs assistance to develop and administer a residential rehabilitation grant
program for low income households pursuant to a $495,000 Federal grant
administered by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.

C. Consultant has the skills and expertise to provide such assistance to the City.

D. The parties desire to amend the Consultant Contract by modifying the scope of
work Consultant is to perform and increasing the compensation payable to

Consultant under an amended Consultant Contract, as hereinafter set forth.
NOW, THEREFORLE, it is agreed as follows:

1. The Consultant Contract is amended to include additional Consultant’s services to
in assisting the City to develop and administer a residential rehabilitation grant program for low-
income households pursuant to a $495,000 Federal grant administered by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development, such services being more particularly described

in the attached Exhibit A to this First Amendment.

2. As compensation for the additional services described in Section 1 above,

Consultant shall be paid the sum not to exceed $91.035, thereby increasing the maximum
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compensation payable to Consultant under the Consultant Contract, as amended, from $112,600

to $203,635. The additional compensation shall be paid in accordance with Exhibit A..

3. Except as herein modified, the Consultant Contract shall remain in full force and

effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this First Amendment to

Agreement for Profession Services the day and year first above written.

CITY OF BRISBANE:

Clayton L. Holstine, City Manager

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

N charl oS

Michael Roush, Legal Counsel

-Page 2of 4-

CONSULTANT:

. L

Aaron Aknin, Principal

ATTEST:

It prot bl

Ingrid Padilla, City Clerk
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Exhibit A

Good City proposes the following scope of services and budget for the Brisbane Housing Rehabilitation
Grant Program:

Scope of Services:

e Ensure compliance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other Federal regulations.

e Develop a comprehensive program description for the housing rehabilitation grant program, including
the program's objectives, timeline, budget, and target audience.

e Assist the City of Brishane in complying with its requirements under federal law and whatever
documentation is needed to satisfy ongoing federal earmark program requirements.

e Work with city staff to establish procedures for the review and approval of program applications.

e Develop and implement a system for tracking program progress and evaluating the impact of the
program on the participating homeowners and the broader community.

e Establish a list of local contractors and service providers to carry out the rehabilitation work on eligible
properties.

e Work with the City’s Building Inspection team to identify eligible properties and homeowners for the
program and develop a process for accepting and reviewing applications for the grant.

e Work with city staff to inform the city residents about the program, including developing a program
web page and program flyers.

e Oversee the distribution of grant funds to participating homeowners and contractors and ensure that
all funds are used in accordance with the program plan and applicable regulations.

e Provide regular updates to the City of Brisbane on the progress of the program, including any
challenges or opportunities that arise.

o Periodically identify opportunities for program improvement and make recommendations to the City
of Brisbane for ongoing program success.

Services Hours Total
Phase 1: Project Development

Assist with compliance of federal regulations 30 $5,355
Develop project guidelines, procedures, forms, etc. 60 $10,710
Develop web page/outreach materials 15 $2,678
Coordinate with City staff 15 $2,678
Subtotal 120 $21,420

Phase 2: Project Implementation

Review and approval of applications 45 $8,033
Work with applicants 45 58,033
Coordinate with City staff 75 $13,388
Coordinate with building inspection 60 $10,710

-Page 3of 4-
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Oversee contractor contracts and work performance 60 $10,710
Perform project record keeping per HUD rules 60 $10,710
Prepare progress reports 45 $8,033
Subtotal 390 $69,615
Total Hours 510 $91,035

The fee above is based on an estimate of the Housing Manager time spent on each task (5170/hour), and
approximately 5% additional cost for Principal oversight and guidance. Additional Good City staff
members may contribute but will not affect the overall budget. Good City will charge on a time and
materials basis.

Hr./Rat Hr./Rat

Position e Position e
Principal $250 | Associate Planner $135
Planning Director $225 Assistant Planner $120
Principal Planner $195 Planning technician $95
Housing Manager | $170 Graphic Designer $95
Building Official $165 Administrative Assistant $80
Senior Planner $170

*The hourly rates above are effective in January 2023. Rates subject to adjustment January 1st of each
year (typically 3-5% increase).

-Page 4of 4-
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT
FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

THIS SECOND AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL

SERVICES, dated , between THE CITY OF BRISBANE, a municipal

corporation ("City"), and Good City Company ("Consultant"), is made with reference to the

following facts:

A.

1.

City and Consultant entered into a written agreement dated August 6, 2021, ("the

Consultant Contract") wherein Consultant agreed to provide on-call professional
planning services as described in Exhibit A to the Consultant Contract; the
compensation to Consultant under the August 6, 2021 Consultant Contract was not
to exceed $112,600.

City and Consultant approved an amendment to the Consultant Contract
(“Amendment No. 1) wherein Consultant agreed to provide assistance in the
development and administration of a residential rehabilitation grant program for
low income households pursuant to a $495,000 Federal grant administered by the
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. Under Amendment
No. 1, the Consultant Contract, as first amended, was not to exceed $203,635.
City requires further assistance to support consideration of the Baylands Specific
Plan and certification of the Baylands Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact
Report.

Consultant is qualified to provide such services to the City.

The parties desire to amend the Consultant Contract by modifying the scope of
work Consultant is to perform and increasing the compensation payable to
Consultant under a Second Amendment to Consultant Contract, as hereinafter set

forth.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is agreed as follows:

The Consultant Contract is further amended to include additional services to

provide Planning Director-level planning review and oversight services related to the Baylands
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Final EIR and Baylands Specific Plan, such services being more particularly described in Task 2

of the attached Exhibit A to this Second Amendment.

2. As compensation for the additional services described in Section 1 above,

Consultant shall be paid the sum not to exceed $45.000, thereby increasing the maximum

compensation payable to Consultant under the Consultant Contract, as amended, from $203,635

to $248.635. The additional compensation shall be paid in accordance with Exhibit A. Should

additional support be required, the City may authorize in writing additional hours on an hourly

basis at the hourly rates established in Exhibit A.

3. Except as herein modified, the Consultant Contract shall remain in full force and

effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties have executed this Second Amendment to

Agreement for Professional Services the day and year first above written.

CITY OF BRISBANE: CONSULTANT:
Jeremy Dennis, City Manager Aaron Aknin, Principal
APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:
N (hatl ¢ ML
Michael Roush, Legal Counsel Ingrid Padilla, City Clerk
-Page 2 of 2-
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GOODCITY

COMPANY

December 22, 2025

Julia Ayres, Principal Planner
City of Brisbane

50 Park Place

Brisbane, CA 94005

Dear Julia,

This letter outlines Good City Company'’s proposed scope of continued and additional services to support
the City of Brisbane, including grant program coordination and senior-level planning review services.

k 1: Grant Program Coordination — Continued Services

Good City any will continue to provide program coordination services for the Brisbane Affordable
Housing Rehabilitatian Program. Services will include:

e Serving as the primary poigt of contact for property owners seeking information regarding the
Affordable Housing Rehabilitatren Grant Program

e Coordinating with participating prop owners regarding active grants, eligible improvements,
schedules, and compliance requirements

e Managing coordination, reporting, and communitatjon related to DRGR and HUD HEROS
requirements

e Attending meetings and coordinating regularly with HEART a ity staff

e Providing general program administration support, including trackingsgrant activity and assisting
with required documentation

These services will be provided by Mark Sullivan, Housing Specialist, with additional senior ove
Aaron Aknin, Principal.

Task 2: Planning Director Project Review Services

Good City Company will provide Planning Director-level planning review and oversight services related to
the Baylands Final EIR and Baylands Specific Plan. Services will include:

e Review and technical input on the Baylands Final EIR for consistency, completeness, and
implementation readiness

e Review of the Baylands Specific Plan to ensure alignment with adopted policy direction and
environmental analysis

e Advisory support related to the interpretation and implementation of the Baylands Specific Plan
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e Management and coordination of the consultant team preparing the Baylands Final EIR and
Specific Plan deliverables

John Swiecki will serve as Project Manager for this task.

Estimated Fee Summary:

Task Staff Rate Estimated Duration Estimated Cost
Hours
W Mark Sullivan, Housing | 1 g5/hr | 12 hrs/month | 12 $26,640
Coordination ~Specialist months
\
Aaron Aknin, Principal m‘rrm‘monm\ 12 $3.360
—months |
[ —

Task 1 Subtotal C$30;000.
Task 2: Planning Director John Swiecki, Project 3
Project Review Services Manager $250/hr | 180 frs months $45,000
Total Estimated Cost $45,000 =—$75;660

Please let us know if you have any questions or would like to discuss adjustments to the scope, schedule,
or level of effort. We appreciate the opportunity to continue supporting the City of Brisbane.

Sincerely,

A‘amfcsn Aknin, AICP
Principal
Good City Company

(415) 845-8344 | aaknin@goodcityco.com

www.goodcityco.com

43



http://www.goodcityco.com/
jcapasso
Line

jcapasso
Line


44

File Attachments for ltem:

H. Receive a Report on Proposed Development Impact Fees and Provide Direction and
Feedback on Fee Setting
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: January 15, 2025

From: Christina Fernandez, Assistant City Manager
Subject: Development Impact Fees

Recommendation
Staff recommends the City Council receive a report on proposed Development Impact Fees and
provide direction and feedback on fee setting.

Background

On September 7, 2023 and October 19, 2023, staff provided updates to the City Council
concerning Development Impact Fees (DIF), including an informational report discussing the
legal authority of the City to impose DIF. The report laid out the need to identify and establish
the need, benefit, and proportionality of such fees in order to impose DIF. Council agreed that
new development should contribute to capital improvements to mitigate the impacts of new
development on the community. Council expressed concern over constraints of utilizing DIF, for
example, that DIF cannot be used for routine maintenance and services.

Council directed staff to prepare several nexus studies to establish the need, benefit, and
proportionality of proposed Development Impact Fees. Those studies include:

1. Development Impact Fee for Parks and Recreation

2. Development Impact Fee on commercial development for Affordable Housing
3. Development Impact Fee for Transportation

4. Development Impact Fee for Public Facilities

Council directed Staff to finish all four nexus studies and to move forward with a feasibility
study, if required, to assess the impact of all DIFs on development in the City, i.e, would
adopting such fees, in an amount permitted under the law, render development in the City, as a
practical matter, infeasible.

A feasibility study was conducted for an affordable housing DIF (see Discussion below for more
detail), but the cost of conducting additional feasibility studies for the other fees is costly and
time consuming. Feasibility studies are not legally required to implement DIF, and the majority
of cities do not conduct feasibility studies in setting their rates but base fees by comparing rates
with other cities that share similarities including size, proximity, and economic makeup.

Impact Fees
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AB 1600, known as the Mitigation Fee Act, provides procedural and substantive provisions that
sets forth the requirements for establishing, increasing, and imposing development impact
fees. To align with these requirements, all four nexus studies established (1) need, (2) benefit,
and (3) proportionality. Regarding need, a DIF must show that the new development will create
a need for the item to be funded by the DIF and without the infusion of fees from new
development, the community would be negatively impacted. Concerning benefit, the study
must show that new development will benefit from the item to be funded by DIF. To establish
proportionality, it must show that the DIF is proportional to the impact created by a particular
development. Due to these requirements, there is no “one fits all” development impact fee that
may be imposed and the City undertook four separate nexus studies. Different methodologies
are employed to allocate costs and calculate fees. For more detail, please see Attachments 1-4.
The final nexus study, the Public Facilities Impact Fee study was finalized in October 2025,
completing all four nexus studies.

Currently, the only fee that Brisbane imposes on development is the parkland dedication fee on
residential development (Brisbane Municipal Code Section 16.24.020 and 16.24.030), the
authority of which stems from State Law (the Quimby Act). If the residential development is for
more than 50 lots and the land within the proposed subdivision will properly accommodate
public recreational facilities, the subdivider must dedicate an area for such purposes on the
basis of three acres for each 1000 population within the subdivision, assuming 2.35 persons per
household. If the residential development is for 50 lots or fewer, the subdivider is to pay a fee
based on the following formula: the number of proposed units times 2.35 persons per
household, divided by 1000 times three acres times the fair market value of one acre of the
subject property as determined by the planning director.

While not a DIF, developers of certain residential and commercial properties must also
contribute to the City’s Public Art Fund (Brisbane Municipal Code Section 15.85.050). For
commercial projects that have building development costs between $1M and S5M the
developer must contribute one percent of such costs of to the public art fund. Commercial
projects that have development costs above S5M must either contribute one percent of such
costs or devote a comparable amount for the acquisition and installation of publicly accessible
art. Residential projects with ten to 20 units must contribute one half of one percent of the
building development costs to the fund. For residential projects with more than 20 units, the
developer must contribute one percent of the building development costs to the fund.
Regardless of the number of units, if the development costs are above $10M, the developer
must contribute one percent of the development costs or dedicate a comparable amount for
the acquisition and installation of publicly available art. Low- or moderate-income housing is
exempt from these provisions.

Discussion
The completed nexus studies provide a clear connection between new development and the
need for development impact fees relating to housing (for commercial projects), parks, park

Impact Fees
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and recreation facilities, transportation, and public facilities. They also demonstrate the
maximum justifiable fee for each of the proposed impact fees. The maximum justifiable fee is
data driven by quantifying infrastructure needs created by growth, estimated capital costs,
allocating those costs by land uses, and translating these costs into per unit or per square
footage.

The final nexus studies were finalized in late 2025, prompting City staff to engage Matrix
Consulting Group (Matrix) to provide a comparative, or benchmarking, survey to help guide the
City in setting the fees at the appropriate levels. While the nexus study sets the maximum
justifiable fee, it does not mean that the market can absorb it. The comparison survey shows
what nearby cities are charging developers and may help the City identify whether proposed
fees are unusually high or low. The comparison survey assists policy makers in determining
what nearby cities with similar markets are charging for their fees. Fee setting is a policy
decision dependent on how competitive the City wishes to be with developers.

Comparison Surveys typically select comparable jurisdictions based on size, growth, and urban
form. The following cities were selected for comparison to Brisbane:

e San Bruno

e Millbrae

e South San Francisco
e Emeryville

e Burlingame

e Daly City

Five of the six cities are located in San Mateo County, and many have similar growth patterns
and urban form. For the complete comparison survey, please see Attachment 5.

For each development type, please view the Impact Fees of the six cities noted above. As the
names of impact fees vary by city, Matrix identified the total impact fees charged in each city in
general buckets including General Government, Housing, Library, Parks & Recreation, Childcare,
Public Safety, Transportation, and Utilities. (As discussed below, the names attributable to
those “buckets” do not fully correlate to names of fees proposed in Brisbane.) The nexus
studies and proposed development impact fees undertaken by the City would translate into the
following:

Brisbane Commercial Linkage | Affordable Housing Housing
Fee Nexus Analysis Development Impact Fee for
Commercial Development

Impact Fees
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Parks and Recreation Impact | Parks and Recreation Parks & Recreation
Fee Study Facilities Development

Impact Fee
Brisbane Transportation Transportation Development | Transportation
Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study | Impact Fee
Public Facilities Impact Fee Public Facilities Development | General Government
Study Impact Fee

As noted in the Background, in 2023, the City engaged ECONorthwest to prepare an updated
nexus and feasibility study for the affordable housing fee for commercial development,
including hotel, retail, office, life sciences, and warehouse uses. ECONorthwest’s updated
feasibility analysis determined that under then-current market conditions, only warehouse
development could potentially absorb an affordable housing impact fee (commercial linkage
fee). The updated feasibility analysis acknowledges that development markets are cyclical and
provides a toolkit for setting appropriate fee levels anticipating future market upswings.

1. Single Family Residential:

If Brisbane were to employ the same categories of fees as do other jurisdictions, i.e, General
Government, Library, Parks and Recreation, Public Safety and Transportation, as proposed, the
maximum DIF that the City could impose for single family residential development would be
$68,138 (General Government, $31,121; Library, $7678; Parks and Recreation, $26,949; Public
Safety, $4991; and Transportation, 2399. Note that staff is not recommending any affordable
housing fees for single family residential development.) By comparison, Daly City’s DIF for
residential development is only $29,825 (General Government, $1,150, Library, $1,050, Parks
and Recreation, $22,450, Public Safety, $2,675, and Transportation, $2,500).

With the exception of Transportation, Daly City’s fees are well below the maximums set forth in
the nexus studies. The black line on the chart below indicates the overall average. Of the six
cities, only San Bruno and Millbrae are above average in their DIF for single family residential
developments. For single family residential developments, San Bruno’s highest DIF is for
Housing at $94,625 and much smaller DIFs relate to Public Safety, Utilities, Transportation, and
Parks & Recreation. Millbrae’s only DIF for single family residential development is for General
Government.

Impact Fees
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Single-Family Residential - 2,500 sq. ft.
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2. Multifamily Residential:

If Brisbane were to employ the same categories of fees as do other jurisdictions, i.e., General
Government, Library, Parks and Recreation, Public Safety and Transportation, as proposed, the
maximum DIF that the City could impose for multifamily residential development would be
$9,021,005 (General Government, $2,765,340; Library, $682,380; Parks and Recreation,
$4,482,000; Public Safety, $660,240; and Transportation, $431,845. Note that staff is not
recommending any affordable housing fees for multifamily residential development.) By
comparison, Daly City’s DIF for multifamily residential development is only $2,808,000 (General
Government, $82,800, Library, $75,000, Parks and Recreation, $1,616,400, Public Safety,
$192,600, and Transportation, $180,000).

When compared to the surveyed cities, San Bruno and Millbrae are significantly above average
whereas South San Francisco, Burlingame, and Daly City are below average. Emeryville’s fees
are set at average. For multifamily residential developments, San Bruno and Millbrae are again
above average in the totality of their DIF. San Bruno’s largest DIF is attributed to Housing at
$6,309,000 followed by Parks and Recreation at $3,462,008. San Bruno’s other DIFs make up
much smaller portions of the total fees. Millbrae is also above average in their DIF for
multifamily residential with a single DIF for General Government at $10,257,482.
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3. Research & Development/Office:

Five of the six cities combined R&D and Office into one land use type. The only city to
differentiate between the two is Emeryville. Brisbane’s total maximum justifiable fee is
$13,456,050 (comprising of General Government, $357,950; Housing, $12,150,000; Parks and
Recreation, $335,050; Public Safety, $92,550; and Transportation, $520,500). For Research &
Development and Office, the majority of cities’ total impact fees are at or below the average.
Only South San Francisco and San Bruno’s total impact fees are above average and not by a
significant amount. South San Francisco’s total impact fees are above average, of which the
Transportation DIF takes up the majority of those costs at $1,757,500. San Bruno’s total impact
fee is also above average with the Housing DIF making up the majority of those fees at
$876,000.

Research and Development - Total Impact Fees
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4. Hotel:

As it relates to hotel developments, the comparison was made based on an average hotel size
of 75,000 square feet with 120 rooms. The City’s total maximum justifiable fee is $20,688,187
(comprising of General Government, $561,240; Housing, $19,050,000; Parks and Recreation,
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$93,840; Public Safety, $571,080; and Transportation, $412,027). The cities of Millbrae, Daly
City, and Emeryville have total impact fees below the average whereas San Bruno and
Burlingame are above average. South San Francisco fees for hotels are average. The Housing
DIF makes up the largest portion of San Bruno’s total impact fees at $1,314,000. Burlingame’s
total impact fees are also above average and the majority of this is made up of their
Transportation DIF.

Hotel (120 rooms; 75,000 sq. ft.) - Total Impact Fees
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5. Industrial:

For industrial developments, the total maximum justifiable fee for the City is $37,399,200
(comprising of General Government, $751,650; Housing, $34,650; Parks and Recreation,
$1,005,150; Public Safety, $480,900; and Transportation, $511,500). The total impact fees for
the cities of San Bruno, Emeryville, and Daly City are average whereas Millbrae and Burlingame
have lower than average fees. South San Francisco is the only city with total impact fees that
are above average for industrial developments. The majority of the total impact fees for South
San Francisco is attributed to the Transportation DIF at $2,373,000.
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6. Commercial or Retail Development:
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For commercial or retail development, the City’s maximum justifiable fee is $1,728,346
(comprising of General Government, $28,224; Housing, $1,480,500; Parks and Recreation,
$15,635; Public Safety, $53,312; and Transportation, $150,675). Only the cities of San Bruno
and South San Francisco have above average total impact fees. The cities of Millbrae,

Emeryville, Burlingame, and Daly City have lower than average fees. Of San Bruno’s total impact

fees, the largest DIF is for Utilities at $50,050. South San Francisco also has above average total
impact fees, of which, transportation makes up the highest percentage at $108,255.
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A comparison of the total impact fee averages per development type are listed below per city.

San Bruno  Millbrae SSF Emeryville Burlingame Daly City
Single Family Above Above Below Below Below Below
Residential Average | Average | Average Average Average Average
Multifamily Above Above Below Average Below Below
Residential Average | Average | Average Average Average
R&D/Office Above Below Above Below Average Below
Average Average | Average Average Average
Above Below Average Below Above Below
Average Average Average Average Average
Industrial Average Below Above Average Below Average
Average | Average Average
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Commercial/Retail Above Below Above Below Below Below

Average Average | Average Average Average Average

Conclusion

The nexus study offers the legal basis for determining the highest possible fees, while the
comparative study helps us understand how to set these fees and their potential impact on
future development. Input from the Council is essential to determine how competitively the
City wants to establish development impact fees for different land uses, ensuring that the fees
align with the Council’s policy objectives. Once it is determined how the Council wishes to
proceed, staff will provide a recommendation on development impact fees for each of the four
DIFs per the Mitigation Fee Act. The next steps are a mandatory public hearing at a future
Council meeting with a public notice 10 days prior. The resolution adopting the fee must
include written findings showing the purpose of the fee, use of the fee, and the reasonable
relationship between the fee and the development’s impacts. Any fee may not be imposed until
at least 60 days after adoption. Additionally, there are annual reporting requirements, such as
the AB 1600 Report which recently went to Council in December.

Fiscal Impact
The fiscal impact is unknown at this time and dependent on Council feedback.
Attachments

Brisbane Commercial Linkage Nexus Study and Feasibility Analysis
Brisbane Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Study

Brisbane Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study

Brisbane Public Facilities Impact Fee Study

Brisbane Development Impact Fee Comparative Survey

e wnN e

Christina Fernandez, Assistant City Manager Jerem(Dennis,yCity Manager
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ECONOMICS - FINANCE - PLANNING

DATE: September 1, 2023

TO: Julia Ayres; City of Brisbane

FROM: Chris Blakney, Katherine Buck, Mackenzie Visser; ECONorthwest
SUBJECT: Commercial Linkage Fee Nexus Analysis and Maximum Fee Calculations
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Executive Summary

ECONorthwest conducted a commercial Linkage Fee nexus study for the City of Brisbane, CA.
This study establishes the “nexus” between new commercial development and the need for
affordable housing for the resulting workers. The City of Brisbane previously completed a
Linkage Fee nexus study in 2015 to examine the relationship between the affordable housing
need and commercial development that adds jobs for hotel, retail/restaurants/services, and
office/research and development/medical office uses. This study is an update to the previous
study and utilizes the same methodology, however it expands the land use categories to analyze
the impacts from potential hotel, retail (including restaurants and personal services), traditional
office (including medical office), life sciences and research and development, and industrial
(warehouse) prototypes.

For each commercial type, we established the number of potential new workers, their estimated
wages, and the resulting number of households qualifying for affordable housing based on the
Department of Housing and Urban Development thresholds. These thresholds are based off the
Area Median Income, calculated as $140,000 for a family of two for the area (the average
household size is 2.4 people in Brisbane). Using this data, we categorized households into very
low, low, moderate, and above moderate incomes.

Next, we calculated the cost of developing both rental and for-sale housing. By comparing the
cost of development against the potential revenue generated by new households, we established
the affordability gap across all new households by commercial development type. Finally, we
used a standardized development size to calculate a maximum fee per square foot to cover the
entire affordability gap. Our analysis shows that there is a nexus between new commercial
development and an increased need for affordable housing. These results are shown in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: Maximum Commercial Linkage Fees
Source: ECONorthwest

New Households Affordability Gap for All Size of | Maximum
Requiring Affordable | New Worker Households | Prototype | Fee per SF
Housing (SF)

Hotel 58 $25,389,937 100,000 $254
Retail, Restaurants 91 $42,327,494 100,000 $423
and Personal
Services
Office and Medical 101 $40,548,404 100,000 $405
Office
Life Sciences and
R&D 70 $24,292,838 100,000 $243
Warehouse 56 $23,141,625 | 100,000 $231

ECONorthwest | Portland | Seattle | Los Angeles | Eugene | Bend | Boise | econw.com
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It is important to note that these are not the recommended fees for adoption; they are the
maximum fees that Brisbane could charge to offset the increased demand for affordable housing
created by new commercial development in the City.

Commercial Linkage Fee Nexus Analysis

Before a city or county may adopt a development impact fee, it must conduct a nexus study to
determine the reasonable relationship between the fee’s purpose and the impact on affected
development types. This commercial linkage fee nexus study establishes the “nexus” between
new commercial development and the need for additional housing affordable for the resulting
new workers. In this section, we determined the demand created for new housing units affordable
to very low-income, low-income, and moderate-income workers as a result of new commercial
development.

Define Commercial Prototypes

ECONorthwest analyzed the links between jobs and housing for five different commercial
development prototypes:
= Hotel includes full-service hotels, limited-service hotels, motels, and other lodging.

= Retail, restaurants, and services includes retail stores, restaurants, and personal care
spaces accommodating businesses like nail salons and drycleaners.

= Office, medical office includes traditional office buildings, open floor-plan offices,
medical offices.

= Life Sciences, Research and Development (R&D) includes specialized spaces for
highly advanced manufacturing and research, and spaces for laboratories and office for
tenants involved in the study and development of scientific discoveries.

= Warehousing is a secondary type of industrial building generally used for storage and/or
distribution.

These prototypes represent major types of new commercial buildings recently constructed or
proposed in the area. For illustrative purposes, each prototype was assumed to be 100,000 square
feet. Building characteristics of each prototype, based on recent development projects, are shown
below.

Exhibit 2: Commercial Prototypes
Source: ECONorthwest, CoStar, City of Brisbane

Hotel Retail Office Life Warehouse
Sciences

Gross Building Area 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Podium Parking Area 66,500 150,150 150,150 150,150 150,150
Gross Building Area 166,500 250,150 250,150 250,150 250,150
Including Podium Parking
Efficiency 100% 95% 85% 85% 95%
Net Leasable Area 100,000 95,000 85,000 85,000 95,000
Hotel Rooms 133 0 0 0 0
Parking Spaces (Podium) 133 300 300 300 300
Floor Area Ratio 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
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Land Area (Acres)

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.7 0.7

Land Area (SF)

31,250

Estimate of New Workers by Prototype

31,250

31,250

31,250 31,250

For each building protype, we defined an average employment density based on the previous
2015 Brisbane linkage fee nexus study as well as a review of other recently completed linkage
fee nexus studies in the Bay Area.! Exhibit 3 shows the average employment density and total
workers for each prototype, based on an assumed prototype size of 100,000 square feet.

Exhibit 3: Employment Density by Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest, Vernazza Wolfe Associates, Inc., Strategic Economics 2015

Commercial Prototype Prototype Size (sf) Average Density | Number of Workers in

Prototype
Hotel 100,000 SF | 1,000 SF per worker 100 workers
Retail, Restaurant, Services 100,000 SF 667 SF per worker 150 workers
Office, Medical Office 100,000 SF 333 SF per worker 300 workers
Life Sciences, R&D 100,000 SF 333 SF per worker 300 workers
Warehouse 100,000 SF | 1,000 SF per worker 100 workers

Number of Worker Households by Prototype

We then calculated the number of worker households by dividing the number of workers for
each prototype by the average number of wage-earners per household in Brisbane. According to
U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) data, there is an average of 1.65 workers per
household in Brisbane as of 2021.

Exhibit 4: Number of Worker Households by Prototype
Source: ACS 5-Year Data Tables, 2017-2021

Commercial Prototype Number of New | Workers per Household Number of New
Workers Households
Hotel 100 workers 1.65 61 households
Retail, Restaurant, 150 workers 1.65 91 households
Services
Office, Medical Office 300 workers 1.65 182 households
Life Sciences, R&D 300 workers 1.65 182 households
Warehouse 100 workers 1.65 61 households

Calculate Wages of New Workers

To calculate employee wages, ECONorthwest first established a list of industries associated with
each prototype using industry data from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
(QCEW). The industries (by NAICS code) associated with each prototype are shown in Exhibit
17 through Exhibit 20 in the appendix.

Next, we used U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) data to identify occupations associated with
each industry. Because the national level BLS data is the most detailed available, we calibrated
the national BLS occupational matrix to match the County’s employment distribution. First,
using the BLS National Occupational Matrix, we recorded each occupation’s share of each

1 Other reviewed nexus fee studies include Santa Rosa (2019), San Bruno (2015), San Jose (2020), San Mateo County

(2015), and Culver City (2020).
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individual industry associated with each prototype. We then added these shares together by
occupation to get each occupation’s total share of industries in each of the five prototypes. We
then multiplied these occupational by the share of San Mateo employees in each industry by
prototype to get the distribution of San Mateo occupations for each of the five prototypes, which
is shown in Exhibits 17-21 of the Appendix.

We used average wage data for each occupation from the San Francisco-Redwood City-San
Mateo Metro Division, the smallest geographic level at which wage data are available, provided
by the California Employment Development Department. By weighting this data with the
distribution of workers by occupation we calculated an average wage for each prototype, shown
in Exhibit 5 below.

Exhibit 5: Average Annual Wage by Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest; Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022; California Employment
Development Department; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Commercial Prototype Weighted Annual Wage
Hotel $56,123
Retail, Restaurant, Services $48,624
Traditional Office, Medical Office $101,396
Life Sciences, R&D $121,813
Warehouse $67,028

The complete occupational mix and wage estimates for each prototype are located in the
Appendix.

Calculate Household Incomes of New Workers

We then estimated household incomes for each prototype based on the employee wages
calculated above, assuming the income of a second wage earner would be similar to the wage of
the first. To calculate household incomes from the wage data calculated above, we multiplied the
average worker wages by the number of wage-earners per household (1.65 workers per ACS
data).2 This methodology for calculating household income aligns with the previous Brisbane
Nexus Fee Study from 2015, as well as other nexus studies conducted in the Bay Area.

Next, we used income thresholds established by the California Housing and Community
Development Department (HCD) to determine thresholds for very low, low, moderate, and
above moderate incomes. According to ACS data, the average household size in the City of
Brisbane is 2.4 members; we have used the HCD income thresholds based on a household size of
two members. Exhibit 6 shows the income limits by income category, based on San Mateo
County’s area median income.

Exhibit 6: Household Income Categories
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2023

Commercial Prototype Weighted Annual Wage
Very Low Income (< 50% AMI) $74,600
Low Income (51-80% AMI) $119,300
Moderate Income (81%-120% AMI) $168,000

2 We attempted to use Census Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMS) to determine the median household income for
groups with occupations within the industries of interest but the 6-digit SOC code along with the size of the desired
region made the estimates unreliable and unavailable.
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Above Moderate Income (>120% AMI)

> $168,000

We then sorted the new worker households into the income categories above. As shown in

Exhibit 7, the majority of new households associated with the hotel prototype are in the very
low- and low-income categories (41% and 45%, respectively). The majority of new households
associated with the retail, restaurants, and services prototype are in the very low-income category
(77%). For the office and medical office prototype, roughly 36% of new households are in the
low-income category, and roughly 44% are above moderate income. For life sciences, the
majority of new households are in the above moderate-income category, with 19% of new
households in the low-income category and 16% in the moderate-income category. Finally,
roughly 75% of new households associated with the warehouse prototype are in the low-income

category.

Exhibit 7: Number of Worker Households by Income

Source: ECONorthwest

Prototype Number of Employee Households
Hotel
Very Low Income (< 50% AMI) 26
Low Income (51-80% AMI) 27
Moderate Income (81%-120% AMI) 5
Above Moderate Income (>120% AMI) 3

Total:

61 households

Retail, Restaurants, and Services

Very Low Income (< 50% AMI) 70
Low Income (51-80% AMI) 16
Moderate Income (81%-120% AMI) 5
Above Moderate Income (>120% AMI) 0

Total: 91 households
Office, Medical Office

Very Low Income (< 50% AMI) 17

Low Income (51-80% AMI) 66

Moderate Income (81%-120% AMI) 18

Above Moderate Income (>120% AMI) 81

Total:

182 households

Life Sciences and R&D

Very Low Income (< 50% AMI) 5
Low Income (51-80% AMI) 35
Moderate Income (81%-120% AMI) 30
Above Moderate Income (>120% AMI) 112

Total: 182 households
Warehouse

Very Low Income (< 50% AMI) 5

Low Income (51-80% AMI) 46

Moderate Income (81%-120% AMI) 5

Above Moderate Income (>120% AMI) 5

Total:

182 households

We removed the above moderate-income households from the following steps of this analysis, as

these households would likely be able to afford market-rate housing in the area.
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Housing Affordability Gap

The housing affordability gap is calculated as the difference between what each income
threshold can afford to pay for housing and the development cost of that housing unit. To
calculate the affordability gap, ECONorthwest used the following methodology:

1.

Estimated affordable rents and sales prices, using Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) established income thresholds.?

Estimated housing development costs, using pro forma analysis and current cost and
market data.

Calculated the housing affordability gap, based on the difference between the values
established in Steps 1 and 2.

Estimate Affordable Rents and Sales Prices

First, ECONorthwest calculated the maximum amount that households at each income level
(very low, low, and moderate incomes) can afford to pay for housing. Above, these income
thresholds were defined as a range, with very low-income households earning less than 50%
AMI, low-income households earning between 51% and 80% of the AMI, and moderate-income
households earning between 81% and 120% of the AMI. To calculate affordable housing costs,
we have used a midpoint value in these ranges for the low and moderate incomes, defined as
70% and 90% of the AMI for renters, respectively. Homeowners were assumed to be moderate
income households with slightly higher incomes than renters and are defined as earning 110% of
the AMI.

To calculate affordable rental and sales prices for each income group, we used the following
assumptions:

Affordable housing costs: Affordable housing costs were defined as 30% of gross
monthly income for renters, and 35% of gross monthly income for homeowners.

Utilities: Utility allowances were calculated by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) for San Mateo County for 2023. Housing units were
assumed to be powered by natural gas, and both renters and owners were assumed to pay
heating, cooking, water heating, and other electric costs. Owners were also assumed to
pay water and trash collection.

Unit types: For this analysis, rental housing was assumed to include studios, one-, two-,
and three-bedroom units. Ownership housing was assumed to one-, two-, and three-
bedroom units. In addition, ownership housing was assumed to be condominiums, as
these types of units are typically significantly lower priced than single family homes in
the area. In general, the unit size for each household was assumed to be one less bedroom
than household bedrooms (for example, a three-person household would require a two-
bedroom unit).

Homeownership costs: For ownership housing, affordable home sales prices were
calculated based on what a household at 110% of the AMI could afford to pay on a
mortgage. These calculations assumed a 7% mortgage interest rate for a 30-year loan

3 HUD provides data at the county or metropolitan statistical area (MSA) level; San Mateo County is included in the
San Francisco MSA.
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(based on recent 2023 mortgage interest rates) after a 5% down payment on the home. In
addition, these calculations assumed a monthly $300 homeowner association fee, as well
as property taxes and homeowner insurance costs.

Affordable rents were calculated as affordable renter housing costs less utility allowances (full
calculations are located in the Appendix). Below, affordable rents are shown in Exhibit 8 by unit
size, defined by the number of household members.

Exhibit 8: Affordable Rent Prices, San Mateo County
Source: ECONorthwest, Department of Housing and Urban Development (2023), San Mateo County Department of Housing
(2023)

Affordable Rents Studio (1 Person 1 Bedroom (2 2 Bedroom (3 3 Bedroom (4-5
HH) Person HH) Person HH) Person HH)

Very Low Income $1,510 $1,721 $1,907 $2,162

(50% AMI)

Low Income $2,161 $2,464 $2,744 $3,128

(70% AMI)

Moderate Income $2,820 $3,237 $3,635 $4,184

(90% AMI)

Affordable home sales prices were calculated as affordable homeowner housing costs less utility
allowances, homeowner association fees, and property taxes and insurance. Below, affordable
home prices are shown in Exhibit 9 by unit size, defined by number of household members.

Exhibit 9: Affordable Home Sales Prices, San Mateo County
Source: ECONorthwest, Department of Housing and Urban Development (2023), San Mateo County Department of Housing
(2023)

Affordable Sales Price 1 Bedroom (1-2 Person 2 Bedroom (3 Person | 3 Bedroom (4-5 Person
HH) HH) HH)
Moderate Income $538,873 $653,157 $755,357
(110% AMI)

Full calculations for affordable housing costs are located in Exhibit 28 in the Appendix.

Estimate Housing Development Costs

Next, ECONorthwest calculated the cost per unit of developing housing in the Brisbane area for
both rental and ownership products. To do so, we used a pro forma analysis to analyze the cost of
building a rental multifamily apartment prototype and a for-sale condominium multifamily
prototype, each with 100 units. This pro forma analysis considered land acquisition costs, hard
costs, soft costs (including permitting fees, contingencies, and a condominium wrap insurance
policy), and developer fees. Below, prototype and cost assumptions are shown in Exhibit 10.
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Exhibit 10: Affordable Housing Pro Forma Development Assumptions and Cost Data
Source: ECONorthwest, CoStar

Rental Housing | For-Sale Housing
Land area (acres) 2.6 3.6
Gross building area 139,706 189,155
Residential area 74,500 97,500
Number of units 100 100
Parking type Structured Structured
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.79 0.74
Density (units per acre) 39 28
Average unit size 745 975
Land cost per square foot of land $100 $100
Land cost per residential square foot $149 $160
Hard cost per gross square foot $245 $244
Hard costs per residential square foot $459 $474
Soft costs as a share of hard costs 32% 32%
(includes developer fees and contingency)
Soft costs per residential square foot $148 $153
Total costs per gross square foot $404 $406
Total costs per residential square foot $757 $787

Cost Estimates by Unit Size

Next, we used the cost per square foot estimates calculated above in Exhibit 10 to determine
average cost per unit for different unit sizes. For both rental and ownership products, average
unit sizes were derived via market research of existing products in the Brisbane area and San
Mateo County.

Exhibit 11: Rental Housing Unit Sizes and Development Costs
Source: ECONorthwest, CoStar

Unit Type Estimated Cost per Net SF Unit Size (net SF) Development Costs
Studio $757 500 $378,369
1-Bedroom $757 700 $529,716
2-Bedroom $757 1,000 $756,737
3-Bedroom $757 1,200 $908,085

Exhibit 12 shows the average unit areas by unit size and the associated development costs for
for-sale units, based on the cost per square foot estimates calculated in Exhibit 10.

Exhibit 12: For Sale Housing Unit Sizes and Development Costs
Source: ECONorthwest, CoStar

Unit Type Estimated Cost per Net SF Unit Size (net SF) Development Costs
1-Bedroom $787 700 $550,892
2-Bedroom $787 1,000 $786,989
3-Bedroom $787 1,200 $944,387

Calculate the Housing Affordability Gap

Finally, we calculated the housing affordability gap, or the difference between affordable
revenues and the cost of developing units. This gap is determined as the fee amount that would
be necessary to make developing affordable housing feasible, assuming no other housing
subsidies.
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Exhibit 13 shows the affordability gap calculation for rental units. For rental units, the
affordability gap is defined as the difference between the per-unit cost of development
established in Exhibit 11 and the supportable debt per unit. The supportable debt is calculated
based on the net operating income per unit (annual income less vacancy expenses and operating
expenses) based on each income threshold’s affordable rent, calculated in Exhibit 8.4 The
supportable debt is then subtracted from each unit’s development costs to establish the
affordability gap for each unit type; finally, these values are averaged to calculate an average

affordability gap by affordability threshold.

Exhibit 13: Housing Affordability Gap for Rental Housing

Source: ECONorthwest, Department of Housing and Urban Development

Income Unit | Maximum Net | Available Support- Develop- | Affordability
Level and Size Monthly | Operating for Debt | able Debt® | ment Costs Gap
Unit Type (SF) Rent Income Service®

Very Low Income (50% AMI)

Studio 500 $1,510 $18,123 $10,149 | $125,938 $378,369 $252,431
1- 700 $1,721 $20,649 $11,563 | $143,491 $529,716 $386,225
Bedroom

2- 1,000 $1,907 $22,887 $12,817 | $159,043 $756,737 $597,694
Bedroom

3- 1,200 $2,162 $25,940 $14,526 | $180,255 $908,085 $727,830
Bedroom

Average Affordability Gap: $491,045
Low Income (70% AMI)

Studio 500 $2,161 $25,929 $14,520 | $180,182 $378,369 $198,186
1- 700 $2,464 $29,571 $16,560 | $205,491 $529,716 $324,225
Bedroom

2- 1,000 $2,744 $32,925 $18,438 | $228,798 $756,737 $527,939
Bedroom

3- 1,200 $3,128 $37,535 $21,019 | $260,830 $908,085 $647,255
Bedroom

Average Affordability Gap: $424,404
Moderate Income (90% AMI)

Studio 500 $2,820 $33,843 $18,952 | $235,177 $378,369 $143,192
1- 700 $3,237 $38,841 $21,751 | $269,909 $529,716 $259,808
Bedroom

2- 1,000 $3,635 $43,623 $24,429 | $303,139 $756,737 $453,598
Bedroom

3- 1,200 $4,184 $50,210 $28,117 | $348,909 $908,085 $559,176
Bedroom

Average Affordability Gap: $353,943

Exhibit 14 shows the affordability gap for for-sale units. For for-sale units, the affordability gap
is calculated as the difference between the per-unit cost of development (established in Exhibit

#Vacancy expense is assumed to be 5% of rents, and operating expenses are assumed to be 25% of rents.

5 Uses a debt service coverage ratio of 1.25.

¢ Assumes an interest rate of 7% for a 30-year loan.
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12) and the sale price affordable to moderate incomes (shown in Exhibit 9). As with rental
housing, the affordability gaps for each bedroom size were averaged to calculate an average
affordability gap for for-sale housing affordable at 110% of the AMI.

Exhibit 14: Housing Affordability Calculation for For-Sale Condominium Housing
Source: ECONorthwest, Department of Housing and Urban Development

Income Level and Unit Type | Unit Size (SF) | Affordable Sales Development | Affordability Gap
Price Costs

Moderate Income (110% AM

1-Bedroom 700 $538,873 $550,892 $12,019

2-Bedroom 1,000 $653,157 $786,989 $133,832

3-Bedroom 1,200 $755,357 $944,387 $189,030

Average Affordability Gap: $111,627
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Finally, we summarized these results and averaged the affordability gap across renter and owner
households, shown in Exhibit 15 below. As very low-income and low-income households are
unlikely to be able to purchase a home, the affordability gap for these income thresholds is equal

to the average gap for rental units.

Exhibit 15: Average Housing Affordability Gap by Income Group

Source: ECONorthwest

Income Level Rental Ownership Gap | Average Affordability Gap
Gap
Very Low Income (50% AMI) $491,045 N/A $491,045
Low Income (70% AMI) $424,402 N/A $424,402
Moderate Income (90%-110% AMI) $353,943 $111,627 $232,785
ECONorthwest 10
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Maximum Linkage Fees

Using the number of new households in each income category associated with each prototype
(calculated in Exhibit 7) and the affordability gaps calculated in Exhibit 15, we calculated the
total affordability gap for new worker households for each prototype. By dividing the total gap
by the area (in square feet) for each commercial prototype, we established the maximum linkage
fee per square foot, shown in Exhibit 16 below. It is important to note that these are not the
recommended fees for adoption; they are the maximum fees that Brisbane could charge to offset
the increased demand for affordable housing created by new commercial development in the
City.

The maximum fees are high, largely because of the extremely high cost of developing housing in
the San Francisco Bay Area and San Mateo County generally. In addition, the maximum fees
have increased since the 2015 nexus study, likely due to the increasing gap between housing
development costs, market rate housing costs, and wages (particularly for lower income workers)
over this time period.

Exhibit 16: Maximum Commercial Linkage Fees
Source: ECONorthwest

New Households Affordability Gap for All Size of | Maximum
Requiring Affordable | New Worker Households Prototype | Fee per SF
Housing (SF)

Hotel 58 $25,389,937 100,000 $254
Retail, Restaurants 91 $42,327,494 100,000 $423
and Personal
Services
Office and Medical 101 $40,548,404 100,000 $405
Office
Life Sciences, R&D 70 $24,292,838 | 100,000 $243
Warehouse 56 $23,141,625 | 100,000 $231
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Appendix

Exhibit 17: Definition of Industries for Hotel Prototype
Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022

NAICS Description Percent Total Workers in
Code Prototype
721 Accommodations 100.0%
Total: 100.0%

Exhibit 18: Definition of Industries for Retail, Restaurants and Services Prototype
Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022

65

NAICS Description Percent Total Workers in
Code Prototype
7225 Restaurants and other eating places 39.0%
4451 Grocery and convenience retailers 10.7%
4552 Warehouse clubs, supercenters, and other 5.1%
general merchandise retailers
8111 Automotive repair and maintenance 4.8%
4561 Health and personal care retailers 3.8%
4441 Building material and supplies dealers 3.7%
4411 Automobile dealers 3.6%
8121 Personal care services 2.7%
4551 Department stores 2.5%
8129 Other personal services 2.5%
4581 Clothing and clothing accessories retailers 2.3%
4591 Sporting goods, hobby, and musical instrument 2.1%
retailers
4492 Electronics and appliance retailers 1.7%
5321 Automotive equipment rental and leasing 1.6%
4491 Furniture and home furnishings retailers 1.6%
4599 Other miscellaneous retailers 1.3%
4237 Hardware, and plumbing and heating 1.2%
equipment and supplies merchant wholesalers
8123 Dry cleaning and laundry services 1.1%
4594 Office supplies, stationery, and gift retailers 0.9%
4413 Automotive parts, accessories, and tire retailers 0.8%
4452 Specialty food retailers 0.8%
4595 Used merchandise retailers 0.8%
4231 Motor vehicle and motor vehicle parts and 0.8%
supplies merchant wholesalers
8122 Death care services 0.8%
7224 Drinking places (alcoholic beverages) 0.7%
4453 Beer, wine, and liquor retailers 0.5%
4582 Shoe retailers 0.5%
4583 Jewelry, luggage, and leather goods retailers 0.4%
4233 Lumber and other construction materials 0.4%
merchant wholesalers
4592 Book retailers and news dealers 0.3%
8113 Commercial and industrial machinery and 0.2%
equipment (except automotive and electronic)
repair and maintenance
ECONorthwest 12
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8112 Electronic and precision equipment repair and 0.2%
maintenance

4442 Lawn and garden equipment and supplies 0.2%
retailers

8114 Personal and household goods repair and 0.2%
maintenance

4593 Florists 0.2%

4412 Other motor vehicle dealers 0.1%

7225 Restaurants and other eating places 0.0%

8122 Death care services 0.0%

4571 Gasoline stations 0.0%

5322 Consumer goods rental 0.0%

5323 General rental centers 0.0%

5324 Commercial and industrial machinery and 0.0%
equipment rental and leasing

5615 Travel arrangement and reservation services 0.0%

Total: 100.0%

Exhibit 19: Definition of Industries for Traditional Office and Medical Office Prototype
Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022

66

NAICS Description Percent Total Workers
Code in Prototype
5417 Scientific research and development services 19.1%
5415 Computer systems design and related services 10.1%
5132 Software publishers 8.5%
5613 Employment services 5.1%
5617 Services to buildings and dwellings 4.5%
5239 Other financial investment activities 3.9%
5511 Management of companies and enterprises 3.6%
5182 Computing infrastructure providers, data processing, web 3.6%
hosting, and related services
6214 Outpatient care centers 3.2%
5416 Management, scientific, and technical consulting services 2.9%
7223 Special food services 2.6%
5412 Accounting, tax preparation, bookkeeping, and payroll 2.5%
services
5222 Nondepository credit intermediation 2.4%
6215 Medical and diagnostic laboratories 2.1%
5616 Investigation and security services 2.1%
6211 Offices of physicians 2.0%
5413 Architectural, engineering, and related services 2.0%
6212 Offices of dentists 1.8%
5411 Legal services 1.8%
3345 Navigational, measuring, electromedical, and control 1.5%
instruments manufacturing
5313 Activities related to real estate 1.5%
5242 Agencies, brokerages, and other insurance related 1.4%
activities
5221 Depository credit intermediation 1.3%
5419 Other professional, scientific, and technical services 1.2%
ECONorthwest 13

22



5611 Office administrative services 1.1%
6213 Offices of other health practitioners 1.0%
3391 Medical equipment and supplies manufacturing 0.9%
5121 Motion picture and video industries 0.8%
5312 Offices of real estate agents and brokers 0.6%
5223 Activities related to credit intermediation 0.6%
5231 Securities and commodity contracts intermediation and 0.6%
brokerage
3353 Electrical equipment manufacturing 0.4%
5171 Wired and wireless telecommunications (except satellite) 0.4%
5418 Advertising, public relations, and related services 0.4%
5131 Newspaper, periodical, book, and directory publishers 0.4%
5619 Other support services 0.3%
5614 Business support services 0.3%
3344 Semiconductor and other electronic component 0.3%
manufacturing
5414 Specialized design services 0.3%
5241 Insurance carriers 0.2%
5611 Office administrative services 0.2%
5241 Insurance carriers 0.2%
5161 Radio and television broadcasting stations 0.1%
5259 Other investment pools and funds 0.1%
3342 Communications equipment manufacturing 0.1%
5331 Lessors of nonfinancial intangible assets (except 0.0%
copyrighted works)
6211 Offices of physicians 0.0%
5122 Sound recording industries 0.0%
5416 Management, scientific, and technical consulting services 0.0%
5413 Architectural, engineering, and related services 0.0%
Total: 100.0%

Exhibit 20: Definition of Industries for Life Sciences Prototype
Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022

NAICS Industry % Employees
Code

5417 NAICS 5417 Scientific research and development services 62.7%
5511 NAICS 5511 Management of companies and enterprises 11.9%
5416 NAICS 5416 Management, scientific, and technical consulting services 9.5%
6215 NAICS 6215 Medical and diagnostic laboratories 6.9%
3345 NAICS 3345 Navigational, measuring, electromedical, and control 5.0%

instruments manufacturing

5419 NAICS 5419 Other professional, scientific, and technical services 3.9%
Total: 100%

Exhibit 21: Definition of Industries for Warehouse Prototype
Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022
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NAICS Code Industry % Employees
4930 Warehousing and Storage 24%
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4885 Truck Transportation 29%
4840 Freight and Transportation Arrangements 47%
Total: 100%

Exhibit 22: Wages and Distribution of Occupations, Hotel Prototype

Source: ECONorthwest; Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022; California Employment
Development Department; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

68

SOC Occupational Title % of Total Average
Code Hotel Annual
Workers Wage
11-0000 | Management Occupations
11-9081 | Lodging Managers 2.50% $92,618
11-1021 | General and Operations Managers 1.98% $166,029
11-9051 | Food Service Managers 0.42% $74,812
11-2022 | Sales Managers 0.52% $188,903
11-3031 | Financial Managers 0.31% $202,480
11-9199 | Managers, All Other 0.21% $195,920
11-3121 | Human Resources Managers 0.10% $187,456
11-9141 | Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers 0.10% $87,619
11-2021 | Marketing Managers 0.10% $208,880
Weighted Average Annual Wage 6.25% $135,073
13-0000 | Business and Financial Operations Occupations 0.00%
13-1121 | Meeting, Convention, and Event Planners 0.42% $84,051
13-2011 | Accountants and Auditors 0.63% $112,447
13-1071 | Human Resources Specialists 0.42% $103,287
13-1199 | Business Operations Specialists, All Other 0.21% $101,412
13-1020 | Buyers and Purchasing Agents 0.10% $90,147
13-1161 | Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists 0.21% $116,548
Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.98% $102,637
15-0000 | Computer and Mathematical Occupations
15-1232 | Computer User Support Specialists 0.10% $78,794
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.10% $78,794
25-0000 | Education, Training, and Library Occupations
25-3021 | Self-Enrichment Teachers 0.10% $62,154
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.10% $62,154
27-0000 | Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Occupations
27-2022 | Coaches and Scouts 0.10% $65,840
27-3031 | Public Relations Specialists 0.10% $92,207
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.21% $79,024
31-0000 | Healthcare Support Occupations
31-9011 | Massage Therapists 0.31% $64,730
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.31%
33-0000 | Protective Service Occupations 0.00% $76,120
33-9032 | Security Guards 1.98% $47,017
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Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.98% $47,017
35-0000 | Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
35-1011 | Chefs and Head Cooks 0.73% $69,525
35-1012 | First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving 1.25% $57,630
Workers
35-2021 | Food Preparation Workers 0.63% $42,583
35-3011 | Bartenders 1.88% $43,847
35-3031 | Waiters and Waitresses 5.10% $40,380
35-9011 | Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender 2.08% $39,957
Helpers
35-9021 | Dishwashers 0.94% $39,368
35-2014 | Cooks, Restaurant 3.13% $44,409
35-3041 | Food Servers, Nonrestaurant 0.94% $47,984
35-9031 | Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop 0.83% $38,674
35-3023 | Fast Food and Counter Workers 0.83% $39,414
35-2012 | Cooks, Institution and Cafeteria 0.21% $51,210
35-2015 | Cooks, Short Order 0.10% $41,048
35-9099 | Food Preparation and Serving Related Workers, All Other 0.21% $40,878
35-2019 | Cooks, All Other 0.10% $44,546
Weighted Average Annual Wage 18.96% $44,031
37-0000 | Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance
Occupations
37-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Housekeeping and Janitorial 2.19% $64,872
Workers
37-2012 | Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 23.65% $47,256
37-3011 | Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers 1.04% $51,682
37-2011 | Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping 2.40% $44,898
Cleaners
37-1012 First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers
Weighted Average Annual Wage 29.38% $48,624
39-0000 | Personal Care and Service Occupations
39-1022 | First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers 0.10% $55,446
39-3091 | Amusement and Recreation Attendants 0.73% $38,406
39-5092 | Manicurists and Pedicurists 0.10% $40,101
39-5094 | Skincare Specialists 0.10% $50,112
39-6011 | Baggage Porters and Bellhops 0.73% $42,306
39-6012 | Concierges 0.42% $47,678
39-9032 | Recreation Workers 0.63% $42,387
39-9041 | Residential Advisors 0.10% $49,351
39-3011 | Gambling Dealers 1.98% $44,851
39-1013 | First-Line Supervisors of Gambling Services Workers 0.52% $71,963
39-9099 | Personal Care and Service Workers, All Other 0.10% $41,072
39-3093 | Locker Room, Coatroom, and Dressing Room Attendants 0.10% $45,255
39-3031 | Ushers, Lobby Attendants, and Ticket Takers 0.10% $41,187
39-7010 | Tour and Travel Guides 0.10% $47,832
Weighted Average Annual Wage 5.83% $46,292
41-0000 | Sales and Related Occupations
41-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers 0.10% $57,904
41-1012 | First-Line Supervisors of Non-Retail Sales Workers 0.10% $105,977
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41-2011 | Cashiers 0.63% $38,957
41-2021 | Counter and Rental Clerks 0.10% $44,954
41-2031 | Retail Salespersons 0.31% $43,043
41-3091 | Sales Representatives of Services, Except Advertising, Insurance, Financial Services, and
Travel
Weighted Average Annual Wage 2.50% $77,235
43-0000 | Office and Administrative Support Occupations
43-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support 2.40% $83,476
Workers
43-3051 | Payroll and Timekeeping Clerks 0.10% $70,817
43-4051 | Customer Service Representatives 0.31% $53,875
43-4171 | Receptionists and Information Clerks 0.31% $46,410
43-4181 | Reservation and Transportation Ticket Agents and Travel 0.31% $50,737
Clerks
43-6011 | Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative 0.10% $94,596
Assistants
43-4081 | Hotel, Motel, and Resort Desk Clerks 15.63% $42,405
43-3031 | Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks 1.35% $61,925
43-9061 | Office Clerks, General 0.73% $51,810
43-6014 | Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
43-2011 | Switchboard Operators, Including Answering Service 0.10% $54,000
43-5071 | Shipping, Receiving, and Inventory Clerks 0.10% $49,292
43-5032 | Dispatchers, Except Police, Fire, and Ambulance 0.10% $46,736
Weighted Average Annual Wage 21.98% $49,570
45-0000 | Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations
45-2093 | Farmworkers, Farm, Ranch, and Aquacultural Animals 0.10% $45,335
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.10% $45,335
47-0000 | Construction and Extraction Occupations
47-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Construction Trades and Extraction 0.00% $108,978
Workers
47-2031 | Carpenters 0.10% $81,183
47-2141 | Painters, Construction and Maintenance 0.10% $65,145
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.21% $73,164
49-0000 | Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
49-9071 | Maintenance and Repair Workers, General 6.56% $61,607
49-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and 0.63% $94,340
Repairers
49-9091 | Coin, Vending, and Amusement Machine Servicers and 0.10%
Repairers
49-9021 | Heating, Air Conditioning, and Refrigeration Mechanics and 0.10% $76,939
Installers
Weighted Average Annual Wage 7.40% $63,721
51-0000 | Production Occupations
51-3011 | Bakers 0.10% $43,019
51-6011 | Laundry and Dry-Cleaning Workers 1.98% $43,923
51-8021 | Stationary Engineers and Boiler Operators 0.10% $107,182
Weighted Average Annual Wage 2.19% $46,892
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53-0000 | Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

53-6021 | Parking Attendants 0.31% $41,730

53-7062 | Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand 0.10% $46,694

53-7065 | Stockers and Order Fillers 0.10% $44,304
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.52% $43,238
Total 100% $56,123

Exhibit 23: Wages and Distribution of Occupations, Office Prototype

Source: ECONorthwest; Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022; California Employment
Development Department; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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SOC Code Occupational Title % of Total Average
Office/ R&D/ Annual
Medical Office Wage
Workers
11-0000 Management Occupations $182,794
11-1011 | Chief Executives 0.35% $277,159
11-1021 | General and Operations Managers 4.04% $166,029
11-2021 | Marketing Managers 0.65% $208,880
11-2022 | Sales Managers 0.53% $188,903
11-3021 | Computer and Information Systems Managers 1.24% $222,368
11-3031 | Financial Managers 1.11% $202,480
11-9041 | Architectural and Engineering Managers 1.26% $211,825
11-9199 | Managers, All Other 1.37% $195,920
Weighted Average Annual Wage 10.55% $193,345
13-0000 Business and Financial Operations Occupations

13-1071 | Human Resources Specialists 1.41% $103,287
13-1111 | Management Analysts 0.94% $133,161
13-1151 | Training and Development Specialists 0.40% $93,874
13-1161 | Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists 1.04% $116,548
13-2011 | Accountants and Auditors 1.42% $112,447
13-2052 | Personal Financial Advisors 0.07% $171,889
13-2072 | Loan Officers 1.30% $105,910
13-1199 | Business Operations Specialists, All Other 1.87% $101,412
13-2051 | Financial and Investment Analysts 0.45% $129,565
Weighted Average Annual Wage 8.90% $110,894

15-0000 Computer and Mathematical Occupations
15-1211 | Computer Systems Analysts 1.11% $138,386
15-1231 | Computer Network Support Specialists 0.14% $90,574
15-1232 | Computer User Support Specialists 0.76% $78,794
15-1241 | Computer Network Architects 0.42% $161,662
15-1244 | Network and Computer Systems Administrators 0.67% $121,277
15-1251 | Computer Programmers 0.82% $132,360
15-1252 | Software Developers 3.80% $168,107
Weighted Average Annual Wage 7.72% $145,419

17-0000 Architecture and Engineering Occupations
17-2011 | Aerospace Engineers 0.43% $156,296
17-2051 | Civil Engineers 1.40% $118,596
17-2061 | Computer Hardware Engineers 1.04% $194,282
17-2071 | Electrical Engineers 1.07% $141,791
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17-2112 | Industrial Engineers 0.73% $126,365
17-2141 | Mechanical Engineers 1.62% $141,095
17-3011 | Architectural and Civil Drafters 0.58% $78,006
17-2072 | Electronics Engineers, Except Computer 0.64% $146,927
17-2199 | Engineers, All Other 0.98% $134,380
17-3023 | Electrical and Electronic Engineering Technologists and 0.47% $76,889
Technicians
17-1011 | Architects, Except Landscape and Naval 0.71% $117,966
17-3029 | Engineering Technologists and Technicians, Except 0.56% $62,920
Drafters, All Other
Weighted Average Annual Wage 10.23% $130,355
19-0000 Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations
19-1021 | Biochemists and Biophysicists 1.56% $134,996
19-2031 | Chemists 1.15% $103,360
19-4021 | Biological Technicians 1.99% $67,556
19-4031 | Chemical Technicians 0.56% $62,206
19-4061 | Social Science Research Assistants 0.59% $69,781
19-1042 | Medical Scientists, Except Epidemiologists 3.17% $141,834
19-2041 | Environmental Scientists and Specialists, Including 0.32% $114,614
Health
19-4099 | Life, Physical, and Social Science Technicians, All Other 0.79% $79,138
19-4031 | Chemical Technicians 0.56% $62,206
Weighted Average Annual Wage 10.70% $105,082
21-0000 Community and Social Service Occupations
21-1015 | Rehabilitation Counselors 0.04% $53,066
21-1022 | Healthcare Social Workers 0.17% $99,733
21-1023 | Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers 0.28% $89,862
21-1093 | Social and Human Service Assistants 0.34% $54,941
21-1094 | Community Health Workers 0.07% $69,917
21-1014 | Substance Abuse, Behavioral Disorder, and Mental 0.00% $46,438
Health Counselors
21-1021 | Child, Family, and School Social Workers 0.09% $76,758
21-1091 | Health Education Specialists 0.11% $81,091
21-1099 | Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other 0.02% $68,674
21-1012 | Educational, Guidance, and Career Counselors and 0.07% $83,853
Advisors
Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.19% $76,297
23-0000 Legal Occupations
23-1011 | Lawyers 0.41% $204,129
23-2011 | Paralegals and Legal Assistants 0.11% $80,967
23-2093 | Title Examiners, Abstractors, and Searchers 0.03% $57,821
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.54% $168,553
25-0000 Education, Training, and Library Occupations
25-3031 | Substitute Teachers, Short-Term 0.06% $52,298
25-9045 | Teaching Assistants, Except Postsecondary 0.02% $44,253
25-3099 | Teachers and Instructors, All Other 0.08% $76,580
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.16% $62,889
27-0000 Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Occupations
27-1011 | Art Directors 0.04% $167,299
27-2012 | Producers and Directors 0.38% $126,943
27-3031 | Public Relations Specialists 0.33% $92,207
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27-3042 | Technical Writers 0.29% $124,172
27-3043 | Writers and Authors 0.08% $123,505
27-1014 | Special Effects Artists and Animators 0.05% $126,178
27-3023 | News Analysts, Reporters, and Journalists 0.08% $67,877
27-4011 | Audio and Video Technicians 0.05% $66,932
Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.29% $112,585
29-0000 Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
29-1071 | Physician Assistants 0.15% $179,462
29-1141 | Registered Nurses 2.17% $158,923
29-1171 | Nurse Practitioners 0.32% $191,702
29-1292 | Dental Hygienists 0.04% $123,178
29-2061 | Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses 0.47% $78,178
29-1229 | Physicians, All Other 0.14% $253,210
29-1249 | Surgeons, All Other 0.01% | $534,921
29-1215 | Family Medicine Physicians 0.07% $291,993
29-1021 | Dentists, General 0.03% $185,805
29-9021 | Health Information Technologists and Medical 0.07% $104,205
Registrars
Weighted Average Annual Wage 3.46% $156,680
31-0000 Healthcare Support Occupations
31-1131 | Nursing Assistants 0.31% $54,433
31-9091 | Dental Assistants 0.09% $58,907
31-9092 | Medical Assistants 0.97% $57,695
31-1120 | Home Health and Personal Care Aides 0.33% $38,035
Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.71% $53,317
33-0000 Protective Service Occupations
33-9032 | Security Guards 4.87% $47,017
33-1099 | First-Line Supervisors of Protective Service Workers, All 0.02% $98,506
Other
Weighted Average Annual Wage 4.89% $47,222
35-0000 Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
35-1012 | First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving 0.03% $57,630
Workers
35-2021 | Food Preparation Workers 0.03% $42,583
35-3011 | Bartenders 0.02% $43,847
35-3031 | Waiters and Waitresses 0.07% $40,380
35-9011 | Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender 0.02% $39,957
Helpers
35-9021 | Dishwashers 0.03% $39,368
35-3023 | Fast Food and Counter Workers 0.10% $39,414
35-2012 | Cooks, Institution and Cafeteria 0.03% $51,210
35-3041 | Food Servers, Nonrestaurant 0.02% $47,984
35-2014 | Cooks, Restaurant 0.03% $44,409
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.38% $43,040
37-0000 Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance
Occupations
37-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Housekeeping and Janitorial 0.41% $64,872
Workers
37-2012 | Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 0.74% $47,256
37-2021 | Pest Control Workers 0.55% $52,211
37-3011 | Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers 3.63% $51,682
ECONorthwest 20

29



74

37-2011 | Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping 5.95% $44,898
Cleaners
37-1012 | First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, 0.52% $72,931
and Groundskeeping Workers
Weighted Average Annual Wage 11.79% $49,407
39-0000 Personal Care and Service Occupations
39-1022 | First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers 0.02% $55,446
39-9011 | Childcare Workers 0.04% $42,532
39-9032 | Recreation Workers 0.02% $42,387
39-3031 | Ushers, Lobby Attendants, and Ticket Takers 0.21% $41,187
39-2021 | Animal Caretakers 0.28% $43,479
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.56% $42,980
41-0000 Sales and Related Occupations
41-1012 | First-Line Supervisors of Non-Retail Sales Workers 0.11% $105,977
41-2031 | Retail Salespersons 0.34% $43,043
41-3021 | Insurance Sales Agents 1.26% $103,787
41-9041 | Telemarketers 0.03% $42,521
41-3091 | Sales Representatives of Services, Except Advertising, 1.10% $106,827
Insurance, Financial Services, and Travel
41-3031 | Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales 0.34% $119,701
Agents
41-4011 | Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, 0.55% $128,326
Technical and Scientific Products
41-4012 | Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, 0.29% $103,787
Except Technical and Scientific Products
Weighted Average Annual Wage 4.03% $103,801
43-0000 Office and Administrative Support Occupations
43-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative 1.26% $83,476
Support Workers
43-3021 | Billing and Posting Clerks 0.36% $57,611
43-3071 | Tellers 0.06% $45,514
43-4051 | Customer Service Representatives 2.65% $53,875
43-4171 | Receptionists and Information Clerks 1.06% $46,410
43-6011 | Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative 0.88% $94,596
Assistants
43-9061 | Office Clerks, General 2.40% $51,810
43-6014 | Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, 2.09% $60,598
Medical, and Executive
43-3031 | Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks 1.26% $61,925
43-6013 | Medical Secretaries and Administrative Assistants 0.71% $54,517
Weighted Average Annual Wage 12.71% $60,615
45-0000 Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations
45-2092 | Farmworkers and Laborers, Crop, Nursery, and 0.15% $44,294
Greenhouse
45-2011 | Agricultural Inspectors 0.00% $62,685
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.15% $44,738
47-0000 Construction and Extraction Occupations
47-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Construction Trades and 0.07% $108,978
Extraction Workers
47-2031 | Carpenters 0.10% $81,183
47-2073 | Operating Engineers and Other Construction Equipment 0.04% $95,692
Operators
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47-2111 | Electricians 0.18% $106,733
47-4011 | Construction and Building Inspectors 0.32% $115,036
47-2152 | Plumbers, Pipefitters, and Steamfitters 0.07% $95,014
47-2141 | Painters, Construction and Maintenance 0.02% $65,145
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.79% $104,749
49-0000 Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
49-9071 | Maintenance and Repair Workers, General 0.65% $61,607
49-2022 | Telecommunications Equipment Installers and 0.02% $79,044
Repairers, Except Line Installers
49-9099 | Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Workers, All Other 0.16% $55,778
49-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and 0.16% $94,340
Repairers
49-2098 | Security and Fire Alarm Systems Installers 0.35% $69,823
Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.34% $67,234
51-0000 Production Occupations
51-4041 | Machinists 0.15% $70,003
51-9111 | Packaging and Filling Machine Operators and Tenders 0.19% $50,133
51-9198 | Helpers—-Production Workers 0.17% $40,567
51-2090 | Miscellaneous Assemblers and Fabricators 1.11% $45,163
51-9199 | Production Workers, All Other 0.46% $50,746
51-9061 | Inspectors, Testers, Sorters, Samplers, and Weighers 0.68% $59,129
51-2028 | Electrical, Electronic, and Electromechanical 0.19% $50,690
Assemblers, Except Coil Winders, Tapers, and Finishers
Weighted Average Annual Wage 2.95% $50,917
53-0000 Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
53-3032 | Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers 0.16% $66,311
53-7051 | Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators 0.35% $53,668
53-7062 | Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand 2.75% $46,694
53-7064 | Packers and Packagers, Hand 0.58% $42,018
53-3033 | Light Truck Drivers 0.10% $53,090
Weighted Average Annual Wage 3.94% $47,584
Total 100.00% $101,396

Exhibit 24: Wages and Distribution of Occupations, Retail Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest; Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022; California Employment
Development Department; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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SOC Code Occupational Title % of Total Mean
Retail Annual
Workers Wage
11-0000 Management Occupations

11-1021 | General and Operations Managers 2.31% $166,029
11-2022 | Sales Managers 0.01% $188,903
11-9051 | Food Service Managers 2.45% $74,812
Weighted Average Annual Wage 4.77% $119,155

13-0000 Business and Financial Operations Occupations
13-1051 | Cost Estimators 0.15% $105,456
13-1071 | Human Resources Specialists 0.01% $103,287
13-1151 | Training and Development Specialists 0.29% $93,874
13-1161 | Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists 0.15% $116,548
13-2011 | Accountants and Auditors 0.02% $112,447
13-1199 | Business Operations Specialists, all other 0.01% $101,412
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13-1020 | Buyers and Purchasing Agents 0.01% $90,147
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.64% $102,764
33-0000 Protective Service Occupations
33-9032 | Security Guards 0.14% $47,017
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.14% $47,017
35-0000 Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
35-2021 | Food Preparation Workers 6.06% $42,583
35-3031 | Waiters and Waitresses 23.67% $40,380
35-9011 | Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender 3.18% $39,957
Helpers
35-9021 | Dishwashers 4.47% $39,368
35-2014 | Cooks, Restaurant 15.88% $44,409
35-1012 | First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving 12.41% $57,630
Workers
35-2011 | Cooks, Fast Food 11.26% $37,617
Weighted Average Annual Wage 76.93% $43,688
37-0000 Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance
Occupations
37-2011 | Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping 0.48% $44,898
Cleaners
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.48% $44,898
41-0000 Sales and Related Occupations
41-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers 0.16% $57,904
41-2011 | Cashiers 5.42% $38,957
41-2031 | Retail Salespersons 0.16% $43,043
Weighted Average Annual Wage 5.74% $39,606
43-0000 Office and Administrative Support Occupations
43-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative 0.05% $83,476
Support Workers
43-4051 | Customer Service Representatives 0.27% $53,875
43-4051 | Office Clerks, General 0.27% $51,810
43-3031 | Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks 0.46% $61,925
43-5071 | Shipping, Receiving, and Inventory Clerks 0.01% $49,292
Weighted Average Annual Wage 1.05% $58,284
47-0000 Construction and Extraction Occupations 0.00%
47-2121 | Glaziers 0.01% $75,843
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.01% $75,843
49-0000 Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
49-3021 | Automotive Body and Related Repairers 0.97% $66,830
49-3023 | Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics 2.11% $65,028
49-3031 | Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists 0.22% $78,130
49-3093 | Tire Repairers and Changers 0.07% $46,971
49-9071 | Maintenance and Repair Workers, General 0.32% $61,607
49-1011 | First Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and 0.41% $94,340
Repairers
Weighted Average Annual Wage 4.10% $68,472
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51-0000 Production Occupations
51-1011 | First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating 0.01% $87,146
Workers
51-3011 | Bakers 0.58% $43,019
Weighted Average Annual Wage 0.59% $43,682
53-0000 Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
53-3031 | Driver/Sales Workers 3.61% $44,082
53-6031 | Automotive and Watercraft Service Attendants 0.33% $41,060
53-7061 | Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment 1.38% $42,762
53-7062 | Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand 0.03% $46,694
53-3033 | Light Truck Drivers 0.19% $53,090
53-7065 | Stockers and Order Fillers 0.01% $44,304
Weighted Average Annual Wage 5.55% $43,889
Total 100% $48,624

Exhibit 25: Wages and Distribution of Occupations, Life Sciences Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest; Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022; California Employment
Development Department; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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SOoC Occupation Title % of Average
Code Occupations Annual
in Prototype Wage
11-0000 | Management Occupations
11-1011 | Chief executives 0.41% $277,159
11-1021 | General and operations managers 3.86% $166,029
11-2011 | Advertising and promotions managers 0.02% $163,810
11-2021 | Marketing managers 0.91% $208,880
11-2022 | Sales managers 0.63% $188,903
11-2032 | Public relations managers 0.18% $163,304
11-3012 | Administrative services managers 0.41% $138,888
11-3013 | Facilities managers 0.17% $125,276
11-3021 | Computer and information systems managers 1.56% $222,368
11-3031 | Financial managers 1.22% $202,480
11-3051 | Industrial production managers 0.49% $172,009
11-3061 | Purchasing managers 0.30% $169,427
11-3071 | Transportation, storage, and distribution managers 0.16% $132,716
11-3111 | Compensation and benefits managers 0.02% $173,115
11-3121 | Human resources managers 0.45% $187,456
11-3131 | Training and development managers 0.10% $177,916
11-9021 | Construction managers 0.04% $148,728
11-9039 | Education administrators, all other 0.06% $112,717
11-9041 | Architectural and engineering managers 1.09% $211,825
11-9051 | Food service managers 0.04% $74,812
119111 | Medical and health services managers 0.69% $156,628
11-9121 | Natural sciences managers 2.34% $228,899
11-9141 | Property, real estate, and community association managers 0.06% $87,619
11-9151 | Social and community service managers 0.02% $92,720
11-9199 | Managers, all other 1.55% $195,920
Weighted Average Annual Wage 16.80% $192,531
13-0000 | Business and Financial Operations Occupations
13-1020 | Buyers and purchasing agents 0.83% $90,147
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13-1031 | Claims adjusters, examiners, and investigators 0.01% $82,394
13-1041 | Compliance officers 0.74% $106,770
13-1051 | Cost estimators 0.04% $105,456
13-1071 | Human resources specialists 1.14% $103,287
13-1075 | Labor relations specialists 0.01% $92,431
13-1081 | Logisticians 0.50% $95,519
13-1082 | Project management specialists 2.02% $135,030
13-1111 | Management analysts 2.03% $133,161
13-1121 | Meeting, convention, and event planners 0.10% $84,051
13-1131 | Fundraisers 0.08% $86,009
13-1141 | Compensation, benefits, and job analysis specialists 0.16% $99,764
13-1151 | Training and development specialists 0.50% $93,874
13-1161 | Market research analysts and marketing specialists 1.59% $116,548
13-1199 | Business operations specialists, all other 2.19% $101,412
13-2011 | Accountants and auditors 1.68% $112,447
13-2020 | Property appraisers and assessors 0.01% $95,564
13-2031 | Budget analysts 0.10% $99,593
13-2041 | Credit analysts 0.04% $115,534
13-2051 | Financial and investment analysts 0.57% $129,565
13-2052 | Personal financial advisors 0.05% $171,889
13-2053 | Insurance underwriters 0.01% $108,297
13-2054 | Financial risk specialists 0.05% $147,887
13-2061 | Financial examiners 0.02% $140,729
13-2072 | Loan officers 0.08% $105,910
13-2082 | Tax preparers 0.02% $71,571
13-2099 | Financial specialists, all other 0.15% $114,300
14.71% $114,075
15-0000 | Computer and Mathematical Occupations
15-1211 | Computer systems analysts 1.31% $138,386
15-1212 | Information security analysts 0.67% $157,170
15-1221 | Computer and information research scientists 0.45% $225,366
15-1231 | Computer network support specialists 0.17% $90,574
15-1232 | Computer user support specialists 0.75% $78,794
15-1241 | Computer network architects 0.46% $161,662
15-1242 | Database administrators 0.20% $128,950
15-1243 | Database architects 0.11% $176,025
15-1244 | Network and computer systems administrators 0.76% $121,277
15-1251 | Computer programmers 0.93% $132,360
15-1252 | Software developers 4.30% $168,107
15-1253 | Software quality assurance analysts and testers 0.46% $133,592
15-1254 | Web developers 0.13% $121,411
15-1255 | Web and digital interface designers 0.11% $137,501
15-1299 | Computer occupations, all other 0.67% $140,999
15-2011 | Actuaries 0.02% $129,942
15-2031 | Operations research analysts 0.45% $114,989
15-2041 | Statisticians 0.48% $133,195
15-2051 | Data scientists 0.59% $162,582
15-2099 | Mathematical science occupations, all other 0.06% $75,278
13.08% $147,248
17-0000 | Architecture and Engineering Occupations
17-1021 | Cartographers and photogrammetrists 0.01% $112,523
17-2011 | Aerospace engineers 0.47% $156,296
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17-2031 | Bioengineers and biomedical engineers 0.41% $127,159
17-2041 | Chemical engineers 0.26% $107,978
17-2051 | Civil engineers 0.11% $118,596
17-2061 | Computer hardware engineers 1.15% $194,282
17-2071 | Electrical engineers 1.01% $141,791
17-2072 | Electronics engineers, except computer 0.70% $146,927
17-2081 | Environmental engineers 0.11% $132,078
17-2111 | Health and safety engineers, except mining safety 0.08% $122,841
engineers and inspectors
17-2112 | Industrial engineers 0.86% $126,365
17-2131 | Materials engineers 0.14% $114,170
17-2141 | Mechanical engineers 1.37% $141,095
17-2171 | Petroleum engineers 0.10% $145,844
17-2199 | Engineers, all other 0.99% $134,380
17-3011 | Architectural and civil drafters 0.01% $78,006
17-3012 | Electrical and electronics drafters 0.01% $92,488
17-3013 | Mechanical drafters 0.08% $84,961
17-3023 | Electrical and electronic engineering technologists and 0.49% $76,889
technicians
17-3025 | Environmental engineering technologists and technicians 0.02% $77,875
17-3026 | Industrial engineering technologists and technicians 0.18% $76,133
17-3027 | Mechanical engineering technologists and technicians 0.35% $74,843
17-3028 | Calibration technologists and technicians 0.07% $80,984
17-3029 | Engineering technologists and technicians, except drafters, 0.50% $62,920
all other
17-3031 | Surveying and mapping technicians 0.01% $76,885
9.50% $131,988
19-0000 | Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations
19-1012 | Food scientists and technologists 0.08% $113,158
19-1013 | Soil and plant scientists 0.28% $96,381
19-1021 | Biochemists and biophysicists 1.70% $134,996
19-1022 | Microbiologists 0.47% $117,210
19-1023 | Zoologists and wildlife biologists 0.07% $95,482
19-1029 | Biological scientists, all other 1.16% $110,508
19-1041 | Epidemiologists 0.06% $113,332
19-1042 | Medical scientists, except epidemiologists 3.58% $141,834
19-1099 | Life scientists, all other 0.13% $139,487
19-2012 | Physicists 0.78% $189,198
19-2021 | Atmospheric and space scientists 0.13% $124,440
19-2031 | Chemists 1.21% $103,360
19-2032 | Materials scientists 0.14% $117,042
19-2041 | Environmental scientists and specialists, including health 0.38% $114,614
19-2042 | Geoscientists, except hydrologists and geographers 0.11% $117,928
19-2043 | Hydrologists 0.01% $119,541
19-2099 | Physical scientists, all other 0.20% $124,639
19-3011 | Economists 0.15% $167,644
19-3022 | Survey researchers 0.15% $84,626
19-3033 | Clinical and counseling psychologists 0.13% $128,973
19-3039 | Psychologists, all other 0.06% $128,140
19-3041 | Sociologists 0.13% $113,637
19-3051 | Urban and regional planners 0.01% $122,798
19-3091 | Anthropologists and archeologists 0.20% $81,182
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19-3093 | Historians 0.06% $92,037
19-3099 | Social scientists and related workers, all other 0.33% $85,554
19-4021 | Biological technicians 2.18% $67,556
19-4031 | Chemical technicians 0.55% $62,206
19-4042 | Environmental science and protection technicians, 0.11% $72,488
including health
19-4061 | Social science research assistants 0.65% $69,781
19-4092 | Forensic science technicians 0.01% $94,678
19-4099 | Life, physical, and social science technicians, all other 0.81% $79,138
19-5011 | Occupational health and safety specialists 0.23% $112,559
19-5012 | Occupational health and safety technicians 0.02% $65,387
16.30% $112,570
21-0000 | Community and Social Service Occupations
21-1012 | Educational, guidance, and career counselors and advisors 0.06% $83,853
21-1018 | Substance abuse, behavioral disorder, and mental health 0.09% $62,877
counselors
21-1021 | Child, family, and school social workers 0.01% $76,758
21-1022 | Healthcare social workers 0.02% $99,733
21-1091 | Health education specialists 0.08% $81,091
21-1093 | Social and human service assistants 0.09% $54,941
21-1099 | Community and social service specialists, all other 0.01% $68,674
0.37% $71,344
23-0000 | Legal Occupations
23-1011 | Lawyers 0.46% $204,129
23-2011 | Paralegals and legal assistants 0.11% $80,967
0.57% $180,141
25-0000 | Education, Training, and Library Occupations
25-3099 | Teachers and instructors, all other 0.06% $76,580
25-9031 | Instructional coordinators 0.09% $81,283
0.09% $81,283
27-0000 | Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Occupations
27-1011 | Artdirectors 0.03% $167,299
27-1021 | Commercial and industrial designers 0.02% $116,693
27-1022 | Fashion designers 0.02% $102,028
27-1024 | Graphic designers 0.20% $91,091
27-1025 | Interior designers 0.01% $86,378
27-1026 | Merchandise displayers and window trimmers 0.03% $50,208
27-2012 | Producers and directors 0.02% $126,943
27-3031 | Public relations specialists 0.39% $92,207
27-3041 | Editors 0.15% $90,019
27-3042 | Technical writers 0.32% $124,172
27-3043 | Writers and authors 0.10% $123,505
27-3091 | Interpreters and translators 0.11% $92,113
27-4011 | Audio and video technicians 0.01% $66,932
27-4021 | Photographers 0.10% $76,893
27-4031 | Camera operators, television, video, and film 0.00% $73,440
27-4032 | Film and video editors 0.00% $94,098
27-4099 | Media and communication equipment workers, all other 0.00% $68,000
1.53% $100,752
29-0000 | Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
29-1051 | Pharmacists 0.02% $168,824
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29-1071 | Physician assistants 0.01% $179,462
29-1123 | Physical therapists 0.01% $123,442
29-1124 | Radiation therapists 0.01% $165,024
29-1131 | Veterinarians 0.37% $148,014
29-1141 | Registered nurses 0.42% $158,923
29-1171 | Nurse practitioners 0.07% $191,702
29-1229 | Physicians, all other 0.09% $253,210
29-2010 | Clinical laboratory technologists and technicians 2.26% $77,952
29-2031 | Cardiovascular technologists and technicians 0.01% $92,109
29-2032 | Diagnostic medical sonographers 0.20% $135,057
29-2033 | Nuclear medicine technologists 0.02% $151,491
29-2034 | Radiologic technologists and technicians 0.38% $122,571
29-2035 | Magnetic resonance imaging technologists 0.17% $129,264
29-2042 | Emergency medical technicians 0.01% $82,351
29-2043 | Paramedics 0.01% $72,921
29-2052 | Pharmacy technicians 0.02% $59,969
29-2056 | Veterinary technologists and technicians 0.64% $56,960
29-2061 | Licensed practical and licensed vocational nurses 0.03% $78,178
29-2072 | Medical records specialists 0.19% $68,810
29-2099 | Health technologists and technicians, all other 0.11% $72,937
29-9021 | Health information technologists and medical registrars 0.08% $104,205
29-9092 | Genetic counselors 0.01% $137,160
29-9099 | Healthcare practitioners and technical workers, all other 0.09% $86,836
5.24% $100,112
31-0000 | Healthcare Support Occupations
31-1120 | Home health and personal care aides 0.04% $38,035
31-1131 | Nursing assistants 0.02% $54,433
31-9092 | Medical assistants 0.15% $57,695
31-9093 | Medical equipment preparers 0.01% $71,638
319094 | Medical transcriptionists 0.05% $55,759
31-9096 | Veterinary assistants and laboratory animal caretakers 0.60% $44,755
31-9097 | Phlebotomists 1.18% $57,985
31-9099 | Healthcare support workers, all other 0.10% $58,895
2.15% $53,969
33-0000 | Protective Service Occupations
33-9021 | Private detectives and investigators 0.01% $82,094
33-9032 | Security guards 0.21% $47,017
33-9099 | Protective service workers, all other 0.01% $60,847
0.23% $49,470
35-0000 | Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
35-1012 | First-line supervisors of food preparation and serving 0.02% $57,630
workers
35-2014 | Cooks, restaurant 0.01% $44,409
35-3023 | Fast food and counter workers 0.02% $39,414
35-3031 | Waiters and waitresses 0.01% $40,380
0.07% $46,480
37-0000 | Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance
Occupations
37-2011 | Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping 0.22% $44,898
cleaners
37-2012 | Maids and housekeeping cleaners 0.01% $47,256
37-3011 | Landscaping and groundskeeping workers 0.03% $51,682
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0.41% $45,978
39-0000 | Personal Care and Service Occupations
39-1022 | First-line supervisors of personal service workers 0.00% $55,446
39-2021 | Animal caretakers 0.31% $43,479
0.32% $43,632
41-0000 | Sales and Related Occupations
41-1011 | First-line supervisors of retail sales workers 0.03% $57,904
41-1012 | First-line supervisors of non-retail sales workers 0.09% $105,977
41-2011 | Cashiers 0.03% $38,957
41-2021 | Counter and rental clerks 0.01% $44,954
41-2031 | Retail salespersons 0.06% $43,043
41-3011 | Advertising sales agents 0.02% $87,298
41-3021 | Insurance sales agents 0.03% $103,787
41-3031 | Securities, commodities, and financial services sales 0.08% $119,701
agents
41-3091 | Sales representatives of services, except advertising, 1.06% $106,827
insurance, financial services, and travel
41-4011 | Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacturing, 0.72% $128,326
technical and scientific products
41-4012 | Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacturing, 0.44% $89,460
except technical and scientific products
41-9011 | Demonstrators and product promoters 0.02% $48,881
41-9022 | Real estate sales agents 0.01% $72,777
41-9031 | Sales engineers 0.11% $159,629
41-9041 | Telemarketers 0.06% $42,521
41-9099 | Sales and related workers, all other 0.04% $78,750
2.80% $106,815
43-0000 | Office and Administrative Support Occupations
43-1011 | First-line supervisors of office and administrative support 0.93% $83,476
workers
43-2011 | Switchboard operators, including answering service 0.01% $54,000
43-3011 | Bill and account collectors 0.10% $58,962
43-3021 | Billing and posting clerks 0.37% $57,611
43-3031 | Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks 1.13% $61,925
43-3051 | Payroll and timekeeping clerks 0.09% $70,817
43-3061 | Procurement clerks 0.03% $58,701
43-3071 | Tellers 0.01% $45,514
43-3099 | Financial clerks, all other 0.01% $74,233
43-4041 | Credit authorizers, checkers, and clerks 0.01% $62,160
43-4051 | Customer service representatives 1.61% $53,875
43-4071 | File clerks 0.03% $51,299
43-4111 | Interviewers, except eligibility and loan 0.33% $54,845
43-4131 | Loan interviewers and clerks 0.07% $61,523
43-4141 | New accounts clerks 0.01% $54,596
43-4151 | Order clerks 0.03% $48,577
43-4161 | Human resources assistants, except payroll and 0.15% $57,404
timekeeping
43-4171 | Receptionists and information clerks 0.60% $46,410
43-4199 | Information and record clerks, all other 0.10% $62,758
43-5011 | Cargo and freight agents 0.02% $54,613
43-5021 | Couriers and messengers 0.32% $41,626
43-5032 | Dispatchers, except police, fire, and ambulance 0.04% $46,736
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43-5061 | Production, planning, and expediting clerks 0.40% $67,345
43-5071 | Shipping, receiving, and inventory clerks 0.32% $49,292
43-5111 | Weighers, measurers, checkers, and samplers, 0.00% $50,700
recordkeeping
43-6011 | Executive secretaries and executive administrative 0.94% $94,596
assistants
43-6013 | Medical secretaries and administrative assistants 0.36% $54,517
43-6014 | Secretaries and administrative assistants, except legal, 1.45% $60,598
medical, and executive
43-9021 | Data entry keyers 0.17% $47,648
43-9041 | Insurance claims and policy processing clerks 0.05% $64,087
43-9051 | Mail clerks and mail machine operators, except postal 0.01% $43,268
service
43-9061 | Office clerks, general 1.38% $51,810
43-9071 | Office machine operators, except computer 0.01% $48,805
43-9081 | Proofreaders and copy markers 0.00% $67,168
43-9111 | Statistical assistants 0.06% $72,796
43-9199 | Office and administrative support workers, all other 0.12% $60,466
11.30% $61,358
45-0000 | Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations
45-2011 | Agricultural inspectors 0.00% $62,685
45-2092 | Farmworkers and laborers, crop, nursery, and greenhouse 0.13% $44,294
47-1011 | First-line supervisors of construction trades and extraction 0.02% $108,978
workers
47-2031 | Carpenters 0.01% $81,183
47-2061 | Construction laborers 0.03% $61,169
47-2111 | Electricians 0.08% $106,733
47-4011 | Construction and building inspectors 0.05% $115,036
0.32% $77,788
49-0000 | Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
49-1011 | First-line supervisors of mechanics, installers, and repairers 0.11% $94,340
49-2022 | Telecommunications equipment installers and repairers, 0.02% $79,044
except line installers
49-2091 | Avionics technicians 0.01% $94,027
49-2094 | Electrical and electronics repairers, commercial and 0.04% $83,604
industrial equipment
49-3011 | Aircraft mechanics and service technicians 0.06% $90,866
49-3023 | Automotive service technicians and mechanics 0.01% $65,028
49-3031 | Bus and truck mechanics and diesel engine specialists 0.01% $78,130
49-3042 | Mobile heavy equipment mechanics, except engines 0.01% $75,244
49-9021 | Heating, air conditioning, and refrigeration mechanics and 0.02% $76,939
installers
49-9041 | Industrial machinery mechanics 0.11% $80,395
49-9043 | Maintenance workers, machinery 0.01% $73,391
49-9062 | Medical equipment repairers 0.01% $88,258
49-9071 | Maintenance and repair workers, general 0.45% $61,607
49-9099 | Installation, maintenance, and repair workers, all other 0.01% $55,778
0.89% $72,969
51-0000 | Production Occupations
51-1011 | First-line supervisors of production and operating workers 0.33% $87,146
51-2028 | Electrical, electronic, and electromechanical assemblers, 0.71% $50,690
except coil winders, tapers, and finishers
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51-2090 | Miscellaneous assemblers and fabricators 0.39% $45,163
51-4031 | Cutting, punching, and press machine setters, operators, 0.01% $48,544
and tenders, metal and plastic
51-4033 | Grinding, lapping, polishing, and buffing machine tool 0.01% $47,093
setters, operators, and tenders, metal and plastic
51-4041 | Machinists 0.15% $70,003
51-4081 | Multiple machine tool setters, operators, and tenders, 0.03% $47,615
metal and plastic
51-4111 | Tool and die makers 0.01% $69,235
51-4121 | Welders, cutters, solderers, and brazers 0.09% $62,686
51-9011 | Chemical equipment operators and tenders 0.01% $71,003
51-9023 | Mixing and blending machine setters, operators, and 0.06% $65,215
tenders
51-9061 | Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers 0.50% $59,129
51-9111 | Packaging and filling machine operators and tenders 0.07% $50,133
51-9124 | Coating, painting, and spraying machine setters, operators, 0.01% $57,412
and tenders
51-9161 | Computer numerically controlled tool operators 0.03% $54,671
51-9162 | Computer numerically controlled tool programmers 0.01% $77,853
51-9198 | Helpers—production workers 0.01% $40,567
51-9199 | Production workers, all other 0.16% $50,746
2.57% $58,310
53-0000 | Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
53-1047 | Firstline supervisors of transportation and material moving 0.05% $71,293
workers, except aircraft cargo handling supervisors
53-2012 | Commercial pilots 0.01% $234,239
53-3031 | Driver/sales workers 0.01% $44,082
53-3032 | Heavy and tractor-trailer truck drivers 0.10% $66,311
53-3033 | Light truck drivers 0.04% $53,090
53-3053 | Shuttle drivers and chauffeurs 0.02% $43,546
53-3099 | Motor vehicle operators, all other 0.01% $52,622
53-7051 | Industrial truck and tractor operators 0.04% $53,668
53-7062 | Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand 0.33% $46,694
53-7063 | Machine feeders and offbearers 0.01% $43,921
53-7064 | Packers and packagers, hand 0.03% $42,018
53-7065 | Stockers and order fillers 0.18% $44,304
0.83% $53,031
Grand Total 100.00% $121,813

Exhibit 26: Wages and Distribution of Occupations, Warehouse Prototype

Source: ECONorthwest; Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), December 2022; California Employment
Development Department; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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SoC Row Labels Average
Code % of Annual
Occupations Wage
11-0000 | Management Occupations
11-1011 Chief executives 0.18% $277,159
11-1021 General and operations managers 2.69% $166,029
11-2021 Marketing managers 0.09% $208,880
11-2022 Sales managers 0.36% $188,903
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11-3012 Administrative services managers 0.18% $138,888
11-3013 Facilities managers 0.03% $125,276
11-3021 Computer and information systems managers 0.09% $222,368
11-3031 Financial managers 0.23% $202,480
11-3071 Transportation, storage, and distribution managers 1.14% $132,716
11-3121 Human resources managers 0.06% $187,456
11-9199 Managers, all other 0.20% $195,920
5.24% | $167,697
13-0000 | Business and Financial Operations Occupations
13-1020 Buyers and purchasing agents 0.08% $90,147
13-1031 Claims adjusters, examiners, and investigators 0.03% $82,394
13-1041 Compliance officers 0.40% $106,770
13-1051 Cost estimators 0.03% $105,456
13-1071 Human resources specialists 0.50% $103,287
13-1081 Logisticians 1.08% $95,519
13-1082 Project management specialists 0.17% $135,030
13-1111 Management analysts 0.12% $133,161
13-1141 Compensation, benefits, and job analysis specialists 0.03% $99,764
13-1151 Training and development specialists 0.25% $93,874
13-1161 Market research analysts and marketing specialists 0.23% $116,548
13-1199 Business operations specialists, all other 0.47% $101,412
13-2011 Accountants and auditors 0.74% $112,447
13-2041 Credit analysts 0.03% $115,534
13-2051 Financial and investment analysts 0.03% $129,565
13-2099 Financial specialists, all other 0.03% $114,300
4.22% | $105,276
15-0000 | Computer and Mathematical Occupations
15-1211 Computer systems analysts 0.09% $138,386
15-1231 Computer network support specialists 0.06% $90,574
15-1232 Computer user support specialists 0.20% 578,794
15-1242 Database administrators 0.03% $128,950
15-1244 Network and computer systems administrators 0.09% $121,277
15-1252 Software developers 0.13% $168,107
15-1253 Software quality assurance analysts and testers 0.03% $133,592
15-1299 Computer occupations, all other 0.11% $140,999
0.74% | $121,263
17-0000 | Architecture and Engineering Occupations 22,300 $60.92
17-2112 Industrial engineers 0.05% $126,365
0.05% | $126,365
19-0000 | Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations
19-5011 Occupational health and safety specialists 0.16% $112,559
19-5012 Occupational health and safety technicians 0.05% $65,387
0.21% | $101,180
27-0000 | Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Occupations
27-1026 Merchandise displayers and window trimmers 0.03% $50,208
27-3031 Public relations specialists 0.03% $92,207
0.06% $73,398
33-0000 | Protective Service Occupations
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33-1099 First-line supervisors of protective service workers, all other 0.03% $98,506
33-9032 Security guards 0.16% $47,017
33-9099 Protective service workers, all other 0.10% $60,847
0.29% $56,569
37-0000 | Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance
Occupations
37-2011 Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping 0.31% $44,898
cleaners
0.31% $44,898
41-0000 | Sales and Related Occupations
41-1012 First-line supervisors of non-retail sales workers 0.09% $105,977
41-2031 Retail salespersons 0.03% $43,043
41-3091 .Sales repres.entat.wes of'serwces, except advertising, 0.52% $106,827
insurance, financial services, and travel
41-4012 Sales .representa.tlve.s., wholesale and manufacturing, except 0.32% $89,460
technical and scientific products
41-9099 Sales and related workers, all other 0.09% $78,750
1.05% $97,485
43-0000 | Office and Administrative Support Occupations
43-1011 First-line supervisors of office and administrative support 5 13% 483,476
workers
43-3011 Bill and account collectors 0.09% $58,962
43-3021 Billing and posting clerks 0.48% $57,611
43-3031 Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks 1.75% $61,925
43-3051 Payroll and timekeeping clerks 0.13% $70,817
43-3061 Procurement clerks 0.03% $58,701
43-4011 Brokerage clerks 0.06% $69,722
43-4051 Customer service representatives 2.41% $53,875
43-4071 File clerks 0.03% $51,299
43-4151 Order clerks 0.24% $48,577
43-4161 Human resources assistants, except payroll and timekeeping 0.06% $57,404
43-4171 Receptionists and information clerks 0.11% $46,410
43-4181 Reservation and transportation ticket agents and travel clerks 0.03% $50,737
43-4199 Information and record clerks, all other 0.03% $62,758
43-5011 Cargo and freight agents 7.19% $54,613
43-5021 Couriers and messengers 0.05% $41,626
43-5032 Dispatchers, except police, fire, and ambulance 2.37% S46,736
43-5061 Production, planning, and expediting clerks 0.65% $67,345
43-5071 Shipping, receiving, and inventory clerks 2.13% $49,292
43-5111 Weighers, measurers, checkers, and samplers, recordkeeping 0.26% $50,700
43-6011 Executive secretaries and executive administrative assistants 0.14% 594,596
43-6014 Secr(.etarles and admllnlstratlve assistants, except legal, 1.07% $60,598
medical, and executive
43-9021 Data entry keyers 0.26% $47,648
43-9061 Office clerks, general 2.37% $51,810
43-9199 Office and administrative support workers, all other 0.03% $60,466
24.12% $56,922
47-0000 | Construction and Extraction Occupations
47-2061 Construction laborers 0.05% $61,169
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47-2073 Operating engineers and other construction equipment 0.10% 495,692
operators
0.15% $84,184
49-0000 | Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
49-1011 First-line supervisors of mechanics, installers, and repairers 0.26% $94,340
49-2094 Elec.trlcal and electronics repairers, commercial and industrial 0.03% 483,604
equipment
49-3031 Bus and truck mechanics and diesel engine specialists 2.12% $78,130
49-3042 Mobile heavy equipment mechanics, except engines 0.08% $75,244
49-9041 Industrial machinery mechanics 0.03% $80,395
49-9043 Maintenance workers, machinery 0.03% $73,391
49-9071 Maintenance and repair workers, general 0.62% $61,607
49-9098 Helpers--installation, maintenance, and repair workers 0.10% $49,539
49-9099 Installation, maintenance, and repair workers, all other 0.03% $55,778
3.27% $75,209
51-0000 | Production Occupations
51-1011 First-line supervisors of production and operating workers 0.06% $87,146
51-2090 Miscellaneous assemblers and fabricators 0.17% $45,163
51-4121 Welders, cutters, solderers, and brazers 0.05% $62,686
51-6031 Sewing machine operators 0.03% $40,308
51-9061 Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers 0.22% $59,129
51-9111 Packaging and filling machine operators and tenders 0.05% $50,133
51-9198 Helpers--production workers 0.03% $40,567
51-9199 Production workers, all other 0.03% $50,746
0.62% $55,622
53-0000 | Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
53-3031 Driver/sales workers 0.33% S44,082
53-3032 Heavy and tractor-trailer truck drivers 32.14% $66,311
53-3033 Light truck drivers 2.64% $53,090
53-3099 Motor vehicle operators, all other 0.05% $52,622
53-6051 Transportation inspectors 0.08% $79,733
53-7051 Industrial truck and tractor operators 6.25% $53,668
53-7061 Cleaners of vehicles and equipment 0.13% $42,762
53-7062 Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand 10.92% $46,694
53-7063 Machine feeders and offbearers 0.28% 543,921
53-7064 Packers and packagers, hand 1.18% $42,018
53-7065 Stockers and order fillers 5.66% $44,304
59.67% $57,970
Total 100.00% $67,038

Exhibit 27: Affordable Rents Calculations in San Mateo County by Household Size
Source: ECONorthwest, Department of Housing and Urban Development (2023), San Mateo County Department of Housing
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(2023)
Persons per Household 1 2 3 4 5
Very low income (50% AMI) $65,050 $74,350 $83,650 $92,900 | $100,350
Maximum monthly housing cost $1,626 $1,859 $2,091 $2,323 $2,509
Utility deduction $116 $138 $184 $230 $278
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Maximum available for rent $1,510 $1,721 $1,907 $2,093 $2,231
Maximum household income $91,070 $104,090 $117,110 $130,060 $140,490
Maximum monthly housing cost $2,277 $2,602 $2,928 $3,252 $3,512
Utility deduction $116 $138 $184 $230 $278
Maximum available for rent $2,161 $2,464 $2,744 $3,022 $3,234
Moderate income (90% AMI) $117,090 | $133,830 | $150,570 | $167,220 | $180,630
Maximum monthly housing cost $2,927 $3,346 $3,764 $4,181 $4,516
Utility deduction $107 $109 $129 $152 $176
Maximum available for rent $2,820 $3,237 $3,635 $4,029 $4,340

Exhibit 28: Affordable Home Sales Price Calculations in San Mateo County by Household Size
Source: ECONorthwest, Department of Housing and Urban Development (2023), San Mateo County Department of Housing

88

(2023)
Persons per Household 1 2 3 4 5
Moderate Income (110% AMI) $143,110 $163,570 $184,030 $204,380 $220,770
Maximum monthly housing cost $4,174 $4,771 $5,368 $5,961 $6,439
Monthly deductions:
Utilities $107 $109 $129 $152 $176
HOA dues $300 $300 $300 $300 $300
Property taxes and insurance $600 $700 $800 $900 $1,000
Monthly income available for $3,167 $3,662 $4,139 $4,609 $4,963
mortgage
Maximum mortgage amount $476,030 | $550,395 | $622,054 | $692,780 | $745,995
Maximum affordable sales price | $499,832 | $577,915| $653,157 | $727,419 | $783,295
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DATE: March 27, 2024

TO: Community Development Department, City of Brisbane
FROM: Chris Blakney, Katherine Buck (ECOnorthwest)
SUBJECT: Brisbane Commercial Linkage Feasibility Analysis
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Background and Summary

In 2020, the City of Brisbane commissioned a Commercial Linkage Fee Analysis that evaluated
three commercial prototypes: office, biotech (life sciences), and hotel. Century Urban prepared
the 2020 analysis, which was an update to a 2015 nexus study prepared for the City by Vernazza
Wolfe Associates and Strategic Economics. Since preparing these previous studies, the City has
not to date adopted a commercial linkage fee.

In this analysis, ECOnorthwest updates and expands on the previous analyses to reflect
changing commercial market conditions, modeling five commercial prototypes: hotel, retail,
office, life sciences, and warehouse. Of these prototypes, only warehouse development is
economically viable under current market conditions and could potentially have sufficient
value to absorb a commercial linkage fee without adverse impacts to the development market.!

The hotel and office results from this study are consistent with previous findings. Commercial
markets are currently exhibiting adverse market conditions across the Bay Area and
nationwide; these markets have been negatively impacted by COVID-19, shifts in demand, and
potential oversaturation in the Bay Area. For example, market research showed high levels of
hotel development in 2019, which likely did not achieve predicted profitability due to COVID-
19. Under these market assumptions, it is unlikely that a developer would pursue hotel
development in an already oversaturated market in the intermediate-term. Office and retail
markets have also seen downturns nationwide as consumer preferences shift towards remote
work, ecommerce, and changing patterns in retail space utilization influence development
trends. In addition, a significant pipeline of life sciences development in the area combined with
uncertain financing resources and high construction costs have made developers cautious about
moving forward with new life sciences development.

Prototypes and Fee Levels

As described in the previous section, this analysis evaluates linkage fees for five commercial
prototypes: hotel, retail, office, life sciences, and warehouse. Building characteristics for each
prototype were based on the Brisbane zoning code and recently built or proposed projects in
Brisbane, including development scenarios proposed in the Baylands Specific Plan. The inputs
for gross building area and land area (acres and square feet) are standard assumptions used to
conduct fee studies and do not reflect the average gross building area or lot size for new

1 Using an average land cost of $250 per square foot; as land costs may vary, we conducted sensitivity testing on land
costs (see Exhibit 7).
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development in Brisbane. Building efficiency inputs represent the industry standard
assumptions for efficiencies by protype. Details for each characteristic are shown in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: Commercial Prototypes
Source: ECONorthwest, CoStar, City of Brisbane

Hotel Retail Office Life Sciences | Warehouse
Gross Building Area 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Podium Parking Area 66,500 166,500 182,000 150,000 0
Gross Building Area
Including Podium Parking 166,500 266,500 282,000 250,000 100,000
Efficiency 100% 95% 85% 85% 95%
Net Leasable Area 100,000 95,000 85,000 85,000 95,000
Hotel Rooms 133 0 0 0 0
Total Parking Spaces? 133 333 364 300 100
Podium Parking Spaces 133 333 364 300 0
Surface Parking Spaces 0 0 0 0 100
Floor Area Ratio 26.7 26.7 26.7 26.7 26.7
Land Area (Acres) 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.4
Land Area (SF) 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 60,000

Fee Levels

We tested four fee scenarios, shown below. For Scenario 1, fees were set at the maximum
allowable fee from the associated Nexus Study completed as part of this study. The other fee
scenarios ($5 per square foot, $10 per square foot, and $20 per square foot) were chosen based
on the previous linkage study and the fee levels in other nearby jurisdictions.

Exhibit 2: Tested Fees
Source: ECONorthwest

Fee Amounts: Hotel Retail Office Life Sciences Warehouse
Baseline $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Scenario 1 $254 $423 $405 $243 $231
Scenario 2 $20 $20 $20 $20 $20

Scenario 3 $10 $10 $10 $10 $10

Scenario 4 $5 $5 $5 $5 $5

Methodology

We used a pro forma model to measure the financial feasibility of the commercial prototypes
using a return on cost model. It is important to note that findings in this analysis are based on
the performance of these generic prototypes and current observations of market inputs like
lease rates, land costs, construction costs, interest rates, and cap rates. Project specific analysis
with unique characteristics (such as a low land basis or a developer with untraditional return

thresholds) could yield different results.

2 Parking minimums were determined by standards outlined in the Brisbane code section 17.34.020. With the
exception of the warehouse prototypes, all prototypes have podium parking based on a review of recent
development as well as space constraints in the City.
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Pro Forma Inputs

Revenues

We used Cushman & Wakefield market data as well as data from CoStar—a third-party data
provider —for the North San Mateo County sub-market to estimate revenues for commercial
development. For all prototypes except hotel, we used triple-net (NNN) rent per square foot
estimates, and thus assumed operating expenses were included in rent rates. For the hotel
prototype, we calculated revenues based on current revenue per available room (RevPAR) data.
Income assumptions used in the analysis are shown in Exhibit 3 below.

Exhibit 3: Pro Forma Income Assumptions
Source: ECONorthwest, CoStar, Cushman & Wakefield

Life
Hotel Retail Office Sciences Warehouse
Income Metric RevPAR Per sf Per sf Per sf Per sf
Rents (NNN for all
prototypes except hotel) $69,350 $45 $70 $80 $25

Gross Annual Revenue $9,223,650 | $4,275,000 | $5,950,000 | $6,800,000 | $2,375,000

Vacancy Rate (% of Included in

Gross Income) RevPAR 10% 10% 10% 10%

Operating Expenses (%

of Gross Income) 70% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Annual Net Operating

Incomes $2,767,065 | $3,847,500 | $5,355,000 | $6,120,000 | $2,137,500
Costs

Cost estimates include hard costs (including construction materials and labor), land costs, soft
costs, contingencies, and developer profit. For the retail, office, and warehouse prototypes, we
used costs based on the National Building Cost Manual, developer interviews, and prior
regional pro forma work. For life sciences development, costs are largely driven by high fit-out
costs to equip the development with infrastructure to support life sciences research and
development. To establish life sciences construction costs, we used data from the Cushman &
Wakefield Life Sciences Fit-Out Cost Guide and chose a cost assumption on the lower end of the
range. Finally, for hotel costs, we used the HVS Hotel Cost Estimating Guide and include costs
for Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment (FF&E). Cost estimates for hard and soft costs are shown
in Exhibit 4.
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Exhibit 4: Pro Forma Cost Assumptions
Source: ECONorthwest, National Building Cost Manual, HVS Hotel Cost Estimating Guide, Cushman & Wakefield Life
Sciences Fit-Out Cost Guide, CoStar

Hotel Retail Office Life Sciences Warehouse
Building Costs
per SF $407 $251 $354 $700 $100
Total Building
Costs $40,704,625 | $25,098,942 | $35,432,895 $70,000,000 | $10,000,000
Parking Costs
(Podium) $6,750,000 | $15,000,000 | $18,000,000 $18,000,000 $0
Total
Construction
Costs $47,454,625 | $40,098,942 | $53,432,895 $88,000,000 | $10,500,000
Soft Costs $7,967,371 $6,829,512 | $10,129,757 $16,095,784 $2,942,416
Contingency $5,220,009 $4,410,884 $5,877,618 $9,680,000 $1,155,000
Developer Fee $2,871,005 $2,425,986 $3,232,690 $5,324,000 $635,250
Total Costs $63,513,010 | $53,765,324 | $72,672,961 | $119,099,784 | $15,232,666

Return on Cost Thresholds

Return on cost thresholds are shown below, based on a review of current capitalization rates

and market conditions.

Exhibit 5: Capitalization Rates and Return on Cost Thresholds

Source: ECONorthwest

Life
Hotel Retail Office Sciences Warehouse
Return on Cost 7.5% - 7.0% - 7.0% - 7.0% - 7.0% -
Threshold 7.75% 7.25% 7.25% 7.25% 7.25%
Land Costs

To estimate local land costs, we analyzed recent land transactions in CoStar for the Northern
San Mateo County area in the last two years. Land is very expensive in the area, with an
average cost of roughly $345 per square foot overall and an average cost of $253 for parcels
between one and two acres. Below, the table below shows major property transactions post-
January 2022, which had an average cost per square foot of $257 and ranged from $77 per
square to $394 per square foot.

Exhibit 6: Property Sales, 2022-2023

Source: CoStar

Property Type Sale Price Land Area SF | Sale Price/ Sf Sale Date
Retail $1,100,000 2,792 $394 | 2/22/2023
Retail $750,000 3,014 $249 1/6/2023
Office $49,800,000 174,240 $286 9/1/2022
Retail $750,000 2,665 $281 4/8/2022
Retail (Neighborhood Center) $4,250,000 55,321 $77 3/3/2022

Because of the variation in land costs across San Mateo County, we tested multiple land values
in the pro forma. For each prototype, we tested land values at $250 per square foot (to reflect the
rough average of land in the City based on CoStar data collection) and $77 per square foot
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(based on the City’s recent acquisition of the Bank of America site) to solve for the required
price of land to make each prototype feasible using a return on cost threshold of 7%. The pro
forma includes the costs associated with the existing city fees as part of the soft costs.

While only the warehouse prototype is feasible with land values of $250, the office prototype
would also become feasible if land values were $73 per square foot, and the retail prototype
would be feasible if land values were $30 per square foot; however, there are no recent
comparable land sales at this price point in the area. Based on the market assumptions used for
the analysis, the hotel and life sciences prototypes are not feasible on-the-margin at any land
value without additional subsidy. We are aware the City is processing entitlements for two life
sciences developments and a hotel. However, we do not have access to the project specific cost
data, and if these projects were able to purchase land at a lower price point, secure financing at
a lower interest rate, or accept a lower return on cost than the current market rate assumptions,
then it would improve the feasibility of these prototypes.

Exhibit 7: Land Costs by Prototype
Source: CoStar, ECONorthwest

Hotel Retail Office Life Sciences | Warehouse
Return on cost for
land at $250 per
square foot 3.64% 5.81% 6.29% 4.65% 7.07%
Total land costs at
$250 per square
foot $12,500,000 $12,500,000 | $12,500,000 | $12,500,000 | $15,000,000
Return on cost for
land at $77 per
square foot 4.11% 6.69% 7.01% 4.98% 10.83%
Total land costs at
$77 per square
foot $3,750,000 $3,750,000 | $3,750,000 | $3,750,000 | $4,500,000
Land value needed | -$478 per $30 per $73 per -$640 per $261 per

to reach 7% return
on cost

square foot

square foot

square foot

square foot

square foot

Total land budget
to reach 7% return
on cost

-$23,919,061

$1,484,549

$3,649,592

$31,998,408

$15,642,389

The results below are calculated using the CoStar average land value of $250 per square foot.

Results

Baseline results, as well as results for each fee scenario, are shown below.

Hotel

The hotel prototype had the lowest return on cost result of 3.64%, with an annual net revenue of
roughly $2.8 million and a total development cost of $63.5 million. The low feasibility of the
hotel prototype is likely due to the high cost of development (due largely to furniture, fixtures,
and expenditures, or FF&E), as well as high operating costs. Risk associated with hotel
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development is likely also reflected in the capitalization rates for hotel development in the area,
pegged at 8.7% per CoStar as of 2023. Based on the market rate assumptions for hotel
development, additional fees imposed on this prototype could limit hotel development until the

94

market improves.

Exhibit 8: Financial Feasibility of Hotel Prototype

Source: ECONorthwest

Hotel Nexus Fee % of TDC Return on Cost Feasible?

Baseline $0 0.0% 3.64% No

Scenario 1 $254 25.0% 2.73% No

Scenario 2 $20 2.0% 3.55% No

Scenario 3 $10 1.0% 3.59% No

Scenario 4 $5 0.5% 3.62% No
Retail

At current market rents, new retail projects are estimated to earn an annual net operating
income of $3.8 million, with a total development cost of roughly $53.8 million. Using these
inputs, the retail prototype has a return on cost estimate of 5.8%; as this is below the minimum
target threshold of 7%, new retail development is likely not feasible in Brisbane. To be feasible,

retail rents in Brisbane would need to be $54 per square foot, or roughly 20% higher.

Exhibit 9: Financial Feasibility of Retail Prototype

Source: ECONorthwest

Retail Nexus Fee % of TDC | Return on Cost Feasible?

Baseline $0 0.0% 5.81% No

Scenario 1 $423 39.0% 3.54% No

Scenario 2 $20 1.8% 5.64% No

Scenario 3 $10 0.9% 5.72% No

Scenario 4 $5 0.5% 5.76% No
Office

The office prototype has an annual net revenue of $5.3 million and a total development cost of
$72.7 million. Using these inputs, the office prototype has a return on cost estimate of 6.3%,
below the minimum target threshold of 7%. To achieve the minimum thresholds, office rents
would need to be $78 per square foot, or just over 11% higher.
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Exhibit 10: Financial Feasibility of Office Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest

Office Nexus Fee % of TDC | Return on Cost Feasible?
Baseline $0 0.0% 6.29% No
Scenario 1 $405 32.2% 4.26% No
Scenario 2 $20 1.6% 6.14% No
Scenario 3 $10 0.8% 6.21% No
Scenario 4 $5 0.4% 6.25% No

Life Sciences

The life sciences prototype has an annual net revenue of roughly $6.1 million and a total
development cost of $119.1 million. Overall, the life sciences prototype has a return on cost

estimate of 4.65%, below the minimum threshold for feasibility. To be feasible, life sciences rents
would need to be $120, or 50% higher.

While life sciences construction continues to occur in Brisbane and the Bay Area, there is
currently a vast amount of life sciences space in the development pipeline. In addition, current
construction costs, high interest rates, and a cooling venture capital funding market all
contribute to flattening forecasted rents and perceived risk in the industry. Given these factors,
it is likely that developers are approaching projects more cautiously than in prior years and are
holding off on development. However, individual life sciences developments may still occur
based on the project specific cost details and the developer’s risk profile; we understand that
there are two life sciences development proposals for Sierra Point that are currently in the
entitlements phase.

Exhibit 11: Financial Feasibility of Life Sciences Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest

Life Sciences Nexus Fee % of TDC | Return on Cost Feasible?

Baseline $0 0.0% 4.65% No

Scenario 1 $243 15.6% 3.93% No

Scenario 2 $20 1.3% 4.58% No

Scenario 3 $10 0.6% 4.62% No

Scenario 4 $5 0.3% 4.63% No
Warehouse

The warehouse prototype has a net annual revenue of $2.1 million and a total development cost
of $15.2 million. Overall, the warehouse prototype has a return on cost estimate of 7.07%, above
the minimum threshold for feasibility. This prototype could sustain a fee up to $20 per square
foot and maintain development feasibility.

Exhibit 12: Financial Feasibility of Warehouse Prototype
Source: ECONorthwest
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Warehouse Nexus Fee % of TDC | Return on Cost Feasible?
Baseline $0 0.0% 7.07% Yes
Scenario 1 $231 43.3% 4.01% No
Scenario 2 $20 3.8% 6.63% Yes
Scenario 3 $10 1.9% 6.84% Yes
Scenario 4 $5 0.9% 6.96% Yes
ECONorthwest 7



Policy Considerations
Timing of Fee Adoption

While the analysis shows that development is currently not feasible for the protypes (excluding
warehouses), the lack of feasibility is primarily due to current market and macroeconomic
trends and City fees are not the sole obstacle impacting the financial feasibility of new
development. Therefore, the City of Brisbane could consider adopting or phasing in a linkage
fee now, so when market conditions are more favorable the City already has the fee in place and
can capture the linkage fee revenue from new development. This also allows the City to capture
fee revenue if there are new developments that happen in the interim. The City could consider
phasing in a sliding-scale fee that could be increased over time as market conditions improve.

Other Development Fees

Other development fees proposed by the City will impact the feasibility of new development
and the City is considering a new development impact fee to support parks. However, any new
fee on development would impact the commercial linkage fee analysis.

Current city fees (including permit fees, plan checking fees, processing fees, school district
developer fees, seismic fees, and art fees) are shown for each prototype in the table below.

Exhibit 13: City of Brisbane Fees
Source: City of Brisbane

Hotel Retail Office Life Sciences | Warehouse
Total city fees $665,294 | $589,677 | $726,750 | $1,082,100 | $285,400
Total city fees/ square foot of
gross floor area $6.65 $5.90 $7.27 $10.82 $2.85
Impact fees per square foot of
gross floor area (includes school
district fee, seismic fees, and art
fees) $5.66 $4.90 $6.27 $9.83 $1.86

Parking Requirements

Results are particularly sensitive to parking requirements. For this analysis, we used the
minimum parking thresholds established in 17.34.020, and assumed podium parking for all
prototypes except the warehouse prototype. While podium parking is generally more expensive
than surface parking, there was not a large difference in return on cost results due in large part
to land costs in the area. Because of the number of stalls required, a developer would need to
acquire a much larger piece of land to provide surface parking; on a per stall basis, surface
parking results in being slightly more expensive. However, the total number of stalls required
has a high impact on the return on cost results across prototypes. To potentially incentivize
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these development types (and potentially make an additional fee feasible), the City could
consider reducing minimum parking requirements, particularly for developments with

proximity to transit.

Market Sensitivity Testing

To understand how different (and improved) market conditions could impact development
feasibility, we created three scenarios in which the key assumptions underlying the pro forma
analysis could change, summarized in the table below. The scenarios are not predictions about
future market conditions, and they do not rely on complex economic forecasting models.
Instead, they are coherent and plausible future market conditions designed to show the
sensitivity of the feasibility analysis. Various components of each scenario could change at
different rates and even in opposite directions than as suggested by the scenarios. The target
return on cost would be based on the developer’s willingness to accept the project return, and
would be impacted by the developer’s risk profile.

Exhibit 14: Market Sensitivity Testing Scenarios

Source: ECONorthwest
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Baseline Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C
Rent Growth from Baseline 100% 103.5% 110.5% 117.5%
Construction Cost Growth from Baseline 100% 102.5% 107.5% 112.5%
Vacant Land Value 100% 102.0% 106.0% 110.0%
Target return on cost 7.0% 6.5% 5.75% 5.0%

Scenario A is closest to the baseline conditions and most likely in the immediate future. Rent,
operating expense, and construction cost growth rates of 2.5 percent to 3.5 percent are within a
normal range over a one-year period. Additionally, as market conditions improve, developers
may feel more comfortable accepting a lower return on costs in a less risky market.

Scenario B represents a relatively good economic condition compared to the baseline scenario,
in which potential rents increase faster than construction and land costs. Although it is not
likely to occur in the immediate future, it might be possible in the next few years. Still, other
macroeconomic changes and new policies from federal and state governments can impact how
much the scenario’s assumptions change by.

Scenario C represents very good economic conditions potentially far in the future, in which

developers are comfortable accepting a 5% return on cost. However, it is uncertain when or if
these conditions might occur, and a 5% return threshold being acceptable in the market would

require is sizable shift in conditions.

Exhibit 15 shows the return on cost results for each prototype under each scenario, with feasible
returns in bold. Under Scenario A, the warehouse is still the only prototype that is feasible;
however, under Scenarios B and C, the retail and office prototypes are also feasible, with the life

science prototype nearing feasibility.
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Exhibit 15: Market Sensitivity Testing Results

Source: ECONorthwest

Scenario Hotel Retail Office Life Sciences Warehouse
Baseline 3.64% 5.81% 6.29% 4.65% 7.07%
Scenario A 3.67% 5.85% 6.34% 4.69% 7.15%
Scenario B 3.72% 5.94% 6.43% 4.75% 7.29%
Scenario C 3.77% 6.02% 6.51% 4.80% 7.42%

While these results should not be used to inform policy today, they could indicate that a fee
could potentially be feasible in the future, for some prototypes more than others. Key indicators
that the development market could be improving include:

* Increased land or real estate transactions in the City.

* Increased permitting activity, particularly for larger projects and commercial
development.

= If vacancies are lower and space tends to be leased quickly, it could indicate increased
demand in the market which could potentially support higher rents.

= Changes to the macroeconomic environment, including stabilized interest rates and

construction costs.

If development markers are positive, the City should consider updating this fee study to ensure
development likelihood and calibrate the fee to current market conditions. In the interim, the
City could consider taking steps to help facilitate future development, such as:

= Considering zoning changes or development agreements that increase developer
flexibility, such as reducing parking requirements.

* Temporarily waiving, reducing, or deferring impact fees, property taxes, permitting fees

to help offset development costs.

= Investing in infrastructure improvements, including utilities, roads, transit, etc. in any
target development areas to reduce upfront infrastructure costs for developers.

= Providing land, infrastructure, or funding to help reduce developer costs and risks,
especially for projects that could attract future jobs or development.
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Executive Summary

The City of Brisbane has retained NBS Government Finance Group to prepare this study
to analyze the impacts of new development on the City’s parks, recreation facilities, open
space and trails and to calculate impact fees based on that analysis. The methods used
in this study are intended to satisfy all legal requirements of the U. S. Constitution, the
California Constitution and the California Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections
66000 et seq.).

Organization of the Report

Chapter 1 of this report provides an overview of the legal requirements for establishing
and imposing such fees, and methods that can be used to calculate impact fees.

Chapter 2 contains data on existing and future development that is used in this report.

Chapters 3 through 5 analyze the impacts of development on specific types of facilities
and calculate impact fees for those facilities. The facilities addressed in this report are
listed by chapter below:

Chapter 3. Park Land and Park Improvements
Chapter 4. Recreation Facilities

Chapter 5. Open Space and Trails

Chapter 6 contains recommendations for adopting and implementing impact fees,
including suggested findings to satisfy the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act.

Development Data

Chapter 2 of this report presents estimates of existing development in Brisbane and
projections of future development in the City out to 2040. Brisbane is largely built-out
except for an area known as the Baylands, a 700-acre former landfill and industrial site
which is being planned for development as a mixed-use neighborhood with the potential
to more than double the City’s population and employment.

Table 2.1 in Chapter 2 shows the population per unit for residential development and
employees per unit for various types of non-residential development. Table 2.2 shows
estimates of existing development in terms of units, population and employees. Table 2.3
shows a forecast of future development to buildout, and Table 2.4 shows a forecast of
total development at buildout. The data in those tables is used to calculate impact fees
and to project potential revenue for impact fees calculated in this report.

It should be noted that to comply with recent amendments to the Mitigation Fee Act,
residential impact fees are calculated in this study for unit size ranges in square feet,
rather than by unit type (e.g., single-family or multi-family) which was common practice
in the past.
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Impact Fee Analysis

The impact fee analysis for each type of facility addressed in this report is presented in a
separate chapter of this report. In each case, the relationship between development and
the need for a particular type of facility is defined in a way that allows the impact of
additional development on facility needs to be quantified. The impact fees are based on
the cost of facilities and other capital assets needed to mitigate the impacts of additional
development.

All of the fees calculated in this report are based on capital costs and may be spent only
for land and capital improvements of the types identified in this report. The following
paragraphs briefly discuss the approach used to calculate impact fees for each type of
facility addressed in this study.

Chapter 3 - Impact Fees for Park Land and Park Improvements. Chapter 3 of this report
calculates impact fees for both park land acquisition and park improvements. It is
important to clarify when the park land impact fees calculated in this study would apply
to residential development.

The City has an existing Quimby Act ordinance that requires dedication of park land or
payment of fees in lieu of dedication by residential subdivisions. That means the park land
acquisition impact fees calculated in Chapter 3 would not apply to residential subdivisions
but would apply to new residential development that does not involve a subdivision or
parcel map. The park land impact fees would also apply to all new non-residential (e.g.,
commercial and industrial) development in Brisbane. Unlike the impact fees for park land
acquisition, the impact fees for park improvements calculated in Chapter 3 are intended
to apply to all new residential and non-residential development in the City, including
residential subdivisions.

Impact fees for park land and park improvements calculated in this report are based on
the existing level of service as required by recent amendments to the Mitigation Fee Act.
For park land and park improvements, that level of service is defined in terms of acres of
existing parks per capita of existing service population. For purposes of the impact fee
calculations, that level of service is converted into per-capita costs for park land and park
improvements using estimates of per-acre costs for park land acquisition and park
improvements.

Service population is used in impact fee calculations in this study to represent the impact
of development on the need for parks, recreation facilities, open space and trails. Service
population is a weighted composite of resident population and employees working in
Brisbane. Residents are included to represent the demand created by residential
development and employees are included to represent the demand created by non-
residential development.

Residents are given a weight of 1.0 and employees are given different weights for
different types of facilities in this study. For parks, employees are given a weight of 0.25,
meaning that one employee represents 25% as much demand as one resident.
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See Chapter 3 for detailed analysis and calculation of impact fees for park land and park
improvements. Table S.1, later in this Executive Summary shows the amounts of the
impact fees calculated in this report.

Chapter 4 — Impact Fees for Recreation Facilities. Chapter 4 calculates impact fees for
Brisbane’s recreation facilities. Impact fees for recreation facilities calculated in this
report are based on the existing level of service as required by recent amendments to the
Mitigation Fee Act. For recreation facilities, that level of service is defined in terms of the
replacement cost of existing facilities per capita of existing service population.

As discussed in the previous section, service population is a weighted composite of
resident population and employees working in Brisbane. Residents are included to
represent the demand created by residential development and employees are included
to represent the demand created by non-residential development.

Residents are given a weight of 1.0 and employees are given different weights for
different types of facilities in this study. For recreation facilities, employees are given a
weight of 0.1, meaning that one employee represents 10% as much demand as one
resident.

See Chapter 4 for more detail on the calculation of impact fees for recreation facilities.
Table S.1, later in this Executive Summary shows the amounts of the impact fees
calculated in this report.

Chapter 5 - Impact Fees for Open Space and Trails. Chapter 5 of this report calculates
impact fees for both open space land acquisition and trail improvements. Impact fees for
open space and trails calculated in this report are based on the existing level of service as
required by recent amendments to the Mitigation Fee Act. For open space land
acquisition and trail improvements, that level of service is defined in terms of the
replacement cost of existing facilities per capita of existing service population.

As discussed in previous sections, service population is a weighted composite of resident
population and employees working in Brisbane. Residents are included to represent the
demand created by residential development and employees are included to represent the
demand created by non-residential development.

Residents are given a weight of 1.0 and employees are given different weights for
different types of facilities in this study. For open space and trails, employees are given a
weight of 0.25, meaning that one employee represents 25% as much demand as one
resident.

See Chapter 5 for detailed analysis and calculation of impact fees for open space and
trails. Table S.1, later in this Executive Summary shows the amounts of the impact fees
calculated in this report.

City of Brisbane Page S-3
ﬂ N BS Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Study
October 25, 2022
60



Recovery of Administrative Costs

In the next section, following Table S.1, an administrative charge is calculated to recover
the City’s costs for complying with administrative and reporting requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act and for periodic updates to this impact fee study. That administrative
charge is added to the impact fees in Table S.2.

Impact Fee Summary

Impact fees per unit calculated in this report are summarized in Table S.1, below.

Table S.1: Summary of Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Trails Impact Fees

Development Park Park Recreation Open Sp/
Type Units * Land Imprvmts  Facilities Trails Total
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 14842 S 2,438 S 509 S 1,499 $ 23,875
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 15479 $§ 2,543 S 5315 S 1,563 $ 24,900
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 16,116 § 2,648 S 5533 S 1,627 $ 25,925
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 16,753 § 2,752 S 5752 S 1,692 $ 26,949
Commercial KSF S 3185 $ 523 §$ 437 S 322 $ 4,467
Lodging Room S 557 $ 92 S 77 S 56 S 782
Office KSF S 4778 S 785 S 656 S 482 S 6,701
Industrial KSF S 1,752 $ 288 $ 241 S 177 $ 2,457
Public Facilities KSF S 4778 $ 785 $ 656 S 482 S 6,701

'pu= dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite

Table S.2 on the next page shows the proposed impact fees from Table S.1 with the
addition of a 0.55% administrative fee to cover annual administrative costs and periodic
impact fee update studies. That percentage is calculated as the estimated annual
administrative cost ($3,500) plus the average annual cost of preparing an impact fee
update study every five years ($5,600) divided by the projected annual revenue from
impact fees calculated in this report ($1,665,491). The annual revenue estimate assumes
that total revenue of $33,309,816 will be collected over 20 years. Potential revenue from
impact fees calculated in this report is shown in Chapters 3, 4 and 5. No revenue is
projected for the park land impact fees because it isn’t possible to know how much future
residential development will pay Quimby Act fees in lieu of park land dedication instead
of the park land impact fees calculated in this study. The administrative charge proposed
in this section should not be applied to any in-lieu fees collected pursuant to the City’s
park land dedication ordinance, since those fees are not addressed here.
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Table S.2: Summary of Parks, Rec, Open Space and Trails Impact Fees Incl 0.55% Admin Charge

Development Park Park Recreation Open Sp/
Type Units* Land Imprvmts  Facilities Trails Total
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $ 14924 S 2452 S 5124 S 1,507 $ 24,006
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $ 15564 S 2,557 S 5344 S 1,572 $ 25,037
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $ 16,205 S 2,662 $ 5564 $ 1636 $ 26,067
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $ 16,845 S 2,767 S 5784 $§ 1,701 $ 27,097
Commercial KSF S 3,203 S 526 $ 440 S 323 $ 4,492
Lodging Room S 560 $ 92 S 77 S 57 §$ 786
Office KSF S 4,804 S 789 S 660 S 485 $ 6,738
Industrial KSF S 1,761 S 289 S 242 S 178 $ 2,471
Public Facilities KSF S 4,804 S 789 S 660 $ 485 $ 6,738

'pu= dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite

The impact fees calculated in this report are intended to represent the maximum amounts
justified by the data and analysis presented in this report. The City Council may choose to
adopt no fees, or any fees up to the amounts shown in the tables above, and may choose
to adopt those fees with or without the administrative charge reflected in Table S.2.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to analyze the impacts of development on the need for parks
and recreation facilities provided by the City of Brisbane and to calculate impact fees
based on that analysis. This report documents the approach, data and methodology used
in this study to calculate impact fees.

The methods used to calculate impact fees and in-lieu fees in this report are intended to
satisfy all legal requirements governing such fees, including provisions of the U. S.
Constitution, the California Constitution and the California Mitigation Fee Act
(Government Code Sections 66000-66025.

Legal Framework for Developer Fees

This brief summary of the legal framework for development fees is intended as a general
overview. It was not prepared by an attorney and should not be treated as legal advice.

U. S. Constitution. Like all land use regulations, development exactions, including impact
fees, are subject to the 5th Amendment prohibition on taking of private property for
public use without just compensation. Both state and federal courts have recognized the
imposition of impact fees on development as a legitimate form of land use regulation,
provided the fees meet standards intended to protect against “regulatory takings.” A
regulatory taking occurs when regulations unreasonably deprive landowners of property
rights protected by the Constitution.

In two landmark cases dealing with exactions, the U. S. Supreme Court has held that when
a government agency requires the dedication of land or an interest in land as a condition
of development approval or imposes ad hoc exactions as a condition of approval on a
single development project that do not apply to development generally, a higher standard
of judicial scrutiny applies. To meet that standard, the agency must demonstrate an
"essential nexus" between such exactions and the interest being protected (See Nollan v.
California Coastal Commission, 1987) and make an” individualized determination” that
the exaction imposed is "roughly proportional" to the burden created by development
(See Dolan v. City of Tigard, 1994).

Until recently, it was widely accepted that legislatively enacted impact fees that apply to
all development in a jurisdiction are not subject to the higher standard of judicial scrutiny
flowing from the Nollan and Dolan decisions. But after the U. S. Supreme Court decision
in Koontz v. St. Johns Water Management District (2013), state courts have reached
conflicting conclusions on that issue.

In light of that uncertainty, any agency enacting or imposing impact fees would be wise
to demonstrate a nexus and ensure proportionality in the calculation of those fees.
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Defining the “Nexus.” While courts have not been entirely consistent in defining the
nexus required to justify exactions and impact fees, that term can be thought of as having
the three elements discussed below. We think proportionality is logically included as one
element of that nexus, even though it was discussed separately in Dolan v. Tigard. The
elements of the nexus discussed below mirror the three “reasonable relationship”
findings required by the Mitigation Fee Act for establishment and imposition of impact
fees.

Need or Impact. Development must create a need for the facilities to be funded by impact
fees. All new development in a community creates additional demands on some or all
public facilities provided by local government. If the capacity of facilities is not increased
to satisfy the additional demand, the quality or availability of public services for the entire
community will deteriorate. Impact fees may be used to recover the cost of
development-related facilities, but only to the extent that the need for facilities is related
to the development project subject to the fees.

The Nollan decision reinforced the principle that development exactions may be used
only to mitigate impacts created by the development projects upon which they are
imposed. In this study, the impact of development on facility needs is analyzed in terms
of quantifiable relationships between various types of development and the demand for
public facilities based on applicable level-of-service standards. This report contains all of
the information needed to demonstrate compliance with this element of the nexus.

Benefit. Development must benefit from facilities funded by impact fees. With respect to
the benefit relationship, the most basic requirement is that facilities funded by impact
fees be available to serve the development paying the fees. A sufficient benefit
relationship also requires that impact fee revenues be segregated from other funds and
expended in a timely manner on the facilities for which the fees were charged. Nothing
in the U.S. Constitution or California law requires that facilities paid for with impact fee
revenues be available exclusively to development projects paying the fees.

Procedures for earmarking and expenditure of fee revenues are mandated by the
Mitigation Fee Act, as are procedures to ensure that the fees are either expended in a
timely manner or refunded. Those requirements are intended to ensure that
developments benefit from the impact fees they are required to pay. Thus, over time,
procedural issues as well as substantive issues can come into play with respect to the
benefit element of the nexus.

Proportionality. Impact fees must be proportional to the impact created by a particular
development project. Proportionality in impact fees depends on properly identifying
development-related facility costs and calculating the fees in such a way that those costs
are allocated in proportion to the facility needs created by different types and amounts
of development. The section on impact fee methodology, below, describes methods used
to allocate facility costs and calculate impact fees that meet the proportionality standard.

California Constitution. The California Constitution grants broad police power to local
governments, including the authority to regulate land use and development. That police
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power is the source of authority for local governments in California to impose impact fees
on development. Some impact fees have been challenged on grounds that they are
special taxes imposed without voter approval in violation of Article XIlIA. However, that
objection is valid only if the fees charged to a project exceed the cost of providing facilities
needed to serve the project. In that case, the fees would also run afoul of the U. S.
Constitution and the Mitigation Fee Act.

Articles XIIIC and XIIID, added to the California Constitution by Proposition 218 in 1996,
require voter approval for some “property-related fees,” but exempt “the imposition of
fees or charges, as a condition of property development.” Thus, impact fees are exempt
from those requirements.

The Mitigation Fee Act. California’s impact fee statute originated in Assembly Bill 1600
during the 1987 session of the Legislature and took effect in January 1989. AB 1600 added
several sections to the Government Code, beginning with Section 66000. Since that time,
the impact fee statute has been amended from time to time, and in 1997 was officially
titled the “Mitigation Fee Act.” Unless otherwise noted, code sections referenced in this
report are from the Government Code.

The Mitigation Fee Act does not limit the types of capital improvements for which impact
fees may be charged. It defines public facilities very broadly to include "public
improvements, public services and community amenities." Although the issue is not
specifically addressed in the Mitigation Fee Act, it is clear both in case law and statute
(see Government Code Section 65913.8) that impact fees may not be used to pay for
maintenance or operating costs. Consequently, the fees calculated in this report are
based on the cost of capital assets only.

The Mitigation Fee Act does not use the term “mitigation fee” except in its official title.
Nor does it use the more common term “impact fee.” The Act simply uses the word “fee,”
which is defined as “a monetary exaction, other than a tax or special assessment...that is
charged by a local agency to the applicant in connection with approval of a development
project for the purpose of defraying all or a portion of the cost of public facilities related
to the development project ....”

To avoid confusion with other types of fees, this report uses the widely accepted terms
“impact fee” and “development impact fee” which both should be understood to mean
“fee” as defined in the Mitigation Fee Act.

The Mitigation Fee Act contains requirements for establishing, increasing and imposing
impact fees. They are summarized below. It also contains provisions that govern the
collection and expenditure of fees and requires annual reports and periodic re-evaluation
of impact fee programs. Those administrative requirements are discussed in the
implementation chapter of this report.

Required Findings. Section 66001 (a) requires that an agency establishing, increasing or
imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

1. Identify the purpose of the fee
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2. Identify the use of the fee; and

3. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the use of the fee
and the development type on which it is imposed

4. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the
facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed

In addition, Section 66001 (b) requires that in any action imposing a fee as a
condition of approval of a development project by a local agency, the local agency
shall determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the
fee and the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to
the development on which the fee is imposed.

Some legal experts are of the opinion that the requirements of Section 66001 (a) apply
when impact fees are based on a legislatively adopted fee schedule, while the
requirements of Section 66001 (b) apply when impact fees are based on an
administratively imposed (ad hoc) assessment. !

The requirements outlined above are discussed in more detail below.

Identifying the Purpose of the Fees. The broad purpose of impact fees is to protect public
health, safety and general welfare by providing for adequate public facilities. The specific
purpose of the fees calculated in this study is to fund construction of certain capital
improvements that will be needed to mitigate the impacts of planned new development
on City facilities, and to maintain an acceptable level of public services as the City grows.

This report recommends that findings regarding the purpose of an impact fee should
define the purpose broadly, as providing for the funding of adequate public facilities to
serve additional development.

Identifying the Use of the Fees. According to Section 66001(a)(2), if a fee is used to
finance public facilities, those facilities must be identified. A capital improvement plan
may be used for that purpose but is not mandatory if the facilities are identified in a
General Plan, a Specific Plan, or in other public documents. Section 66002 (b) requires
that such capital improvement plans must be updated annually.

However, a new provision in Section 66016.5, which was added by AB 602 in 2021,
requires that large jurisdictions adopt a capital improvement plan as part of an impact fee
study. That requirement applies to impact fee studies adopted after January 1, 2022.
“Large jurisdiction” means a county of 250,000 or more or any city within that county.
The statute does not provide any detail about what must be included in the capital
improvement plan or how it should relate to the impact fee study. And, that new

1 See “The Mitigation Fee Act’s Five-Year Findings Requirement: Beware Costly Pitfalls” by Glen Hansen,
Senior Council, Abbott and Kindermann and Rick Jarvis, Managing Partner, Jarvis, Fay and Gibson, pre-
sented at the 2022 League of California Cities City Attorneys Spring Conference
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requirement is inconsistent with the original language of Section 66001(a)(2), so it is
unclear whether the annual update requirement in Section 66002(b) applies.

Reasonable Relationship Requirement. As discussed above, Section 66001 requires that,
for fees subject to its provisions, a "reasonable relationship"” must be demonstrated
between:

1. the use of the fee and the type of development on which it is imposed;

2. the need for a public facility and the type of development on which a fee is
imposed; and,

3. the amount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
on which the fee is imposed.

Although some legal experts contend that the third of these only pertains to “ad hoc” fees
that are not part of a legislatively adopted fee schedule, we believe that all three are part
of a complete “nexus” or “reasonable relationship” framework as discussed earlier. These
three reasonable relationship requirements address the nexus and proportionality
requirements often cited in court decisions as the standard for defensible impact fees.
The term “dual rational nexus” is often used to characterize the standard used by courts
in evaluating the legitimacy of impact fees. The “duality” of the nexus refers to (1) an
impact or need created by a development project subject to impact fees, and (2) a benefit
to the project from the expenditure of the fees.

However, although proportionality is reasonably implied in the dual rational nexus
formulation, it was explicitly required by the Supreme Court in the Dolan case, and we
prefer to list it as the third element of a complete nexus.

Development Agreements and Reimbursement Agreements. The requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act do not apply to fees collected under development agreements (see
Govt. Code Section 66000) or reimbursement agreements (see Govt. Code Section
66003). The same is true of fees in lieu of park land dedication imposed under the Quimby
Act (see Govt. Code Section 66477).

Existing Deficiencies. In 2006, Section 66001(g) was added to the Mitigation Fee Act (by
AB 2751) to clarify that impact fees “shall not include costs attributable to existing
deficiencies in public facilities,...” The legislature’s intent in adopting this amendment, as
stated in the bill, was to codify the holdings of Bixel v. City of Los Angeles (1989), Rohn v.
City of Visalia (1989), and Shapell Industries Inc. v. Governing Board (1991).

That amendment does not appear to be a substantive change. It is widely understood
that other provisions of law make it improper for impact fees to include costs for
correcting existing deficiencies.

However, Section 66001(g) also states that impact fees “may include the costs
attributable to the increased demand for public facilities reasonably related to the
development project in order to (1) refurbish existing facilities to maintain the existing
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level of service or (2) achieve an adopted level of service that is consistent with the general
plan.” (Emphasis added.)

Impact Fees for Existing Facilities. Impact fees may be used to recover costs for existing
facilities to the extent that those facilities are needed to serve additional development
and have the capacity to do so. In other words, it must be possible to show that fees used
to pay for existing facilities meet the need and benefit elements of the nexus.

Recent Legislation

Several new laws enacted by the State of California in 2019 to facilitate development of
affordable housing will affect the implementation of in-lieu fees and impact fees
calculated in this study. Below are brief overviews of some key bills passed in 2019.

SB 330 — The Housing Crisis Act of 2019. Amendments to existing law contained in SB 330
prohibit the imposition of new approval requirements on a housing development project
once a preliminary application has been submitted. That provision applies to increases in
impact fees and in-lieu fees, except when the resolution or ordinance establishing the fee
authorizes automatic, inflationary adjustments to the fee or exaction.

AB 1483 - Housing Data: Collection and Reporting. AB 1483 requires that a city, county
or special district must post on its website a current schedule of its fees and exactions, as
well as associated nexus studies and annual reports. Updates must be posted within 30
days.

SB 13 — Accessory Dwelling Units. SB 13 prohibits the imposition of impact fees on
accessory dwelling units (ADUs) smaller than 750 square feet and provides that impact
fees for ADUs of 750 square feet or more must be proportional to the square footage of
the primary dwelling unit. The proportionality requirement means that impact fees for
ADUs of 750 square feet or more must be calculated on a case-by-case basis during the
approval process.

Existing law requires a water or sewer connection fee or capacity charge for an accessory
dwelling unit requiring a new or separate utility connection to be based on either the
accessory dwelling unit’s size or the number of its plumbing fixtures. SB 13 revises the
basis for calculating the connection fee or capacity charge to either the accessory dwelling
unit’s square feet or the number of its drainage fixture units.

AB 602 — Amendments to the Planning and Land Use Law and the Mitigation Fee Act.
AB 602, which was passed and signed in 2021, adds section 65940.1 to the Planning and
Land Use Law requiring cities, counties and special districts that have internet websites
to post schedules of fees, exactions and affordability requirements, annual fee reports,
and an archive of nexus studies on that website, and to update that information within
30 days after any changes.

AB 602 also adds Section 66016.5 to the Mitigation Fee Act imposing several new
requirements for impact fees that go into effect on January 1, 2022, including:
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= A nexus study must identify the existing level of service for each facility, identify
the proposed new level of service (if any), and explain why the new level of service
is appropriate.

= |f a nexus study supports an increase in an existing fee the local agency shall
review the assumptions of the nexus study supporting the original fee and
evaluate the amount of the fees collected under the original fee.

= Large jurisdictions (counties over 250,000 and cities within those counties) must
adopt a capital improvement plan as part of the nexus study.

= All impact fee nexus studies shall be adopted at a public hearing with at least 30
days’ notice, and the local agency shall notify any member of the public that
requests notice of intent to begin and impact fee nexus study of the date of the
hearing.

= Nexus studies shall be updated at least every eight years, from the period
beginning on January 1, 2022.

= A nexus study adopted after July 1, 2022, shall calculate a fee imposed on a
housing development project proportionately to the square footage of proposed
units in the development. A nexus study is not required to comply with this
requirement if the local agency makes certain findings specified in the law. A local
agency that imposes a fee proportionately to the square footage of units in the
development shall be deemed to have used a valid method to establish a
reasonable relationship between the fee charged and the burden posed by the
development.

= Authorizes any member of the public, including an applicant for a development
project, to submit evidence that impact fees proposed by an agency fail to comply
with the Mitigation Fee Act, and requires the legislative body of the agency to
consider such evidence and adjust the proposed fee if deemed necessary.

SB 9, the California Housing Opportunity and More Efficiency (“HOME”) Act. SB 9 facilitates the
subdivision of existing residential lots and allows for ministerial approval (without discretionary
review or hearings) of no more than two dwelling units, including duplexes, on parcels zoned for
single-family dwellings if the property satisfies certain requirements. To qualify under SB 9 the
property must be located within either an urbanized area or urban cluster, as designated by the
United States Census Bureau, or for unincorporated areas, within the boundaries of an urbanized
area or urban cluster.

The law allows for qualifying lot splits to be approved ministerially upon meeting certain
requirements. Each parcel may not be smaller than forty (40%) percent of the original parcel size
and each parcel must be at least one thousand two hundred (1,200) square feet in size unless
permitted by local ordinance. The parcel must be limited to residential use.

The law does not allow demolition or alteration of certain types of dwellings, including:
(a) housing that is subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to
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affordable levels; (b) housing subject to rent control; (c) housing that has been tenant-occupied
in the last three years; or (d) housing located in a historic district. In addition, the proposed
development may not demolish more than 25% of the exterior structural walls of an existing unit,
unless expressly permitted by a local ordinance.

A local agency may impose objective zoning standards, subdivision standards, and design
standards unless they would preclude either of the two units from being at least 800 square feet
in floor area.

No setback may be required for an existing structure, or a structure constructed in the same
location and dimensions as an existing structure. Otherwise, a local agency may require a setback
of up to four feet from the side and rear lot lines. Off-street parking of up to one space per unit
may be required by the local agency, unless the project is located within a half-mile walking
distance of a high-quality transit corridor or a major transit stop, or if there is a car share vehicle
within one block of the parcel. If a local agency makes a written finding that a project would create
a specific, adverse impact upon public health and safety or the environment without a feasible
way to mitigate such impact, the agency still may deny the project.

It is impossible to predict how much SB 9 will affect the number of future residential units
constructed in the City. Unlike recent laws dealing with accessory dwelling units, SB 9 does not
address the imposition of impact fees on the new dwelling units it allows, and it appears at this
point that such units would be subject to the same impact fees as other new residential
development.

Impact Fee Calculation Methodology

Any one of several legitimate methods may be used to calculate impact fees. The choice
of a particular method depends primarily on the service characteristics of, and planning
requirements for, the facility type being addressed. To some extent they are
interchangeable, because they all allocate facility costs in proportion to the needs created
by development.

Allocating facility costs to various types and amounts of development is central to all
methods of impact fee calculation. Costs are allocated by means of formulas that quantify
the relationship between development and the need for facilities. In a cost allocation
formula, the impact of development represented by some attribute of development such
as added population or added vehicle trips that represent the impacts created by
different types and amounts of development.

Plan-Based or Improvements-Driven Method. Plan-based impact fee calculations are
based on the relationship between a specified set of improvements and a specified
increment of development. The improvements are typically identified in a facility plan,
while the development is identified in a land use plan that forecasts potential
development by type and quantity.

Using this method, facility costs are allocated to various categories of development in
proportion to the service demand created by each type of development. To calculate
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plan-based impact fees, it is necessary to determine what facilities will be needed to serve
a particular increment of new development.

With this method, the total cost of eligible facilities is divided by total units of additional
demand to calculate a cost per unit of demand (e.g. a cost per capita for parks). Then,
the cost per unit of demand is multiplied by factors representing the demand per unit of
development (e.g. population per unit) to arrive at a cost per unit of development.

This method is somewhat inflexible in that it is based on the relationship between a
specific facility plan and a specific land use plan. If either plan changes significantly the
fees will have to be recalculated.

Capacity-Based or Consumption-Driven Method. This method calculates a cost per unit
of capacity based on the relationship between total cost and total capacity of a system.
It can be applied to any type of development, provided the capacity required to serve
each increment of development can be estimated and the facility has adequate capacity
available to serve the development. Since the cost per unit of demand does not depend
on the particular type or quantity of development to be served, this method is flexible
with respect to changing development plans.

In this method, the cost of unused capacity is not allocated to development. Capacity-
based fees are most commonly used for water and wastewater systems, where the cost
of a system component is divided by the capacity of that component to derive a unit cost.
However, a similar analysis can be applied to other types of facilities. To produce a
schedule of impact fees based on standardized units of development (e.g. dwelling units
or square feet of non-residential building area), the cost per unit of capacity is multiplied
by the amount of capacity required to serve a typical unit of development in each of
several land use categories.

Standard-Based or Incremental Expansion Method. Standard-based fees are calculated
using a specified relationship or standard that determines the number of service units to
be provided for each unit of development. The standard can be established as a matter
of policy or it can be based on the level of service being provided to existing development
in the study area.

Using the standard-based method, costs are defined on a generic unit-cost basis and then
applied to development according to a standard that sets the number of service units to
be provided for each unit of development.

Park in-lieu and impact fees are commonly calculated this way. The level of service
standard for parks is typically stated in terms of acres of parks per thousand residents. A
cost-per-acre for park land or park improvements can usually be estimated without
knowing the exact size or location of a particular park. The ratio of park acreage to
population and the cost per acre for parks is used to calculate a cost per capita. The cost
per capita can then be converted into a cost per unit of development based on the
average population per dwelling unit for various types of residential development.
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Facilities Addressed in this Study

Impact/in-lieu fees for the following types of facilities are addressed in this report:

= Park Land and Park Improvements

= Recreation Facilities
= Open Space and Trails

Each of those facilities is addressed in a separate chapter of this report, beginning with
Chapter 3. Chapter 2 contains data on existing and future development used in the impact

fee analysis.

ONBS
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Chapter 2. Development Data

This chapter presents data on existing and future development that will be used to
calculate impact fees in subsequent chapters of this report.

The information in this chapter may be used to establish levels of service, analyze facility
needs, and allocate the cost of capital facilities among various types of development.

Land use and development data in this chapter are based on information from the U.S.
Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS), the California Department of
Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit, the City of Brisbane Community Development
Department and other sources as noted in this chapter.

Setting

Brisbane is located in northern San Mateo County adjacent to San Francisco Bay about 2
miles south of San Francisco. Most of Brisbane lies west of the Bayshore Freeway (U. S.
Highway 101), which closely borders the Bay through much of the City. Brisbane is largely
built-out except for an area known as the Baylands, a 700-acre former landfill and
industrial site which is being planned for development as a mixed-use neighborhood with
the potential to more than double the City’s population and employment.

Study Area and Time Frame

The study area for this study is the area within Brisbane’s city limits. The timeframe for
this study extends from the present time to 2040. By which time Brisbane is expected to
be fully built out. However, the time required for buildout will depend on the rate at which
development occurs, and although buildout is expected to occur by 2040, the impact fee
calculations do not depend on the rate or timing of development.

Development Types

Traditionally, impact fees for residential development are based on unit types such as
single-family, multi-family and mobile home units. However, AB 602, enacted in 2021,
added Section 66016.5 to the Government Code. That section requires that, “[a] nexus
study adopted after July 1, 2022, shall calculate a fee imposed on a housing development
project proportionately to the square footage of proposed units of the development.” It
further states that “[a] local agency that imposes a fee proportionately to the square
footage of the proposed units of the development shall be deemed to have used a valid
method to establish a reasonable relationship between the fee charged and the burden
posed by the development.”

Consequently, the residential development categories used in this study are based on unit
size rather than the type of unit. The complete list of development categories used in this
study is shown below.

= Residential: < 800 Sq. Ft.
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= Residential: 800 — 1,200 Sq. Ft.

= Residential: >1,200 — 2,100 Sq. Ft.
= Residential: > 2,100 Sq. Ft.

=  Commercial

= Lodging

= Office

® |ndustrial

®  Public Facilities

Residential. As discussed above, the residential development categories used in this study
are based on unit size and do not distinguish by unit type (e.g., single-family or multi-
family). Residential development is any development made up primarily of dwelling units
intended for long-term occupancy.

Commercial. As defined in this study, the Commercial category includes development
intended primarily to accommodate retail commercial and service commercial uses and
may include restaurants, service stations, banks, and similar or related uses.

Lodging. This category includes hotels, motels, bed and breakfast establishments and
similar lodging uses.

Office. The Office category includes development intended for general office or medical
office uses.

Industrial. This category includes development intended to accommodate research,
manufacturing, warehouse and business park uses.

Public Facilities. This category includes government buildings and other public or quasi-
public facilities including public schools. Parks are excluded because they do not create
impacts on the types of facilities addressed in this report. In many cases, the City may lack
authority to charge impact fees to development in this category, or in the case of City
facilities, it would be impractical to do so.

Residential Development and Population

The chart on the next page shows the California Department of Finance (DOF) official
January 1 population estimates for the City of Brisbane for the years from 2012 through
2022 except that the 2020 population is based on the 2020 Census count.

The population chart shows essentially no population growth from 2014 to 2019 and then
bumps up in 2020 indicating that DOF estimates for the years prior to 2020 were low. The
DOF numbers for 2021 and 2022 are slightly below the 2020 Census figure.
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According to the official
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defined in this study. Those factors are shown in Table 2.1.

Units of Development

In this study, quantities of existing and planned development are measured in terms of
certain units of development. Those units are discussed below.

Dwelling Units. Dwelling units (DUs) are the most commonly used measure of residential
development. The dwelling unit is the standard unit for residential development in this
study.

Building Area. For non-residential development other than lodging, gross building area in
thousands of square feet (KSF) is used as the standard unit of development.

Lodging. For the Lodging category, the standard unit of development is a room, meaning
a guest room or suite.

Demand Variables

In calculating impact fees, the relationship between facility needs and development must
be quantified in cost allocation formulas. Some measurable attribute of development
(e.g., population) is used in those formulas to reflect the impact of different types and
amounts of development on the demand for specific public services and the facilities that
support those services.

Those attributes are referred to in this study as “demand variables.” Demand variables
are selected either because they directly measure service demand created by various
types of development, or because they are reasonably correlated with that demand.

Service Population. In this study, service population is used to represent the demand
created by development for parks, recreation facilities and trails. Service population is a
weighted composite of population and employees working in the City. Resident
population is included to represent the impacts of residential development and

City of Brisbane Page 2-3
\ N BS Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Study
October 25, 2022
75



120

employees of businesses in the City are included to represent the impacts of non-
residential uses, such as commercial, office and industrial development.

Because the impact of one new resident is not necessarily the same as the impact of one
new employee, the employee component is weighted relative to the population
component to reflect their relative impacts on the demand for certain types of facilities.

In this study, residents (population) are assigned a weight of 1.0. The weight assigned to
employees varies depending on how much employees are expected to use a certain type
of facility. Based on discussions with City staff regarding expected use of parks and
recreation facilities by non-resident employees, employees are given a weight of 0.25 for
parks, open space and trails. For other recreation facilities, employees are given a weight
of 0.1.

Tables 2.2 through 2.4 later in this chapter show the existing and future population and
employee numbers used in this study. Since service population weights differ by the type
of facility being analyzed, those weights are applied in Chapters 3 through 5 where the
impact fees are calculated.

Impact Fees for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Recent amendments to Section 65852.2 of the Government Code provide that impact
fees may not be imposed on ADUs smaller than 750 square feet. It also establishes the
following requirement for impact fees imposed on ADUs of 750 square feet or more:

“Any impact fees charged for an accessory dwelling unit of 750 square feet or more
shall be charged proportionately in relation to the square footage of the primary
dwelling unit.”

The effect of that requirement is that impact fees for ADUs must be calculated on a case-
by-case basis, considering the size of both the primary unit and the ADU.

Although it is not spelled out in Section 65852.2, we think it is obvious that when
calculating ADU impact fees in cases where the primary unit is a single-family detached
unit, the starting point for the proportionality calculation is the fee that applies to the
single-family unit. The law also allows for ADUs on lots or parcels where the primary unit
is a multi-family unit. In that situation, it seems logical that the ADU impact fee should be
proportional to the impact fee that applies to the multi-family unit, but we think ADUs
within multi-family developments are likely to be rare and we don’t address them further.

The formula for calculating proportional ADU impact fees would be:
Primary unit impact fee X (ADU square feet / Primary unit square feet)

One implication of that formula is that, for an ADU of a particular size, a larger primary
unit results in lower impact fees for the ADU.
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For example, if the ADU is 1,000 square feet and the primary unit is 2,000 square feet, the
proportional impact fee for the ADU would be 50% of the impact fee that would apply to the
primary unit. But if the primary unit is 1,200 square feet, the impact fee for the same-sized ADU
would be 83.33% of the primary unit fee.

It seems likely that discrepancy is an unintended consequence of language in Section
65852.2 that was not thoroughly considered before adoption. As noted previously, for
impact fee studies adopted after July 1, 2022, AB 602 requires impact fees for all types of
residential units to be proportional to the square footage of a unit. Impact fees based on
square footage for primary units will tend to reduce the inequity created by the
proportionality language of Section 65852.2 because the fees that apply to a smaller
primary unit would be less than the fees that apply to a larger primary unit. However, it
may be a number of years before most cities in California adopt residential impact fees
based on square footage. Based on surveys NBS has conducted, it appears that most
California cities and counties are applying the proportionality requirement as written.

Population and Employees per Unit

Table 2.1 shows the population-and-employees-per-unit factors for various types of
development as used in this study.

Table 2.1: Population and Employees per Unit

Development Dev Pop per Employees
Type Units * Unit per Unit >
Residential <800 Sqg. Ft. Unit DU 2.33
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 2.43
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 2.53
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 2.63
Commercial KSF 2.00
Lodging Room 0.35
Office KSF 3.00
Industrial KSF 1.10
Public Facilities KSF 3.00

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square
feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite

2 Population per unit for residential development estimated by NBS
based on American Community Survey (ACS) 2020 5-year estimates
for distribution of units by number of bedrooms (Table B25041)

3 Employees per unit estimated by NBS

Existing and Future Development

Tables 2.2 through 2.4 present data on existing and future development in Brisbane. Data
from those tables will be used throughout this report. Table 2.2 shows existing
development as of January 2022.
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It should be noted that existing and future residential development figures are not shown
for each unit size category. Because no data are available on the mix of unit sizes for
existing or future development, residential units and population for all unit size categories
are grouped into the “all residential” category in these tables.

Table 2.2: Existing Development as of January 2022

Development Dev Existing Existing Existing
Types Units * Units 2 Pop* Empl *

All Residential DU 2,039 4,851
Commercial KSF 890.0 1,780
Lodging Room 387 135
Office KSF 356.3 1,069
Industrial KSF 3,209.1 3,530
Public Facilities KSF 85.3 256
Total 4,851 6,770

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square
feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite;

2 Existing residential units from the California Department of Finance
(DOF) 2022 E-5 report

3 Existing population based on the 2020 Census and assumes no growth
from 2020 to 2022 as reported by the Brishane Community Develop-
ment Department

* Total existing employees estimated by the Brisbane Community
Development Department; the breakdown of jobs by development
type based on the 2021 ESRI Business Summary for Brisbane

Table 2.3 on the next page presents a forecast of future development in the City.
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Table 2.3: Forecasted Future Development to Buildout

Development Dev Future Future Future
Types Units * Units > Pop Empl ¢
All Residential DU 2,637.0 6,460

Commercial KSF 1,897.5 3,795
Lodging Room 600.0 210
Office KSF 4,262.7 12,788
Industrial KSF 5,601.8 6,162
Public Facilities KSF 150.0 450
Total 6,460 23,405

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square
feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite;

2 Future units estimated by the Brisbane Community Development Dept.;
estimates include buildout of the Baylands Specific Plan Area

3 Future population = residential units X pop. per unit from Table 2.1

* Future employees = non-residential units X empl. per unit from Table 2.1

Table 2.4 shows forecasted buildout development in the City. The numbers in that table
sum the existing development from Table 2.2 and forecasted future development from
Table 2.3.

Table 2.4: Buildout Development

Development Dev Buildout Buildout Buildout

Types Units * Units  Population Employees
All Residential DU 4,676 11,311
Commercial KSF 2,788 5,575
Lodging Room 987 345
Office KSF 4,619 13,857
Industrial KSF 8,811 9,692
Public Facilities KSF 235 706

Total 11,311 30,175

Note: Buildout development in Table 2.4 = existing development from

Table 2.2 plus forecasted future development from Table 2.3

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square
feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite;

Growth Potential

The numbers in the foregoing tables indicate that between 2022 and buildout, the City’s
population could increase by 133% while the number of employees working in the City
could increase by 345%. The impact fees calculated in this report are intended to provide
the City with the means to provide the parks, recreation facilities and trails needed to
serve that growth.
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Chapter 3. Park Land and Park Improvements

This chapter calculates impact fees for both park land acquisition and park improvements.
Chapter 16.24 of the Brisbane Municipal Code requires that residential subdivisions
dedicate land for parks or pay fees in lieu of dedication pursuant to the Quimby Act (Govt.
Code Section 66477) which is part of the Subdivision Map Act. Consequently, the park
land impact fees calculated in this chapter would not apply to any residential subdivision
that dedicates park land or pays in-lieu fees required by Chapter 16.24.

Since in-lieu fees and impact fees for park land acquisition are based only on the cost of
land and do not cover the cost of park improvements, this chapter calculates a separate
impact fee for park improvements. Impact fees for park land and park improvements, as
well as for other facilities addressed in this report are governed by the Mitigation Fee Act.

To be clear, the park improvement impact fees calculated in this chapter are intended to
be charged in addition to any dedication of park land or payment of park land in-lieu fees
or impact fees by a development project. Park improvement impact fees, if enacted by
the City, would apply to all new development in Brisbane, separately from contributions
toward acquisition of park land.

Service Area

Impact fees calculated in this chapter are intended to apply to all new development in the
City, except that impact fees for park land acquisition would not apply to any
development project that dedicates park land or pays fees in lieu of dedication pursuant
to the Quimby Act.

Methodology

This chapter calculates impact fees using the standard-based method discussed in
Chapter 1. Standard-based fees are calculated using a specified relationship or standard
that determines the number of service units to be provided for each unit of development.
In this case, the standard used to calculate impact fees for park land and park
improvements is the existing level of service, which is defined as the City’s current ratio
of park acres to service population. That level of service is shown in Table 3.2 later in this
chapter. The makeup of the service population used in this report is discussed in Chapter
2 and in the next section.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used
to calculate park impact fees in this chapter is service population.

As discussed in Chapter 2, service population is a weighted composite variable made up
of resident population and employees working in Brisbane. Residents are included in the
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service population to represent the demand created by residential development and
employees are included to represent the demand created by non-residential
development.

In all cases, residents are assigned a weight of 1.0, but the weighting of employees varies
for different types of facilities in this report. For purposes of calculating park impact fees,
employees are assigned a weight of 0.25, meaning that the demand created by an
employee of a business in Brisbane equals one-quarter of the demand created by a
resident of the City.

Existing Level of Service

In 2021, AB 602 added Section 66016.5 to the Mitigation Fee Act. That section requires,
after January 1, 2022, that the level of service used in an impact fee study must be
compared with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study
exceeds the existing level of service, an explanation is required. The impact fees
calculated in this chapter are based on the existing level of service as shown in Table 3.2
on the next page, so there is no level-of-service issue in the calculation of impact fees in
this chapter with respect to Section 66016.5.

Table 3.1 lists the City’s existing parks and shows City-owned park acreage and acres of
parks improved by the City.

Table 3.1: Existing Parks

Park City-Owned Improved

Name Location Park Acres * Park Acres
Community Center Park 250 Visitacion Avenue 0.12 0.12
Community Park 5 Old County Road 2.82 2.82
Brisbane Dog Park 50 Park Place 0.54 0.54
Firth Park and Canyon 201 Glen Park Way 0.27 0.27
Fisherman's Park @ Brisbane Lagoon 0.25 0.25
Mission Blue Complex 475 Mission Blue Drive 495 3.85
Quarry Road Park 399 San Francisco Ave 0.20 0.20
Tot Lot Playground/Park 4 Solano Street 0.25 0.25
Marina Park Sierra Point Parkway 3.00 3.00
Skatepark Old County Rd & Park Ln 0.12 0.12
Basketball Courts (2) Old County Rd & Park Ln 0.16 0.16
Tennis Courts (2) 1 Solano St School Land 0.34
Total 12.67 11.91

Source: City of Brisbane Parks and Recreation Department; acreage shown for the

Mission Blue Complex excludes the site of the Mission Blue Center
! "School land" means that a facility was constructed by the City on land owned
by a school district
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Table 3.2 calculates the existing level of service in terms of acres per capita of service
population for improved park land in the City. The level of service used in this chapter is
based on improved park acres because a 2019 decision by the California Court of Appeal
in Boatworks, LLC v. City of Alameda found that parks not yet open to the public could not
be used as the basis for establishing the existing level of service used to calculate park
impact fees.

Table 3.2: Existing Level of Service - Parks

Total Improved Existing Service Existing Acres
Park Acres Population 2 per Capita 3
11.91 6,544 0.00182

! See Table 3.1

2 Existing service population for parks = existing population +
(existing employees X 0.25)
Existing acres per capita of service population = existing acres /
existing service population

Cost Per Capita

Table 3.3 calculates the cost per capita for park land acquisition and park improvements
based on the existing acres per capita from Table 3.2 and the estimated cost per acre for
park land and park improvements.

Table 3.3: Cost per Capita - Park Land and Park Improvements

Acres per Cost per Cost per

Fee Type Capita Acre’ Capita’
Park Land Acquisition 0.00182 S 3,500,000 S 6,370.00
Park Improvements 0.00182 S 575,000 S 1,046.50

! See Table 3.2

? Park land acquisition cost per acre based on recent land purchase
by the City; park improvement cost per acre estimated by the City

® Cost per capita = acres per capita X cost per acre

In the next section, the per-capita costs from Table 3.3 are used to calculate impact fees
per unit of development.

Impact Fees per Unit

Park Land Acquisition. Table 3.4 on the next page shows the calculation of park land
impact fees per unit of development, by development type. Those fees are calculated
using per-capita costs for park land acquisition from Table 3.3 and service population per
unit. Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from
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Table 2.1. Service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.25 X

employees per unit from Table 2.1.

Table 3.4: Impact Fees per Unit - Park Land Acquisition

Development Cost per Service Pop Impact Fee
Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit 4

Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $6,370.00 2.330 S 14,842.10
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $6,370.00 2.430 $ 15,479.10
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $6,370.00 2.530 S 16,116.10
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $6,370.00 2.630 S 16,753.10
Commercial KSF $6,370.00 0.500 S 3,185.00
Lodging Room  $6,370.00 0.088 S 557.38
Office KSF $6,370.00 0.750 S 4,777.50
Industrial KSF $6,370.00 0.275 $ 1,751.75
Public Facilities KSF $6,370.00 0.750 S 4,777.50

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 square gross square feet of

building area; Room = guest room or suite

? See Table 3.3

? Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from

Table 2.1; service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.25 X em-

ployees per unit from Table 2.1

4 Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X service population per unit

Park Improvements. Table 3.5 on the next page shows the calculation of park
improvement impact fees per unit of development, by development type. Those fees are
calculated using per-capita costs for park improvements from Table 3.3 and service
population per unit. Service population per unit for residential development = population
per unit from Table 2.1. Service population per unit for non-residential development =
0.25 X employees per unit from Table 2.1.
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Table 3.5: Impact Fees per Unit - Park Improvements

Development Cost per Service Pop Impact Fee
Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit 4

Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,046.50 2.330 S 2,438.35
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,046.50 2.430 S 2,543.00
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,046.50 2.530 S 2,647.65
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,046.50 2.630 S 2,752.30
Commercial KSF $1,046.50 0.500 S  523.25
Lodging Room  $1,046.50 0.088 S 91.57
Office KSF $1,046.50 0.750 S 784.88
Industrial KSF $1,046.50 0.275 S 287.79
Public Facilities KSF $1,046.50 0.750 S 784.88

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 square gross square feet of
building area; Room = guest room or suite

? See Table 3.3

? Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from
Table 2.1; service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.25 X em-
ployees per unit from Table 2.1

4 Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X service population per unit

Projected Revenue

This report does not estimate potential revenue from park land acquisition impact fees
because many new residential units may be in subdivisions which are subject to City’s
Quimby Act park land dedication or in-lieu fee requirements rather than the park land
impact fees which would apply to non-subdivision projects. We have no way of
forecasting how many future residential units would be subject to the park land impact
fees calculated in this chapter, so we do not project potential revenue from those fees.

However, since the park improvement impact fees would apply to all new residential
development in the City, potential revenue from those impact fees is projected in Table
3.6. Because we are unable to forecast the number of new units that will be constructed
in each residential unit size category, potential revenue is projected in Table 3.6 on the
basis of added service population and the cost per capita of service population.
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Table 3.6: Projected Revenue - Park Improvement Impact Fees

Development Added Cost per Projected

Type Service Pop ! Capita 2 Revenue*
All Residential 6,460 $1,046.50 S 6,760,390
Commercial 949 $1,046.50 S 993,129
Lodging 53 $1,046.50 S 55,465
Office 3,197 $1,046.50 S 3,345,661
Industrial 1,541 $1,046.50 S 1,612,657
Total $ 12,767,300

! See Table 2.3; added service population for residential development
= added population; added service population for non-residential

development = 0.25 X added employees
’See Table 3.5

3 Projected revenue = added service population X cost per capita

Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based the current estimated cost of park
land and improvements. We recommend that the fees be reviewed annually and adjusted
as needed using local cost data or an index such as the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index (CCl). See the Implementation Chapter for more on indexing of
fees.

Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires
that an agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,
Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:
a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;

b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is
imposed; and

c. Theamount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and
“rough proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on
impact fees and other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees”
in Chapter 1.) The following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this
chapter satisfy those requirements.
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Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to mitigate
the impact of new development on the need for parks in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to provide additional
parks to mitigate the impacts of new development in the City.

As provided by the Mitigation Fee Act, revenue from impact fees may also be used for
temporary loans from one impact fee fund or account to another.

Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on
Which It Is Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to provide
additional parks to serve the needs of added service population associated with new
development in Brisbane.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of
Development on Which the Fee Is Imposed. New development will increase the need for
parks to maintain the existing level of service, as described earlier in this chapter. Without
additional parks, the increase in service population associated with new development in
the City would result in a reduction in the level of service provided to the entire City.

Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost
Attributable to the Development Project. The amount of the park impact fees charged
to a development project will depend on the increase in service population associated
with that project. The fees per unit of development calculated in this chapter for each
type of development are based on the estimated average service population per unit for
that type of development in Brisbane. Thus, the fee charged to a development project
reflects the impact of that project on the need for parks in the City.
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Chapter 4. Recreation Facilities

This chapter calculates impact fees for recreation facilities needed to maintain the
existing level of service in Brisbane as the City grows.

Service Area

Impact fees calculated in this chapter are intended to apply to all new development in the
City.

Methodology

This chapter calculates impact fees using the standard-based method discussed in
Chapter 1. Standard-based fees are calculated using a specified relationship or standard
that determines the number of service units to be provided for each unit of development.
In this case, the standard used to calculate impact fees for recreation facilities is the
existing level of service, which is defined as the current relationship between the
replacement cost of existing recreation facilities and the existing service population. That
level of service is shown in Table 4.2 later in this chapter. The makeup of the service
population used in this report is discussed in Chapter 2 and in the next section.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used
to calculate recreation facilities impact fees in this chapter is service population.

As discussed in Chapter 2, service population is a weighted composite variable made up
of resident population and employees working in Brisbane. Residents are included in the
service population to represent the demand created by residential development and
employees are included to represent the demand created by non-residential
development.

In all cases, residents are assigned a weight of 1.0 but the weighting of employees varies
for different types of facilities in this report. For purposes of calculating impact fees for
recreation facilities, employees are assigned a weight of 0.1, meaning that the demand
created by one employee is one-tenth of the demand created by one resident of the City.
That weight is lower than the employee weight used in Chapter 3 for park land and park
improvements and in Chapter 5 for Open Space and Trails because the experience of City
staff indicates that employees of businesses in the City place substantially less demand
on the types of recreation facilities addressed in this Chapter substantially than they do
on parks, open space and trails.

City of Brisbane Page 4-1
\ N BS Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Study
October 25, 2022
87



Existing Level of Service

In 2021, AB 602 added Section 66016.5 to the Mitigation Fee Act. That section requires
that, after January 1, 2022, the level of service used in an impact fee study must be
compared with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study
exceeds the existing level of service, an explanation is required. The impact fees
calculated in this chapter are based on the existing level of service as shown in Table 4.2
below, so there is no level-of-service issue with respect to Section 66016.5.

Table 4.1 lists the City’s existing recreation facilities with their replacement cost, including
land. Replacement cost is used here as an indicator of the cost of constructing additional
facilities to serve new development.

Table 4.1: Existing Recreation Facilities

Park Site Land Building Facility Impact Fee

Name Location Acres ! Value 2 Sq Feet : Repl Cost *  Cost Basis’
Brisbane Community Pool 2 Solano St 0.62 S 2,169,421 3,066 $2,085,698 S 4,255,119
Childcare Modular 500 San Bruno Av School Land S 0 1,920 S 400,000 $ 400,000
Community Center/Library 250 Visitacion Av 0.11 S 385,675 5,449 $2,077,660 S 2,463,335
Mission Blue Center 475 Mission Blue Dr 0.65 S 2,275,000 7,200 $1,981,290 S 4,256,290
Silverspot Cooperative 4 Solano St 0.06 S 216,942 2,700 S 498,582 $§ 715,524
Total 1.44 $5,047,039 17,269 $7,043,230 $12,090,269

! site acres provided by the City of Brisbane Parks and Recreation Department; "In Park" means the facility is located
in a park on acreage already covered by the park land impact fees; "School Land" means the facility was constructed
by the City on land owned by a school district

% Site value = site acres X park land acquisition cost per acre from Table 3.3 in Chapter 3

3 Building square feet from the City's insured property schedule or the Parks and Recreation Department

4 Facility replacement cost includes both the fixed asset value and furniture, fixtures and equipment from the City's
insured property schedule, where applicable

> Impact fee cost basis is the sum of the land value and the facility replacement cost

Existing Level of Service - Cost Per Capita

Table 4.2 calculates the existing level of service in terms of a cost per capita of service
population for the City’s existing recreation facilities.

Table 4.2: Existing Level of Service - Recreation Facilities

Impact Fee Existing Service Cost per
Cost Basis * Population 2 Capita 3
$12,090,269 5,528 $2,187.10

! See Table 4.1

2 Existing service population for parks = existing population +
(0.1 X existing employees)

® Cost per capita = impact fee cost basis / existing service
population
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In the next section, the per-capita costs from Table 4.2 are used to calculate impact fees
per unit of development.

Impact Fees per Unit

Table 4.3 shows the calculation of recreation facilities impact fees per unit of
development, by development type. Those fees are calculated using per-capita costs
from Table 4.2 and service population per unit. Service population per unit for residential
development = population per unit from Table 2.1. Service population per unit for non-
residential development = 0.1 X employees per unit from Table 2.1.

Table 4.3: Impact Fees per Unit - Recreation Facilities

Development Cost per  Service Pop Impact Fee
Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit 4

Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $2,187.10 2.330 S 5,095.93
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $2,187.10 2.430 S 5,314.64
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $2,187.10 2.530 S 5,533.35
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $2,187.10 2.630 S 5,752.06
Commercial KSF $2,187.10 0.200 S 437.42
Lodging Room  $2,187.10 0.035 S 76.55
Office KSF $2,187.10 0.300 S 656.13
Industrial KSF $2,187.10 0.110 S 240.58
Public Facilities KSF $2,187.10 0.300 S 656.13

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building
area; Room = guest room or suite

? See Table 4.2

? Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from
Table 2.1; service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.1 X empl-
oyees per unit from Table 2.1

¢ Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X service population per unit

Projected Revenue

Table 4.4. projects potential revenue from the recreation facilities impact fees based on
the cost per capita of service population and service population per unit.
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Table 4.4: Projected Revenue - Recreation Facilities Impact Fees

Development Added Cost per Projected

Type Service Pop ! Capita 2 Revenue’
All Residential 6,460 $2,187.10 S 14,128,642
Commercial 380 $2,187.10 S 831,097
Lodging 21 $2,187.10 $ 45,929
Office 1,279 $2,187.10 S 2,797,296
Industrial 616 $2,187.10 S 1,347,251
Total $ 19,150,216

! See Table 2.3; added service population for residential development
= added population; added service population for non-residential

development = 0.1 X added employees
*See Table 4.3

3 Projected revenue = added service population X cost per capita

Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based the current estimated cost of
recreation facilities. We recommend that the fees be reviewed annually and adjusted as
needed using local cost data or an index such as the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index (CCl). See the Implementation Chapter for more on indexing of
fees.

Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires
that an agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,
Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:
a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;

b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is
imposed; and

c. Theamount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and
“rough proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on
impact fees and other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees”
in Chapter 1.) The following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this
chapter satisfy those requirements.
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Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to mitigate
the impact of new development on the need for recreation facilities in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to provide additional
recreation facilities to mitigate the impacts of new development in the City.

As provided by the Mitigation Fee Act, revenue from impact fees may also be used for
temporary loans from one impact fee fund or account to another.

Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on
Which It Is Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to provide
additional recreation facilities to serve the needs of added service population associated
with new development in Brisbane.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of
Development on Which the Fee Is Imposed. New development will increase the need for
recreation facilities to maintain the existing level of service, as described earlier in this
chapter. Without additional recreation facilities, the increase in service population
associated with new development in the City would result in a reduction in the level of
service provided to the entire City.

Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost
Attributable to the Development Project. The amount of the recreation facilities impact
fees charged to a development project will depend on the increase in service population
associated with that project. The fees per unit of development calculated in this chapter
for each type of development are based on the estimated average service population per
unit for that type of development in Brisbane. Thus, the fee charged to a development
project reflects the impact of that project on the need for recreation facilities in the City.
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Chapter 5. Open Space and Trails

This chapter calculates impact fees for open space land acquisition and trail
improvements needed to maintain the existing level of service in Brisbane as the City
grows.

Service Area

Impact fees calculated in this chapter are intended to apply to all new development in the
City.

Methodology

This chapter calculates impact fees using the standard-based method discussed in
Chapter 1. Standard-based fees are calculated using a specified relationship or standard
that determines the number of service units to be provided for each unit of development.
In this case, the standard used to calculate impact fees for open space and trails is the
existing level of service. The existing level of service for open space land is defined as the
current relationship between the value of the existing City-owned open space land and
the existing service population. The existing level of service for trail improvements is
defined as the current relationship between the replacement cost of the City’s existing
trails and the existing service population. Those levels of service are shown in Table 5.2
later in this chapter. The makeup of the service population used in this report is discussed
in Chapter 2 and in the next section.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used
to calculate impact fees for open space and trails in this chapter is service population.

As discussed in Chapter 2, service population is a weighted composite variable made up
of resident population and employees working in Brisbane. Residents are included in the
service population to represent the demand created by residential development and
employees are included to represent the demand created by non-residential
development.

In all cases, residents are assigned a weight of 1.0 but the weighting of employees varies
for different types of facilities in this report. For purposes of calculating impact fees for
open space and trails, employees are assigned a weight of 0.25, meaning that the demand
created by an employee is one-quarter of the demand created by a resident of the City.
That is the same employee weight used in Chapter 3 to calculate impact fees for park land
and park improvements.
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Existing Level of Service

In 2021, AB 602 added Section 66016.5 to the Mitigation Fee Act. That section requires,
after January 1, 2022, that the level of service used in an impact fee study must be
compared with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study
exceeds the existing level of service, an explanation is required. The impact fees
calculated in this chapter are based on the existing level of service as shown in Table 5.2
below, so there is no level-of-service issue with respect to Section 66016.5.

Table 5.1 lists the acreage and estimated value of the City’s existing open space parcels
and the estimated replacement cost of trail improvements. Replacement cost is used
here as an indicator of the cost of constructing additional facilities to serve new
development.

Table 5.1: Existing Open Space and Trails

Park Open Space Open Space Trail Trail Trail Square Trail
Name Acres * Land Value > Length (LF)® Width (Ft)* Feet” Impr Cost °
Costafios Canyon 1.01 §$ 80,800 416 10.0 4,160 S 83,200
Crocker Trail 545 S 436,364 11,880 12.0 142,560 $2,851,200
Firth Canyon 1.68 S 134,400 S 0
Quarry Road Trail 119 § 95,200 2,640 10.0 26,400 S 528,000
Total 9.33 $§ 746,764 $3,462,400

! Open space acres provided by the City of Brisbane Parks and Recreation Department

2 Open space land based on $80,000 per acre

® Trail length in linear feet

* Trail width in feet

> Trail improvements in square feet provided by the Brisbane Parks and Recreation Department

® Trail improvement cost = square feet of trail improvements X $20.00 per square foot

Existing Level of Service - Cost Per Capita

Table 5.2 calculates the existing level of service in terms of a cost per capita of service
population for the City’s existing open space land and improved trails.
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Table 5.2: Existing Level of Service - Open Space and Trails

Impact Fee Existing Service Cost per
Cost Component  Cost Basis ! Population 2 Capita 3
Open Space Land S 746,764 6,544 $114.12
Trail Improvements S 3,462,400 6,544 $529.14

! See Table 5.1; impact fee cost basis = existing land value for open
space land and trail improvement cost for trails

2 Existing service population for parks = existing population + (0.25 X
existing employees)

® Cost per capita = impact fee cost basis / existing service population

In the next section, the per-capita costs from Table 5.2 are used to calculate impact fees
per unit of development.

Impact Fees per Unit

Impact Fees per Unit — Open Space Land Acquisition. Table 5.3 shows the calculation of
open space land acquisition impact fees per unit of development, by development type.
Those fees are calculated using per-capita costs from Table 5.2 and service population per
unit. Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from
Table 2.1. Service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.25 X
employees per unit from Table 2.1.

Table 5.3: Impact Fees per Unit - Open Space Land Acquisition

Development Cost per Service Pop Impact Fee
Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit 4

Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $114.12 2.330 S 265091
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $114.12 2.430 S 277.32
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $114.12 2.530 S 288.73
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $114.12 2.630 S 300.14
Commercial KSF $114.12 0.500 S 57.06
Lodging Room $114.12 0.088 S 9.99
Office KSF $114.12 0.750 S 85.59
Industrial KSF $114.12 0.275 S 31.38
Public Facilities KSF $114.12 0.750 S 85.59

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 square gross square feet
of building area; Room = guest room or suite

?See Table 5.2

? Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from
Table 2.1; service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.25 X em-
ployees per unit from Table 2.1

¢ Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X service population per unit
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Impact Fees per Unit — Trail Improvements. Table 5.4 shows the calculation of trail
improvement impact fees per unit of development, by development type. Those fees are
calculated using per-capita costs from Table 5.2 and service population per unit. Service
population per unit for trail improvement impact fees is identical to the service
population per unit for open space land acquisition.

Table 5.4: Impact Fees per Unit - Trail Improvements

Development Cost per Service Pop Impact Fee
Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit 4

Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $529.14 2.330 S 1,232.89
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $529.14 2.430 S 1,285.80
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $529.14 2.530 S 1,338.71
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $529.14 2.630 S 1,391.63
Commercial KSF $529.14 0.500 S 264.57
Lodging Room $529.14 0.088 S 46.30
Office KSF $529.14 0.750 S 396.85
Industrial KSF $529.14 0.275 S 145.51
Public Facilities KSF $529.14 0.750 S 396.85

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 square gross square feet

of building area; Room = guest room or suite
’ See Table 5.2

? Service population per unit for residential development = population per unit from
Table 2.1; service population per unit for non-residential development = 0.25 X em-
ployees per unit from Table 2.1

4 Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X service population per unit

Projected Revenue

Projected Revenue — Open Space Land Acquisition Impact Fees. Table 5.5. projects
potential revenue from the open space land acquisition impact fees based on the cost per
capita of service population and service population per unit.
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Table 5.5: Projected Revenue - Open Space Land Impact Fees

Development Added Cost per Projected

Type Service Pop ! Capita 2 Revenue *
All Residential 6,460 $114.12 S 737,234
Commercial 949 $114.12 S 108,303
Lodging 53 $114.12 S 6,049
Office 3,197 $114.12 S 364,851
Industrial 1,541 $114.12 S 175,863
Total $ 1,392,300

! See Table 2.3; added service population for residential development
= added population; added service population for non-residential
development = 0.25 X added employees from Table 2.3

? See Table 5.2

3 Projected revenue = added service population X cost per capita

Projected Revenue — Trail Improvement Impact Fees. Table 5.6. projects potential
revenue from the open space land acquisition impact fees based on the cost per capita of
service population and service population per unit.

Table 5.6: Projected Revenue - Trail Improvement Impact Fees

Development Added Cost per Projected

Type Service Pop ! Capita 2 Revenue *
All Residential 6,460 $529.14 S 3,418,217
Commercial 949 $529.14 S 502,150
Lodging 53 $529.14 S 28,044
Office 3,197 $529.14 S 1,691,647
Industrial 1,541 $529.14 S 815,398
Total $ 6,455,457

! See Table 2.3; added service population for residential development
= added population; added service population for non-residential
development = 0.25 X added employees from Table 2.3

? See Table 5.2

3 Projected revenue = added service population X cost per capita

Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on the current estimated cost of value
of the City’s existing open space parcels and the current estimated replacement cost for
trail improvements. We recommend that the fees be reviewed annually and adjusted as
needed using local cost data or an index such as the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index (CCl). See the Implementation Chapter for more on indexing of
fees.
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Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires
that an agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,
Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:
a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;

b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is
imposed; and

c. Theamount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and
“rough proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on
impact fees and other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees”
in Chapter 1.) The following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this
chapter satisfy those requirements.

Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to mitigate
the impact of new development on the need for open space and trails in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to provide additional
open space and trails to mitigate the impacts of new development in the City.

As provided by the Mitigation Fee Act, revenue from impact fees may also be used for
temporary loans from one impact fee fund or account to another.

Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on
Which It Is Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to provide
additional open space and trails to serve the needs of added service population associated
with new development in Brisbane.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of
Development on Which the Fee Is Imposed. New development will increase the need for
open space and trails to maintain the existing level of service, as described earlier in this
chapter. Without additional open space and trails, the increase in service population
associated with new development in the City would result in a reduction in the level of
service provided to the entire City.

Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost
Attributable to the Development Project. The amount of the open space and trails
impact fees charged to a development project will depend on the increase in service
population associated with that project. The fees per unit of development calculated in
this chapter for each type of development are based on the estimated average service
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population per unit for that type of development in Brisbane. Thus, the fee charged to a
development project reflects the impact of that project on the need for open space and
trails in the City.
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Chapter 6. Implementation

This chapter of the report contains recommendations for adoption and administration of
impact fees, and for the interpretation and application of the development impact fees
and in-lieu fees calculated in this study. It was not prepared by an attorney and is not
intended as legal advice.

Statutory requirements for the adoption and administration of fees imposed as a
condition of development approval (impact fees) are found in the Mitigation Fee Act
(Government Code Sections 66000 et seq.).

Adoption

The form in which development impact fees are enacted should be determined by the
City attorney. The specific requirements are different for impact fees under the Mitigation
Fee Act, and for park land dedication and in-lieu fees under the Quimby Act. The latter
requirements must be adopted by ordinance and are subject to the same noticing and
public hearing procedures as any ordinance.

Procedures for adoption of fees subject to the Mitigation Fee Act, including notice and
public-hearing requirements, are specified in Government Code Sections 66016 and
66018. It should be noted that Section 66018 refers to Government Code Section 60623,
which requires that the public hearing notice be published at least twice during the 10-
day notice period. However, Section 66016.5 added by AB 602 in 2021 requires that
impact fee nexus studies be adopted at a public hearing with at least 30-days’ notice.

Government Code Section 66017 provides that fees subject to the Mitigation Fee Act do
not become effective until 60 days after final action by the governing body.

Actions establishing or increasing fees subject to the Mitigation Act require certain
findings, as set forth in Government Code Section 66001 and discussed in Chapter 1 of
this report.

Examples of findings that could be used for impact fees calculated in this study are shown
below. The specific language of such findings should be provided by the City Attorney. A
more complete discussion of the nexus for each fee can be found in individual chapters
of this report.

Sample Finding: Purpose of the Fee. The City Council finds that the purpose of
the impact fees hereby enacted is to protect the public health, safety and welfare
by requiring new development to contribute to the cost of public facilities needed
to mitigate the impacts of new development.

Sample Finding: Use of the Fee. The City Council finds that revenue from the
impact fees hereby enacted will be used to provide public facilities needed to
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mitigate the impacts of new development in the City and identified in the 2022
City of Brisbane Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Study by NBS. 2

Sample Finding: Reasonable Relationship: Based on analysis presented in the
2022 City of Brisbane Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Study by NBS, the City
Council finds that there is a reasonable relationship between:

a. The use of the fees and the types of development projects on
which they are imposed; and,

b. The need for facilities and the types of development projects
on which the fees are imposed.

Administration

The California Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections 66000 et seq.) mandates
procedures for administration of impact fee programs, including collection and
accounting, reporting, and refunds. References to code sections in the following
paragraphs pertain to the California Government Code.

Notices and Statute of Limitations. Section 66006 (f) provides that a local agency, at the
time it imposes a fee for publicimprovements on a specific development project, "... shall
identify the public improvement that the fee will be used to finance." The required
notification could refer to the improvements identified in this study or to a capital
improvement plan.

Section 66020 (d) (1) requires that the agency, at the time it imposes an impact fee,
provide a written statement of the amount of the fee and written notice of a 90-day
period during which the imposition of the fee can be protested. Failure to protest
imposition of the fee during that period may deprive the fee payer of the right to
subsequent legal challenge.

Section 66022 (a) provides a separate procedure for challenging the establishment of an
impact fee. Such challenges must be filed within 120 days of enactment.

Collection of Fees. Section 66007(a) provides that a local agency shall not require
payment of fees by developers of residential projects prior to the date of final inspection,
or issuance of a certificate of occupancy, whichever occurs first.

2 According to Gov’t Code Section 66001 (a) (2), the use of the fee may be specified in a capital
improvement plan, the General Plan, or other public documents that identify the public facilities for which
the fee is charged. The findings recommended here identify this impact fee study as the source of that
information. Also note that Section 66016.5 (a)(6) requires that large jurisdictions adopt a capital
improvement plan as part of an impact fee nexus study. That requirement applies in counties of 250,000
or more and cities in those counties, so it does apply to Brisbane.
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However, "utility service fees" (not defined, but likely referring to water and sewer
connections) may be collected upon application for utility service. In a residential
development project of more than one dwelling unit, Section 66007 (a) allows the agency
to choose to collect fees either for individual units or for phases upon final inspection, or
for the entire project upon final inspection of the first dwelling unit completed.

Section 66007 (b) provides two exceptions when the local agency may require the
payment of fees from developers of residential projects at an earlier time: (1) when the
local agency determines that the fees “will be collected for public improvements or
facilities for which an account has been established and funds appropriated and for which
the local agency has adopted a proposed construction schedule or plan prior to final
inspection or issuance of the certificate of occupancy” or (2) the fees are “to reimburse
the local agency for expenditures previously made.”

Statutory restrictions on the time at which fees may be collected do not apply to non-
residential development.

Notwithstanding the foregoing restrictions, some cities collect impact fees for all facilities
at the time building or grading permits are issued, and builders may find it convenient to
pay the fees at that time.

In cases where the fees are not collected upon issuance of building permits, Sections
66007 (c) (1) and (2) provide that the City may require the property owner to execute a
contract to pay the fee, and to record that contract as a lien against the property until the
fees are paid.

Earmarking and Expenditure of Fee Revenue. Section 66006 (a) mandates that fees be
deposited “with other fees for the improvement in a separate capital facilities account or
fund in a manner to avoid any commingling of the fees with other revenues and funds of
the local agency, except for temporary investments, and expend those fees solely for the
purpose for which the fee was collected.” Section 66006 (a) also requires that interest
earned on the fee revenues be placed in the capital account and used for the same
purpose.

The language of the law is not clear as to whether depositing fees "with other fees for the
improvement" refers to a specific capital improvement or a class of improvements (e.g.,
street improvements).

We are not aware of any municipality that has interpreted that language to mean that
funds must be segregated by individual projects. And, as a practical matter, that approach
would be unworkable because it would mean that no pay-as-you-go project could be
constructed until all benefiting development had paid the fees. Common practice is to
maintain separate funds or accounts for impact fee revenues by facility category (i.e.,
streets, park improvements), but not for individual projects.

Impact Fee Exemptions, Reductions, and Waivers. In the event that a development
project is found to have no impact on facilities for which impact fees are charged, such
project must be exempted from the fees.
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If a project has characteristics that will make its impacts on a particular public facility or
infrastructure system significantly and permanently smaller than the average impact used
to calculate impact fees in this study, the fees should be reduced accordingly to meet the
requirement that there must be a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee
and the cost of the public facility attributable to the development on which the fee is
imposed. The fee reduction is required if the fee is not proportional to the impact of the
development on relevant public facilities.

In some cases, an agency may desire to voluntarily waive or reduce impact fees that would
otherwise apply to a project as a way of promoting goals such as affordable housing or
economic development. Such a waiver or reduction is within the discretion of the
governing body but may not result in increased costs to other development projects. So,
the effect of such policies is that the lost revenue must be made up from sources other
than impact fees.

Credit for Improvements Provided by Developers. If the City requires a developer, as a
condition of project approval, to dedicate land or construct facilities or improvements for
which impact fees are charged, the City should ensure that the impact fees are adjusted
so that the overall contribution by the developer does not exceed the impact created by
the development.

In the event that a developer voluntarily offers to dedicate land, or construct facilities or
improvements in lieu of paying impact fees, the City may accept or reject such offers, and
may negotiate the terms under which such an offer would be accepted. Excess
contributions by a developer may be offset by reimbursement agreements.

Credit for Existing Development. If a project involves replacement, redevelopment or
intensification of previously existing development, impact fees should be applied only to
the portion of the project that represents a net increase in demand for relevant City
facilities, applying the measure of demand used in this study to calculate that impact fee.

Annual Report. Section 66006 (b) (1) requires that once each year, within 180 days of the
close of the fiscal year, the local agency must make available to the public the following
information for each separate account established to receive impact fee revenues:

1. A brief description of the type of fee in the account or fund;
2. The amount of the fee;

3. The beginning and ending balance of the account or fund;
4. The amount of the fees collected and interest earned;
5

Identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and
the amount of the expenditures on each improvement, including the
percentage of the cost of the public improvement that was funded with fees;

6. ldentification of the approximate date by which the construction of a public
improvement will commence, if the City determines sufficient funds have been
collected to complete financing of an incomplete public improvement;
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7. A description of each inter-fund transfer or loan made from the account or
fund, including interest rates, repayment dates, and a description of the
improvement on which the transfer or loan will be expended;

8. The amount of any refunds or allocations made pursuant to Section 66001,
paragraphs (e) and (f).

The annual report must be reviewed by the City Council at its next regularly scheduled
public meeting, but not less than 15 days after the statements are made public, per
Section 66006 (b) (2).

Five-Year Findings and Refunds under the Mitigation Fee Act. Prior to 1996, The
Mitigation Fee Act required that a local agency collecting impact fees was required to
expend or commit impact fee revenue within five years or make findings to justify a
continued need for the money. Otherwise, those funds had to be refunded. SB 1693,
adopted in 1996 as an amendment to the Mitigation Fee Act, changed that requirement
in material ways.

Now, Section 66001 (d) requires that, for the fifth fiscal year following the first deposit of
any impact fee revenue into an account or fund as required by Section 66006 (b), and
every five years thereafter, the local agency shall make all of the following findings for
any fee revenue that remains unexpended, whether committed or uncommitted:

1. Identify the purpose to which the fee will be put;

2. Demonstrate the reasonable relationship between the fee and the
purpose for which it is charged;

3. Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete
financing of incomplete improvements for which impact fees are to be
used;

4. Designate the approximate dates on which the funding necessary to
complete financing of those improvements will be deposited into the
appropriate account or fund.

Those findings are to be made in conjunction with the annual reports discussed above. If
such findings are not made as required by Section 66001, the local agency could be
required to refund the moneys in the account or fund, per Section 66001 (d).

Once the agency determines that sufficient funds have been collected to complete
financing on incomplete improvements for which impact fee revenue is to be used, it
must, within 180 days of that determination, identify an approximate date by which
construction of the public improvement will be commenced (Section 66001 (e)). If the
agency fails to comply with that requirement, it must refund impact fee revenue in the
account according to procedures specified in Section 66001 (d).

For a useful discussion of the foregoing requirements, see “The Mitigation Fee Act’s Five-
Year Findings Requirement: Beware Costly Pitfalls” by Glen Hansen, Senior Counsel,
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Abbott and Kindermann, and Rick Jarvis, Managing Partner, Jarvis, Fay and Gibson,
presented at the 2022 League of California Cities City Attorneys Spring Conference.

Indexing of In-Lieu/Impact Fees. In-lieu fees and impact fees calculated in this report are
based on current costs and should be adjusted periodically to account for changes in the
cost of facilities or other capital assets that will be funded by those fees. That adjustment
is intended to account for escalation in costs for land, construction, vehicles and other
relevant capital assets. The Engineering News Record Building Cost Index (BCl) and
Construction Cost Index (CCl) are useful for indexing construction costs. Where land costs
are covered by an impact fee or in-lieu fee, land costs should be adjusted based on
changes in local land prices.

Requirements Imposed by AB 602

In 2021, the California Legislature passed AB 602 and the Governor signed it into law. AB
602 creates some new requirements for impact fees that will go into effect in 2022. The
new law amends Government Code Section 65940.1 and adds Section 66016.5 to impose
the following requirements:

1) Acity, county or special district that has an internet website shall post on its website:

a) A current written schedule of fees, exactions and affordability requirements
applicable to a proposed housing development project, and shall present that
information in a manner that identifies the fees, exactions and affordability
requirements that apply to each parcel and the fees that apply to each new water
and sewer utility connection

b) All zoning ordinances and development standards and specifying the zoning,
design and development standards that apply to each parcel

c) A list of the information that will be required from any applicant for a
development project, as specified in Government Code Section 69540

d) The current and five previous annual fee reports required by Government Code
Section 66006 and Subsection 66013 (d).

e) An archive of impact fee nexus studies, cost of service studies or equivalent
conducted on or after January 1, 2018.

2) The above information shall be updated within 30 days of any changes

3) A City or County shall request from a development proponent, upon issuance of a
certificate of occupancy or final inspection, the total amount of fees and exactions
associated with the project for which the certificate it issued. That information must
be posted on the website and updated at least twice a year.

4) Before adoption of an impact fee, an impact fee nexus study shall be adopted.
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5) When applicable, the nexus study shall identify the existing level of service for each
public facility, identify the proposed new level of service and explain why the new
level of service is appropriate

6) If a nexus study supports the increase of an existing fee, the local agency shall review
the assumptions of the nexus study supporting the original fee and evaluate the
amount of the fees collected under the original fee.

7) A nexus study adopted after July 1, 2022, shall calculate a fee imposed on a housing
development project proportionately to the square footage of the proposed units of
the development. A local agency that imposes a fee proportionately to the square
footage if the proposed units of the development shall be deemed to have used a
valid method to establish a reasonable relationship between the fee charged and the
burden posed by the development. A nexus study is not required to comply with this
requirement if the agency makes certain findings outlined in the statute.

8) Large jurisdictions as defined in Section 53559.1 (d) of the Health and Safety Code
(counties of 250,000 or more and cities in those counties) shall adopt a capital
improvement plan as part of a nexus study.

9) All studies shall be adopted at a public hearing with at least 30-days’ notice, and the
local agency shall notify any member of the public that requests notice of intent to
begin an impact fee nexus study of the date of the hearing.

10) Studies shall be updated at least every eight years, beginning on January 1, 2022.

Training and Public Information

Effective administration of an impact fee program requires considerable preparation and
training. It is important that those responsible for collecting the fees, and for explaining
them to the public, understand both the details of the fee program and its supporting
rationale.

It is also useful to pay close attention to handouts that provide information to the public
regarding impact fees. Impact fees should be clearly distinguished from other fees, such
as user fees for application processing, and the purpose and use of particular impact fees
should be made clear.

Finally, anyone responsible for accounting, capital budgeting, or project management for
projects involving impact fees must be fully aware of the restrictions placed on the
expenditure of impact fee revenues. Fees must be expended for the purposes identified
in the impact fee nexus study in which they were calculated, and the City must be able to
show that funds have been properly expended.

Recovery of Administrative Costs

To recover the cost of periodic impact fee update studies and ongoing staff costs for
capital budgeting, annual reports, five-year updates and other requirements of the
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Mitigation Fee Act, an administrative charge may be added to the impact fees calculated
in this report. See the Executive Summary for a discussion of an administrative charge to
recover some costs for administration and updating of impact fees.
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APPENDIX A

City of Brisbane - Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Comparison

Type of Brisbane Foster Redwood San South San
Impact Fee Units Proposed1 Belmont Burlingame3 City4 City5 Carlos®  Francisco’
Residential - Single-Family (Brisbane >2,100 Square Feet)
Park Land DU S 16,753 S 41,043 See Footnote S 30,826 SeeFootnote $ 2,976
Park Improvements DU $ 2,752 ¢ 17,590 $ 500 $ 14,926 $ 15950 $ 7,953 $ 26,148
Recreation Facilities DU S 5,752 Included Included
Open Space/Trails DU $ 1,692 Included Included
Total $ 26949 $ 58633 $ 590 $ 14,926 $ 46,776 S 7,953 S 29,124
Park Land DU S 15,479 S 27,362 See Footnote S 26,468 SeeFootnote S 1,759
Park Improvements DU $ 2,543 $ 11,660 $ 350 $ 11,639 $ 13,695 $ 3,977 $ 15,462
Recreation Facilities DU S 5,315 Included Included
Open Space/Trails DU $ 1,563 Included Included
Total $ 24900 $ 39,022 $ 350 $ 11,639 $ 40,163 $ 3,977 $ 17,221
Park Land Room § 557 S 2,162 S 3,795
Park Improvements Room § 92 S 427 S 910 $ 1,119 S 6,571
Recreation Facilities Room § 77 Included Included
Open Space/Trails Room §$ 56  Included Included
Total S 782 $ 427 $ 0 S 910 $ 3,281 § 0 $ 10,366
Park Land KSF S 3,185 $ 3,510 S 938
Park Improvements KSF S 523 § 710 $ 118 $ 2,350 $ 1,820 $ 3,158
Recreation Facilities KSF S 437 Included Included
Open Space/Trails KSF §$ 322 Included Included
Total S 4467 $ 710 $ 118 $ 2,350 $ 5330 S 0 $ 4,09
Park Land KSF S 4,778 $ 5110 S 833
Park Improvements KSF S 785 $§ 2,370 $ 172 $ 6,240 S 2,640 S 2,957
Recreation Facilities KSF S 656 Included Included
Trails KSF S 482  Included Included
Total $ 6,701 $ 2370 $ 172 $ 6,240 $ 7,750 S 0 $ 3,79
ndusteig_______________ |
Park Land KSF S 1,752 S 1,650 S 394
Park Improvements KSF S 288 § 950 $ 56 $ 3,510 $ 860 S 1,398
Recreation Facilities KSF S 241 Included Included
Trails KSF S 177  Included Included
Total $ 2457 $ 950 $ 56 $ 3510 $ 2510 S 0 $ 1,792

General Note: Cities other than Brisbane shown in this comparison table do not have specific impact fees for

either recreation facilities or trails; where the cells for those fees show the notation "included," it means that

documentation reviewed for this comparison indicated that it was the city's intent to include those uses within

the meaning of "park improvements"; however, other cities may also include recreation facilities and/or

trails within the meaning of park improvements

! Brisbane park land fee is based on the park land impact fee for non-subdivision projects; Brisbane Quimby in-lieu
fee is determined case-by-case

? Belmont park land fee is based on the Quimby Act fee in-lieu of park land dedication

3 Burlingame has no impact fees or in-lieu fees for park land acquisition

* Foster City has a Quimby Act ordinance that requires dedication of park land or payment of fees in lieu of
dedication for residential development; in-lieu fees are determined case-by-case; the City has no park land
impact fees for non-residential development; park impact fees for lodging are based on square footage;
this comparison assumes an average overall building area of 425 square feet per hotel room

> Redwood City has adopted park land in-lieu fees for residential subdivisions and park land impact fees for
residential development not involving a subdivision in the same amount

® San Carlos has a Quimby Act ordinance that requires dedication of park land or payment of fees in lieu of
dedication for residential development; in-lieu fees are determined case-by-case; the City has no park land
or park improvement impact fees for non-residential development; San Carlos adds a $700 administrative fee
to the amounts shown in the table

7 South San Francisco charges multi-family residential impact fees for park land acquisition and park improvements
based on the number of units in a building; multi-family impact fees shown in this table are for the 20-49 unit
category
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Introduction

The City of Brisbane (City) expects significant population and employment growth that requires
transportation capital improvements to meet the demands of new development. The City hired Fehr &
Peers to create the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study to study cost sharing of the needed
transportation capital improvements. In collaboration with the City of Brisbane, transportation capital
improvement projects necessary to accommodate anticipated growth were identified, along with their
estimated costs. The study identifies fees for transportation improvements across the city for each land
use type expected to be built.

Background

A fee program is required to operate pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, also known as California
Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600) or California Government Code Sections 66000 et seq., which governs
impact fees in California. Fees charged pursuant to this legislation are used to build capital facilities
needed to serve the demands generated by new development. Fees are not used to correct existing
deficiencies, but rather are intended to address future needs. There must be a demonstrated relationship,
or "nexus,” between the amount of the fee, the cost of the facilities, and the types of development on
which the fee is imposed.
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Approach

District Structure

The nexus analysis in Brisbane is structured with a district approach that groups infrastructure projects
according to the specific development areas most responsible for the need. This contrasts from a citywide
approach which would be agnostic to the locations of infrastructure and land development projects within
the City. City staff preferred a district approach because new development and corresponding
infrastructure improvements are concentrated in discrete areas of the City.

The TIF is structured into the following three districts:

* Baylands
* Sierra Point

* \West Brisbane

Figure 1 displays the general location of these districts. Any future expansion of the Recology site that
occurs within Brisbane would be included within the Baylands area. Including Guadalupe Quarry in the
West Brisbane TIF District may be infeasible under current circumstances because the site is not currently
within the city limits of Brisbane. The Guadalupe Quarry project will be solely responsible for constructing
site access improvements as a part of the project description or mitigation measures/conditions of
approval, including on Quarry Road, secondary access drive, and multi-modal improvements on South Hill
Drive. However, if Guadalupe Quarry is incorporated within the City and the TIF in the future, then it would
be included within the West Brisbane TIF District.
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9 BPMP Improvements

General fund for bicycle and
pedestrian improvements as
identified in the BPMP.

Specific locations to be identified as

part of further study. N
««s«.  Brisbane City Limit 0 TIF Infrastructure Project (Location) Baylands —
—— Proposed Roadways TIF Infrastructure Project (Corridor) West Brisbane 70

— Corridor Infrastructure Project Sierra Point -

Project Funding Source

Figure 1

Brisbane TIF Infrastructure Projects

159 115




160

Brisbane Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study
December 2024

Fee Categories

Based on the City's input and the types of land uses anticipated per the City’s General Plan and available
Specific Plan documents, the fee categories for this TIF study are:

* Office

* Life science / R&D
* Hotel

* Industrial

* Warehouse
* Residential

* Retail

Traffic generated by new residential uses is accounted for in the nexus analysis and proportional
allocation of fees; however, based on direction from staff, impact fees will not be levied for residential
uses outside of the Baylands TIF District. This will result in an impact fee program that is not fully funded
(i.e., the total amount in collected fees will not fully pay for the improvements assumed in the impact fee
program), because the proportion of costs attributable to new residential development outside of the
Baylands TIF District will need to be covered through other funding sources. This study has calculated the
number of trips anticipated to be generated by new residential land uses outside of the Baylands TIF
District and found it to be less than 10 percent of the total future trips generated by new growth in the
City.

Population and Employment Rates

We used population and employment rates from the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment
(Fehr & Peers, 2024) and Fiscal Impact Analysis of The Baylands Specific Plan (Economic & Planning
Systems, Inc., 2022) to estimate demand allocation among the various land use categories. Future growth
projections are usually presented in units of population and employment, whereas fees are typically
charged based on square footage of building area, so equivalency rates were needed to convert between
different units of measurement. The rates for relevant fee categories are summarized below.

* Office = 310 square feet per employee’
* Life Science/R&D = 350 square feet per employee?

* Hotel = 1 employee per room’

" Per Fiscal Impact Analysis of The Baylands Specific Plan (Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., 2022) and employee
densities used in Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment, Table C-4 in Appendix C.1

2 This density aligns with employee densities used in the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment, Table
C-4 in Appendix C.1.
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* Industrial = 500 square feet per employee?
*  Warehouse = 1,000 square feet per employee*
* Residential = 2.23 persons per dwelling unit®

* Retail = 580 square feet per employee

The Baylands TIA references the ITE Trip Generation Manual land use code 710 per employee rate for all
employment uses, which has the largest dataset for employment-based uses. Therefore, ITE land use code
710 is appropriate to represent the trip generating characteristics of employees for the employment land
uses presented above (excludes residential and hotel land uses).

Land Use Inputs

This section summarizes the anticipated land use growth within the City of Brisbane that results in the
need for the infrastructure improvements included in the TIF Nexus Study. Table 1 presents Brisbane’s
General Plan household and employment projections between 2015 and 2050 used in the cumulative

impact analyses for the Baylands Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (Baylands EIR). The growth
projections in Table 1 exclude the Baylands Specific Plan. The Baylands Specific Plan was incorporated
into the General Plan via an amendment through Measure JJ in 2018.

Table 1: City of Brisbane Household and Employment Projections, excluding Baylands
Specific Plan

Households Employment

1,910 2,713 +803 10,465 14,865 +4,400

Notes:
1. Does not include development of the Baylands Specific Plan.
Source:  Baylands Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, Table 7-1. City of Brisbane, 2022.

Since 2015, some development projects included within the General Plan projections were approved and
therefore would not be subject to paying the TIF and are not included within the TIF calculations. These
approved development projects, in addition to the remaining General Plan Buildout that could be
included in the TIF, is presented in Table 2.

3 Industrial land uses are not presented in the Baylands studies so the employment density is cited from the
Commercial Linkage Fee Nexus Analysis prepared for the City of San Jose (July 2020).

4 Warehouse land uses are not presented in the Baylands studies. The employment density is 2,000 square feet per
employee from the Commercial Linkage Fee Nexus Analysis prepared for the City of San Jose (July 2020). Based on
the Guadalupe Quarry EIR, 2,000 square feet per employee is on the lower range of anticipated employees for
warehouse projects, with 1,200 to 1,500 employees at the 1.3 msf facility as the upper range of employment.
Therefore, 1,000 sf per employee is used to represent this upper range.

> Fiscal Impact Analysis of The Baylands Specific Plan (Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., 2022).

(
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Table 2: Land Use Projects Approved Since 2015

Commercial Uses

_ Residential
Development TIF District Uses (Units) Quantity S.F. per Employees
(1,000 sf) Employee

The Shore at Sierra Point (Biotech) Sierra Point 0 540 350 1,543

The Shore at Sierra Point (Retail) Sierra Point 0 15 580 26

Genesis Marina Sierra Point 0 422 350 1,206

3750-3780 Bayshore Boulevard West 30 0 -- 0
Brisbane

25 Visitacion Ave. Mixed-Use Project West 2 0.734 580 1
Brisbane

213 Visitacion Ave. Mixed-Use Project West 4 0.283 580 1
Brisbane

18 Visitacion Ave. Mixed-use Project West 2 0.400 580 1
Brisbane

Subtotal - Approved Projects -- 38 978 -- 2,778

Brisbane General Plan Buildout

(from Table 1) - g - - L0

Total - Remaining General Plan _ 765 _ __ 1,622

Buildout not yet Approved

Notes: sf = square feet; rate per residential unit is assumed to be 2.23 persons per household
Source: Metis, Fehr & Peers. From Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment (June 2024), Appendix B.4 Baylands EIR
Master Cumulative Project List.

Brisbane’s Housing Element anticipates that all housing growth outside of the Baylands Specific Plan
would occur in West Brisbane, including 246 households in the Parkside Specific Plan, 134 other units in
West Brisbane, and 40 auxiliary dwelling units (ADU's). While the location of the remaining housing units
to fulfill the General Plan Buildout is unknown, Fehr & Peers assumed that it would occur within the West
Brisbane district as additional housing units are not allowed in the Baylands and Sierra Point TIF districts.
Fehr & Peers assumed that the remaining General Plan Buildout employment shown in Table 2 would be
incorporated within planned development in Sierra Point and Guadalupe Quarry.

Table 3 presents the anticipated remaining land use growth in the City of Brisbane for each TIF district.
Note that this land use growth does not include minor construction projects or tenant improvements nor
projects that are already entitled.
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Table 3: Brisbane Land Use Growth within TIF Districts

Commercial Uses

i A . S.F. per
Development TIF District Resldent.lal Quantity Employee or
Uses (Units) | (1,000 sf or Employees
Employees per
rooms)® Room
Baylands Specific Plan’ Baylands 2,200 7,000 == 19,480
Residential Baylands 2,200 - -- -
Office Baylands -- 6,397.8 -- 18,503
Retail Baylands 0 102.2 580 177
Hotel® Baylands 0 800 1 800

Other Pipeline Projects

Sierra Point Towers? Sierra Point 0 853.22 -- 2,373
i Point Hotel Lif . .
Sle'rra o3|nt otel and Life Sierra Point 0 1,165.62 -- 2,526
Sciences
Life Science / R&D Sierra Point 0 32881 400 822
Office Sierra Point 0 32881 300 1,096
Hotel Sierra Point 0 608 1 608
Guadalupe Quarry* West Brisbane -- 1,322 1,000 1,322
Total Pipeline Projects -- 0 3,340.84 -- 6,221
Remaining General Plan
Buildout after Other West Brisbane 765 -- -- 0
Pipeline Projects®
Total (City of Brisbane w/ . 2,965 10,341 _ 25,701
Quarry)
Total (City of Brisbane . 2,965 9,019 _ 24,379
w/o Quarry)
Notes: s.f. = square feet

1.
2.

3.
4.

6.

Source: M
Master Cu

=5

Baylands Specific Plan size and employees matches the EIR project description. The Baylands Specific Plan was not
included in the Table 2 General Plan Buildout totals and therefore is shown separately from the other Pipeline Projects.
Sierra Point Towers employees based on 2022 project description from applicant.

Sierra Point Hotel and Life Science employees split based on discussion with City staff in 2022.

Guadalupe Quarry square feet per employee represents the upper range of potential employees at the project site based
on information provided by project applicant.

The remaining General Plan Buildout includes the total residential units and employees from Table 2 minus the pipeline
projects presented in the above table. The remaining General Plan Buildout employees would be zero as the number of
employees proposed as a part of the pipeline projects exceeds the number of employees anticipated in the Brisbane
General Plan.

For Hotel uses, the values shown represent the number of rooms and the number of employees (based on the assumption
of 1 employee per room). All other uses reported in 1,000 sf.

etis, Fehr & Peers. From Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment (June 2024), Appendix B.4 Baylands EIR
mulative Project List.
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Infrastructure Inputs

A list of major transportation improvement projects in the City of Brisbane evaluated as part of the TIF is
included in Table 4. These projects were identified based on review of past studies and coordination with
the City of Brisbane. Attachment A includes cut sheets that summarize key attributes for each
transportation improvement project that would be included in the TIF, including:

* ProjectID

* Project name

* Project description

* Concept plans if available
* TIF district

* Total project cost estimate

* Assumed TIF contribution

The transportation improvement projects are generally organized by complexity and how they relate
together. The most complex is the Candlestick Interchange (also known as Harney Interchange) due to the
shared regional funding agreements outlined in the 2013 Bi-County Study.® This project is significant in
scope and will require funding sources from multiple agencies. Further, the design and cost estimate for
the Candlestick Interchange is over a decade old and subject to change. Therefore, the Candlestick
Interchange has been separated from the baseline fee calculations in this nexus study. This approach
accounts for the Candlestick Interchange based on the current cost estimate per the 2013 Bi-County
Study while providing the flexibility for future updates to the Bi-County study to update the scope and
cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange. The Geneva Avenue Extension and other transportation
changes were included in the 2013 Bi-County study but are not included in this TIF as they are either part
of project descriptions (e.g., the Geneva Avenue Extension is a part of the Baylands) or may no longer be
required. Information supporting the assumed fee requirements of the nexus study is contained in Table
7.2 Cumulative Projects List of the Baylands Specific Plan EIR.

6 https://www.sfcta.org/projects/bi-county-transportation-study
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Table 4: Project List

Total Project | Assumed TIF

Cost Contribution LERRER )

Description

The Candlestick Interchange
Reconfiguration would address deficient
conditions that would arise with land use

Candlestick . Baylands,
1 Interchange growth in both San Mateo and San $195,000,000"  $42,344,516 West Brisbane,
) . Francisco counties, and thus will require . .
Reconfiguration .~ .. L Sierra Point
significant coordination among several
jurisdictions, including the cities of Brisbane,
Daly City, San Francisco, and Caltrans.
2a Corridor Mobility *<>'9" P y ) $10,000,0002  $8,532,096 West Brisbane,
required by Program C.1.b of the City of . .
Plan . Sierra Point
Brisbane General Plan.
The Bayshore Boulevard and San Bruno
Bayshore Avenue Intersection Improvement is part of
b Boulevard / San  the greater Bayshore Boulevard Mobility $850,000° $850,000  West Brisbane
Bruno Avenue Plan (see Project 2a), to accommodate
Signalization traffic and land use growth in West
Brisbane.
As documented in the Brisbane Baylands
Transportation Impact Assessment, a
Sierra Pt Pkwy /  roundabout is the preferred configuration
Lagoon Road/  for the rebuilt intersection of Sierra Point
Us 101 Parkway, Lagoon Road, and the U.S. 101 2 . Baylands,
3a Southbound Southbound Ramp Terminal to reduce off- SRS SR Sierra Point
Ramp ramp queues from extending back onto the
Roundabout mainline with the addition of traffic

generated by the Baylands Specific Plan and
land use growth in Sierra Point.

As documented in the Brisbane Baylands

Transportation Impact Assessment, with the

addition of the Bay Trail segment north of
Sierra Point Bay  Lagoon Road and the change in land uses Baylands,
Trail Gap Closure proposed by the Baylands Specific Plan and $1,715,000 $1,715,000 Sierra Point

in Sierra Point would create demand for

walking and bicycling travel along this

segment of Sierra Point Parkway.

3b

Operational and safety improvements to

Sierra Pt Parkway the intersection Sierra Point Parkway /

/ Marina Blvd . .
4a (West)/ Marina Boulevard (West) / Shoreline Court g3 505 00 §3280,000  Sierra Point
. to support the increase in multi-modal
Shoreline Court . . . .
travel associated with the increased density
Roundabout

of Sierra Point.
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Total Project | Assumed TIF
Cost Contribution

Description

TIF District(s)

Sierra Pt Parkway Operational and safety improvements to

/ Marina Blvd the intersection Sierra Point Parkway /

4b (East) / Shoreline Marina Boulevard (East) to support the $2,000,000 $2,000,000 Sierra Point
Court increase in multi-modal travel associated
Roundabout with the increased density of Sierra Point.

Operational and safety improvements to
the terminus of the Sierra Point Parkway at

Iilaerrl:\?v:;mt the Brisbane Marina driveways to support
4c . the increase in multi-modal travel $2,000,000 $2,000,000 Sierra Point
Terminus . . . .
Roundabout associated with the increased density of
Sierra Point and facilitate vehicle access to
9000 Marina Boulevard.
Safety improvements to connect other
Sierra Point proposed Class 1 pathways to provide a
4d Internal Multi- complete internal network for multi-modal $4,000,000 $4,000,000 Sierra Point
Use Pathway travel in support of the increased density of

Sierra Point.

Parkside Precise Implement Park Lane street section of the

5 Parkside Precise Plan to accommodate land $1,200,000 $1,200,000  West Brisbane
Plan: Park Lane
use changes.

Parkside Precise Implement Old County Road street section
6 Plan: Old County of the Parkside Precise Plan to $100,000 $100,000  West Brisbane
Road accommodate land use changes.

Implement Valley Drive bicycle and
pedestrian improvements per the 2017

7 Ivni”zvz:;/:nts Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and the $3,000,0003 $3,000,000 West Brisbane
P findings from the Crocker Park Technical
Assistance Panel.
General fund for bicycle and pedestrian
BPMP improvements as identified in the BPMP Baylands,
8 e . : e : $1,132,000* $1,132,000  West Brisbane,
Improvements  Specific locations to be identified as part of Sierra Point

further study.

1. The Candlestick Interchange Project cost will change once a new Bi-County study is released. This value represents the full
cost of the project. The cost of the project is shared with jurisdictions outside of the City of Brisbane per Table ES-3 of Bi-
County Study. Access the 2013 Bi-County Study: https://ccag.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/BiCounty-Final-
Report_.pdf

2. Project contributions to Projects 2a and 3a were calculated using a “select link” analysis as described in Fee Calculations
and Application section. These projects will not be fully funded by the TIF program.

3. Asignal or roundabout were identified as mitigation for land use growth in Sierra Point and Baylands to reduce vehicle
queues from extending onto U.S. 101. Therefore, the full cost of this improvement is included in the TIF and assigned to
development in these two TIF districts.

4.  Cost estimate per email direction from Randy Breault in September and October 2024.
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Nexus Analysis and Fee Calculations

Assumptions
Cost Estimates

Individual project costs in Table 4 are presented in current year (2024) dollars. Once the fee program is
adopted, inflation will be accounted for by escalating the individual fee rates annually per the Engineering
News-Record’s Construction Cost Index. This is an industry standard approach for determining fee
escalation and is used for other similar impact fee programs. Given that some of the projects have prior
mitigations identified for the sites, the City of Brisbane will need to provide information about how much
money was gathered for these mitigations to provide a credit for the new project cost estimate.

Existing Deficiencies

One of the key functions of a fee program is to charge fees to new development to fund new
development'’s proportional share of transportation improvements that are needed to serve the demand
generated by new development. The purpose of an impact fee is not to correct existing deficiencies.
Therefore, it is necessary to determine whether there are existing deficiencies in the roadway network that
may be related to or affected by those proposed projects, so that the deficiencies can be accounted for in
the fee calculations.

To determine whether there exist any deficiencies within the facilities contained within the list of
transportation improvement projects, available traffic operations analysis for each facility presented in
Table 4 was compared against the local performance threshold. The traffic operations analyses are
contained within recent EIR documents, including the Bayshore Baylands EIR and the Sierra Point Towers
EIR. Based on our review of these documents, all facilities within the list of transportation improvement
projects currently operate acceptably and there are no existing deficiencies that need to be accounted for
in this nexus analysis.

Beyond the question of existing deficiencies, the available planning documents indicate that auto-
oriented infrastructure within the Sierra Point TIF District is anticipated to become deficient in the future
as the planned land use changes will increase multi-modal travel beyond what can be supported by the
existing infrastructure. Automobile travel to and from Sierra Point will be constrained by the existing ramp
terminal and the two-lane segment of Sierra Point Parkway under US 101; the multi-modal improvements
included within this study will provide a complete network of low-stress bicycle and walking facilities, in
addition to shuttle stops, to allow for travel by multiple modes into and out of Sierra Point. For this
reason, intersections along Sierra Point Parkway that were originally planned to be signalized are now
being designed to have roundabouts, and the cost difference between these planned improvements is
assumed in this TIF study.

123

—y



168

Brisbane Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study
December 2024

Trip Generation Rates

When calculating the fees applicable to new development per the infrastructure costs, standard practice is
to use trip rates in the nexus analysis. We used the PM peak hour trip rates for each land use category
since this period typically represents the highest trip generation of the day. Vehicle trip rates for the
Brisbane Baylands EIR, Sierra Point project EIRs, and Guadalupe Quarry EIR will be used for those projects
to reflect trip making behavior within the City of Brisbane, accounting for the TDM measures required by
Brisbane Municipal Code 10.52. Every trip rate needed was contained in the EIRs. When updating the TIF
Nexus Study, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip rates should be used for other land use
categories if no locally appropriate trip rates are available.

Cost Attribution

To identify the proportion of project cost attributable to new development and thus eligible for inclusion
in the TIF, two separate methodologies will be employed depending on project type. Table 5 summarizes
these two approaches. For roadway projects, cost attribution will be based on projected vehicle trip usage
of the new facilities. For multi-modal enhancement projects, cost attribution will be based on population

and employment proportions.

Table 5: Cost Attribution by Project Type

Project Type Basis for cost attribution

Roadway projects (including interchanges, ramps, Proportion of vehicle trips assigned to each facility
roundabouts, intersections, and those roadways that (using select link function in the City of Brisbane sub-
would be deficient with the land use change) area VISUM model)

Multi-modal enhancements (including Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan, Local Road Safety Plan, and Bay
Trail projects)’

Proportion of future population and employment
contributed by new development

Notes:
1. Project 3b, the Sierra Point Bay Trail Gap Closure, has its fee split 50% / 50% between the Baylands and Sierra Point TIF
districts. This reflects a shared benefit of the proposed Class | bike facility for Baylands residents and Sierra
Point employees.
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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Fee Calculations and Application

The project cost estimates attributable to the TIF in Table 4 are distributed to individual TIF districts. The
following projects have costs shared across multiple TIF districts:

* Project 1, the Candlestick Interchange Reconfiguration Project, has costs allocated to all three TIF
districts per the proportional cost allocation in Table ES-3 of the 2013 Bi-County Study.

* Project 2a, the Bayshore Corridor Mobility Plan, has costs allocated to all three TIF districts based
on the number of trips generated by each TIF district in the 2040 Baylands Cumulative Plus
Project PM submodel of the CCAG travel demand model. This information was obtained from the
model using a “select link” procedure to track the usage of each facility by travelers crossing TIF
district boundaries. This project are not fully funded through the TIF because other regional pass-
through trips account for a share of the new trips that benefit from this project.

* Project 3a, Sierra Point Parkway / Lagoon Road / US-101 Southbound Ramp Roundabout, has the
full costs allocated between the Baylands and Sierra Point TIF districts as this project is called out
as a mitigation measure in the EIR’s for development in these two districts to address LOS and
queuing impacts. Similar to Project 2a, the costs is distributed between the two districts based on
the 2040 Baylands Cumulative Plus Project PM submodel of the CCAG travel demand model.
(Note to reviewer: Split is approximately 50/50 based on the model. We are confirming that this split
includes both the planned and approved Sierra Point projects that originally created impacts and
contributed money to improvements at this location.)

* Project 3b, the Sierra Point Bay Trail Gap Closure, has its fee split 50% / 50% between the
Baylands and Sierra Point TIF districts. This reflects a shared benefit of the proposed Class | bike
facility for Baylands residents and Sierra Point employees. The Baylands project will roughly
double the number of residents living in Brisbane, meaning the employers in Sierra Point will draw
a substantial number of their local employees from the Baylands area, and the residents,
employees, and visitors of both districts will benefit from closing the gap in this regional trail.

The total project costs in each TIF district were divided by the number of trips generated in that district to
establish a cost per trip. The cost per trip was multiplied by the trip rate for each land use type within a TIF
district to calculate the maximum TIF contribution for each land use (e.g., per square foot or per 1,000
square feet, or per dwelling unit, or per hotel room).

Table 6 presents the maximum fee rates for each land use category and TIF district, inclusive of the
Candlestick Interchange Project.

169 125

—y




170

Brisbane Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study
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Table 6: Maximum Fees - Inclusive of the Candlestick Interchange Project

Land Use Category Baylands Sierra Point West Brisbane
Residential (Dwelling Unit) $2,399.14 - $7,897.93
Office (SF) $4.39 $10.41 =

Retail (SF) $43.05 - -

Hotel (Room) $3,433.56 $7,204.58 -
Warehouse/Quarry (SF) - - $3.41

Life Science (SF) - $10.41 -

Source: Fehr & Peers.

When comparing the fees across TIF districts, the fees in the Baylands TIF District are lower than those in
the other districts because the Baylands TIF district contains significantly more development across which
to distribute costs. It should be noted that the Brisbane Baylands project is also responsible for directly
funding additional infrastructure improvements beyond those included in this TIF Nexus Study, such as
the Geneva Avenue Roadway Extension and the Sierra Point Roadway Improvements.

Updating Fees with Future Candlestick Interchange Cost Estimate

The Candlestick Interchange represents the largest project cost of the projects included in this TIF. Since
the cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange project will likely be updated in the future, this report
also provides the fee calculations for each land use category and TIF district exclusive of the Candlestick
Interchange project. This information can serve as the basis from which to calculate a revised maximum
fee rate with an updated cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange.

Table 7 presents the maximum fee rates for each land use category and TIF district, exclusive of the
Candlestick Interchange Project. These fee rates are significantly lower than those presented in Table 6
because they exclude the Candlestick Interchange project, which represents the largest cost of the
projects included in this TIF.
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Table 7: Maximum Fee Calculations Without the Candlestick Interchange Project

Land Use Category Baylands Sierra Point West Brisbane

Residential (Dwelling

Unit) $274.94 - $6,935.87
Office (SF) $0.50 $7.73 =
Retail (SF) $4.93 - -
Hotel (Room) $393.48 $5,348.77 -
Warehouse/Quarry (SF) - - $2.99
Life Science (SF) - $7.73 -

Source: Fehr & Peers

Should the City of Brisbane include an updated cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange project in
the TIF, the fees for all TIF districts will need to be revised since the costs for the Candlestick Interchange
are distributed across all TIF districts.

To update the maximum fee values, use the values in Table 7 to perform the following calculations:

1. Determine each TIF District’s share of Candlestick Interchange costs: allocate the total cost
(i.e., dollar value) of the Candlestick Interchange project to each Brisbane TIF district (Baylands,
Sierra Point, West Brisbane).

2. Calculate the percentage of growth: Calculate the percentage of growth (e.g., ratio) for each TIF
district that results from adding the fees for the Candlestick Interchange in Step 1 to the baseline
total costs for each TIF district below.

* Baylands: $4,644,004
=  Sierra Point: $9,260,278
=  West Brisbane: $14,929,824

Calculate the percentage growth as:

New Total Cost — Baseline Total Cost

X
Baseline Total Cost 100

3. Adjust all fee categories in each TIF district: Apply the percentage of growth for each TIF
district in Step 2 to all fee categories in the TIF district. For each fee category in the table (e.g.,
Residential, Office), apply the percentage growth calculated in Step 2. Multiply each fee by:

(1 + Percentage Growth)
Example: If the percentage growth is 10%, a $100 fee would increase to $110.

The fees described in this report reflect maximum fees the City could adopt as part of the TIF. The City
may choose to adopt fee amounts that are less than the maximum fees shown in this report; this may
require additional funding sources to cover the costs for the projects in this nexus study.
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Summary of Required
Program FElements

We recommend that this section be carefully reviewed by the City Attorney.

This report provides a detailed discussion of the elements of the City of Brisbane Transportation Impact

Fee program and explains the analytical techniques used to develop this nexus study. The report

addresses the following fee program elements required by the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code

Section 66000 et seq), as summarized below.

Fundamental Nexus Requirements

Section 66001 contains several fundamental requirements that an agency must document when

establishing or imposing an impact fee.

1.

=5

Identifying the purpose of the fee

The TIF program is established for the purpose of supporting local public infrastructure
improvements and facilities needed to mitigate the traffic-related impacts of new development in
the City of Brisbane.

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

The fee is used to help fund capital improvement projects that will accommodate future
transportation needs throughout the City of Brisbane. Table 4 identifies the projects eligible 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

As described in this report, different types of development generate traffic with different
characteristics. The maximum fee calculations presented in Table 6 account for these
characteristics by calculating the travel-related characteristics of different land use types. These
considerations account for the differential impacts on the 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 facilities listed in Table 4 has been established through local and regional
planning processes prepared by the City of Brisbane and member agencies of the
Bi-County Study.

128



5. 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

This report describes the calculations applied to determine the cost of the public facility that is
attributable to new development in the City of Brisbane, accounting for the effects of existing
deficiencies. Thus, a reasonable effort has been made to quantitatively establish the relationship
between the fees charged in the TIF program and the costs of public improvements attributable
to new development within the City of Brisbane.

Additional Elements

Due to recent changes in state legislation, Section 66016.5 now defines several additional elements
beyond the fundamental nexus requirements that have historically been part of the Mitigation Fee Act.
These additional elements include the following:

* If a nexus study supports the increase of an existing fee, review the assumptions of the nexus study
supporting the original fee and evaluate the amount of fees collected under the original fee.

This Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study is the first in the City of Brisbane. Future
updates should review its assumptions and evaluate the fees collected under the original fee.

* Calculate a fee imposed on a housing development project proportionately to the square footage of
proposed units of the development, or explain why that would not be an appropriate metric for
calculating fees.

The nexus study fees on housing developments use one fee level for all unit types. Trip rates used
to estimate trips generated from residential developments are based on the Baylands
Environmental Impact Reports and its analysis which was conducted by Fehr & Peers. The average
trip rate from the Baylands EIR assumes an average of 2.23 residents per unit, as allowed by the
City of Brisbane's Measure JJ (2018), which allows a maximum average population density of 2.23
residents per unit for the Baylands project.

The Mitigation Fee Act requires that there be a demonstrated relationship between the fee being
charged to a new development and the level of demand that development places on public
facilities and services. As described previously, the calculations presented in Table 6 account for
these characteristics by calculating the travel-related characteristics of different land use types.
These considerations account for the differential impacts on the transportation system generated
by different development types in different TIF districts. There is no available reference document
that directly links trip generation rates to the square footage of a housing unit. Given the lack of
readily available reference data about how the size of a housing unit might be related to the
demand that unit would place on the transportation system, some agencies in California have
undertaken statistical analyses to attempt to better understand that relationship.
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Several of these recent statistical analyses have found limited information available from which to
derive conclusions. The analyses cite some sources of information that link trip generation rates to
the number of people living in a housing unit, although those sources often present values that
are averaged over large geographic areas and the results can differ substantially; for example,
some analyses cite the 2017 National Household Travel Survey which indicates that a 4-person
household in California generates 12.6 daily trips, while others cite a 2012 national report on
Travel Demand Forecasting: Parameters and Techniques that indicates a 4-person household
generates 16.1 daily trips. These analyses then estimate the relationship between the number of
people living in a house and the square footage of the house using US Census data, and then
combine those factors to estimate trip generation rates by house size.

An alternative approach has been taken in Western Riverside County, where an analysis was done
based on actual trip generation rates and house size data collected from residential
neighborhoods throughout that region. This locally-specific analysis found that single-family
house size explained approximately one-half of the variation in trip generation rates, while the
other half of the variation was related to other economic and demographic factors such as
household income, number of residents with jobs, number of school-age children in the
household, number of vehicles owned by the residents, and other factors. In addition, the
relationship between single-family house size and trip generation rates was found to hold only for
houses up to 2,500 square feet; for larger houses, the statistical relationship was much less strong.
No statistically significant relationship was found for multi-family developments.

In light of the lack of consistent and available sources of data to support conclusions about how
housing units of varying sizes affect the transportation system, the Brisbane Transportation
Impact Fee (TIF) Nexus Study has determined that square footage is not currently an appropriate
metric to use in calculating fees on residential developments, nor is there substantial evidence
that the current method of calculating fees is disproportionate to a residential development's
effects on the transportation system.

In large jurisdictions, adopt a capital improvement plan as a part of the nexus study.

For this purpose, a large jurisdiction is defined as a county with a population of at least 250,000
and all the cities within that county, so the City of Brisbane would not meet the definition of a
large jurisdiction.

Nexus studies must be updated at least every eight (8) years.

This nexus study and associated fee calculations will need to be updated by 2032-33.
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Project Cut Sheets
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BAYLANDS
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Source: Geneva Ave Interchange/Extension Baylands Direct Connector Study (2015), Biggs Cardosa

Associates, Inc.

The Candlestick Interchange Reconfiguration would address deficient conditions that
would arise with land use growth in both San Mateo and San Francisco counties, and thus
will require significant coordination among several jurisdictions, including the cities of
Brisbane, Daly City, and San Francisco and Caltrans. The project includes a reconfiguration
of the existing US-101 interchange at Candlestick Park/Harney Way to accommodate the
extension of Geneva Avenue by the Baylands Specific Plan from its current terminus at
Bayshore Boulevard, over Caltrain, and to a new access point from US-101 to Harney Way.

A 2013 Project Study Report (2013 PSR) by Caltrans and a 2015 Genera Avenue
Interchange/Extension Baylands Direct Connector Study by Biggs Cardosa include the
following components:
e  Southbound ramps converge on existing intersection, off-ramp is new structure and
on-ramp footprint remains the same
e Northbound ramps converge on new intersection, off-ramp uses existing footprint
and on-ramp has a new structure
BRT enters around southbound ramps
Bridge over US-101 towards Beatty Ave (configuration not described)

The project was evaluated in the Bi-County Transportation Study (2013) lead by the
SFCTA and in partnership with several agencies from both sides of the San Francisco-

San Mateo county line, as a potential transportation improvement needed to address
significant current and anticipated land use growth. The project has also been considered
during the planning of the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard and Schlage Lock
(now Baylands North) master plans in San Francisco and Baylands in Brisbane. Conceptual
designs of the project have been preapred as part of these studies and projects; however,
given the time elapsed since prior studies, the interchange design would need to be
updated to reflect the current land uses and design standards.

As further described Bi-County Transportation Study (2011), the funding strategy
determined “fair-share” contributions from public and private entities involved in the
study area. The project’s total estimated cost is $195,000,000, with Baylands responsible
for $35,880,000, other proposed Brisbane TIF districts responsible for $21,840,000, and
the remaining $137,280,000 shared across other jurisdictions, development projects, and

<talaholders. Given the time elapsed since these estimates were prepared, updated cost

176 [ates are recommended for the revised interchange design not?gzabove.

TIF District
Shared - Baylands (primary), West
Brisbane, Sierra Point

Location
US-101 Candlestick Park Interchange

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 195,000,000 (from 2013 Bi-County
Study)

Assumed TIF Contribution (from 2013
Bi-County Study)*
$42,344,516

$ 35,880,000 - Baylands

$ 1.284,467 - West Brisbane

$ 5,180,049 - Sierra Point

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on proportional
cost responsibility per Table ES-3
“Cost-Participation Percentages

and Amounts, by Automobile Trip
Generation Method” in the Bi-County
Transportation Study.




BAYLANDS

] |
- Erlllll ; 'll‘:lﬂlllhl“ ‘

GENEVA AVE

|GREEN STREET |

GREEN STREET

SIERRA PT

TIF District
Shared - Baylands, West Brisbane,
Sierra Point

Location
Bayshore Boulevard (Brisbane)

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 10,000,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*

$ 8,532,096
$ 2,476,433 - Baylands
$ 4,034,865 - West Brisbane
$ 2,020,799 - Sierra Point

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.

The Bayshore Mobility Plan sets forth
the design plan for Bayshore Boulevard
required by Program C.1.b of the City
of Brisbane General Plan. General Plan
Policy C.1 calls for the City’s roadway
system to be designed “to emphasize
mobility for Brisbane residents and
businesses, accommodate bicycle

and pedestrian in addition to
vehicular movement, and provide for
comfortable and safe travel within the
community to shopping, employment,
and recreation, as well as to transit
and the Highway 101 freeway.” The
Bayshore Mobility Plan consists of a

= diet, improved local access, and
177

road safety improvements consistent
with the conceptual plans presented
in the Bayshore Mobility Plan:
Concept Design Recommendations
memorandum included as an
appendix to the Brisbane Baylands
Transportation Impact Assessment
Report. The Bayshore Mobility Plan
would address deficient conditions
that would occur due to the growth
in demand for multi-modal travel
resulting from the land use changes.
Given the citywide role of Bayshore
Boulevard for travel within Brisbane,
the funding for the Bayshore Mobility
Plan would be shared among the
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three districts based on the percent of
vehicle traffic generated by the land
use growth on Bayshore Boulevard
from each district. This project would
be implemented in tandem with the
Baylands Specific Plan, which includes
access changes along Bayshore
Boulevard between Geneva Avenue in
the north and the future Campus Drive
intersection in the south.




Source: Bayshore Mobility Plan: Concept Design Recommendations (2024), Fehr & Peers
Note: Figure shows the signal with Bayshore Mobility Plan in place.

The Bayshore Boulevard and San Bruno Avenue Intersection
Improvement is part of the greater Bayshore Boulevard Mobility
Plan (see Project 2a), to accommodate traffic and land use growth
in West Brisbane. The project could be funded as part of Project 2a
or could be funded separately as an interim improvement prior to
implementation of the entire plan (with a credit applied to the rest
of Project 2a). The mast arm at Bayshore/San Bruno was already
completed as indicated in the TIF Contribution.
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TIF District
West Brisbane

Location
Bayshore Boulevard / San Bruno
Avenue

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 850,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 850,000 - West Brisbane

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.
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TIF District
Baylands and Sierra Point

Location
US-101 Southbound Ramps, Sierra
Point Parkway, and Lagoon Road

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 1,025,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 1,025,000

s = $ 512,500 - Baylands
Source: The Baylands Specific Plan (2023), Universal Paragon Corporation $ 512,500 - Sierra Point

contribution is based on growth in

traffic volumes.

As documented in the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment, a
roundabout is the preferred configuration for the rebuilt intersection of Sierra
Point Parkway, Lagoon Road, and the U.S. 101 Southbound Ramp Terminal to
reduce off-ramp queues from extending back onto the mainline with the addition
of traffic generated by the Baylands Specific Plan and land use growth in Sierra
Point. A roundabout would replace the traffic signal required as a part of TRAF-1
P3RE MMRP, with a credit for the $1,025,000 for design and construction costs
already paid by the Sierra Pt LLC applicant .

A roundabout at this location will be completed in tandem with the realignment
of Lagoon Road as proposed in the Baylands Specific Plan. The roundabout will
require Caltrans approval and is expected to include the following features based
on the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment:

e Two left turn lanes from westbound U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to

southbound Sierra Point Parkway

e Two right turn lanes from northbound Sierra Point Parkway onto the U.S. 101

Southbound On-Ramp

e Taper down to one-lane in each direction on Sierra Point Parkway south of the
roundabout

e One lane in each direction on Lagoon Road (west leg) and Sierra Point Parkway
(north leg)

e Class 1 trail crossings for the Bay Trail across the north and west legs would
include features that meet the design standards outlined in the Brisbane
Baylands Transportation Impact Study: Supplemental Design Guidelines, which
are based on Caltrans and Bay Trail standards.
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The Bay Trail Gap Closure would occur on

the west side of Sierra Point Parkway and
connect to other Bay Trail Segments and Class |
pathways.

Source: The Baylands Specific Plan (2023), Universal Paragon Corporation

As documented in the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Assessment,
with the addition of the Bay Trail segment north of Lagoon Road and the change
in land uses proposed by the Baylands Specific Plan and in Sierra Point would
create demand for walking and bicycling travel along this segment of Sierra Point
Parkway. With these land uses changes, this segment would represent a 1.2
mile deficient gap in the “all ages and abilities” network for people walking and
bicycling, as identified by MTC's Active Transportation Network and Bay Trail
Plans, between the proposed pathways in Baylands and Sierra Point. A Bay Trail
compliant Class | multi-use pathway on this segment would close this network
gap and would allow commuter and recreational travelers to walk or bike safely
between Bay Trail pathways at Sierra Point and the rest of the City of Brisbane
and other nearby communities.

This Bay Trail segment would connect in the north to the proposed Class 1
multi-use pathways included in the Baylands Specific Plan south of Lagoon

Road and east of the Sierra Point Parkway extension north of Lagoon Road. This
connection is identified in the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle Plan’s
Backbone Network. In the north, the Bay Trail would cross Sierra Point Parkway
and Lagoon Road on the north and west legs of the intersection, as described for
Project 3a. In the south, the Bay Trail would travel under the U.S. 101 underpass
on the west / south side of Sierra Point Parkway and connect to the Bay Trail and
other multi-use pathways on the south and east legs of the U.S. 101 Northbound
Ramp Terminal. Class 1 trail crossings would include features that meet the
design standards outlined in the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Study:
Supplemental Design Guidelines, which are based on Caltrans and Bay Trail
standards.
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TIF District
Baylands and Sierra Point

Location
Sierra Point Parkway between Lagoon
Road and Marina Boulevard

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 1,715,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 1,715,000

$ 857,500 - Baylands

$ 857,500 - Sierra Point

* The Sierra Point Bay Trail Gap
Closure, has its fee split 50% / 50%
between the Baylands and Sierra Point
TIF districts. This reflects a shared
benefit of the proposed Class | bike
facility for Baylands residents and
Sierra Point employees.




SIERRA PT

ROUNDABOUT DIMENSIONS:

INSCRIBED CIRCLE DIAMETER = 170"
DIAMETER (MOUNTABLE) = 110
=90

RINA BOULEVARD)

Bay i continue on south
side of Siema Point Parkway and
1055 South leg of Gateway

roundabout to connect o points south

LEGEND
EXISTING CURE LINE

|—— PrOPOSED CURB i
SIERRA POINT PARKWAY
EXISTING SIDEWALK : - 1000 cooranmed OO SPLL

H'. PROPOSED RAMP

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

ST SPLL EASEMENT

Source: City of Brisbane

The Sierra Point Sub-Area includes operational and safety
improvements to the intersection Sierra Point Parkway / Marina
Boulevard (West) / Shoreline Court to support the increase in multi-
modal travel associated with the increased density of Sierra Point.
The project includes the installation of a dual-lane roundabout to
address deficient future traffic operations with the build out of
land uses in Sierra Point. This project replaces a previous proposal
to signalize the intersection from the prior Sierra Point EIR (TRAF-
3 PSRE MMRP), with a credit for the $1,540,000 for design and
construction costs already paid by the Sierra Pt LLC applicant .

The roundabout would improve traffic flow and multi-modal safety
compared to the previously proposed signalized intersection by
reducing vehicle speeds and crossing distances for people walking
and bicycling. New Bay Trail connections would be provided
through the roundabout to connect the existing Bay Trail segments
in Sierra Point to the northwest and southeast of the intersection,
Project 3b (Sierra Point Parkway Bay Trail Gap Closure), and Project
5 (Sierra Point Internal Multi-Use Pathway). Class 1 trail crossings
would include features that meet the design standards outlined in
the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Study: Supplemental
Design Guidelines, which are based on Caltrans and Bay Trail
standards.
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TIF District
Sierra Point

Location
Sierra Point Parkway and Marina
Boulevard (West)

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 3,280,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 3,280,000 - Sierra Point

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.
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TIF District
Sierra Point

Location
Sierra Point Parkway and Marina
See Project 4c Boulevard (East)

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 2,000,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
\ $ 2,000,000 - Sierra Point

oa |
|
’géh‘

= b

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.

k
|
|
|

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024

The Sierra Point Sub-Area includes operational and safety
improvements to the intersection Sierra Point Parkway / Marina
Boulevard (East) to support the increase in multi-modal travel
associated with the increased density of Sierra Point. The project
includes the installation of a single-lane roundabout to replace the
existing all-way stop sign with four lane approaches on Sierra Point
Parkway and Marina Boulevard. The roundabout and associated
reduction from four to two lanes on Sierra Point Parkway and
Marina Boulevard approaching the intersection would reduce
vehicle speeds and crossing distances for people walking and
bicycling. These would enhance the comfort and safety for people
walking and bicycling within Sierra Point and thus encourage the
replacement of vehicle trips with walking and bicycling trips. New
Bay Trail connections would be provided through the roundabout
on the north leg to connect Project 5 (Sierra Point Internal
Multi-Use Pathway) with the pathway through the 9000 Marina
Boulevard property to Project 4C (Sierra Point Parkway Terminus
Roundabout). Class 1 trail crossings would include features that
meet the design standards outlined in the Brisbane Baylands
Transportation Impact Study: Supplemental Design Guidelines,
which are based on Caltrans and Bay Trail standards.
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TIF District
Sierra Point

Location
Sierra Point Parkway at Brisbane
Marina

See Project 4b

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 2,000,000

éi Assumed TIF Contribution*
i

$ 2,000,000 - Sierra Point

-

[T

SR

—

i

| = [ - | *Allocation of assumed TIF
Pl e osccwomces - contribution is based on growth in
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024 traffic volumes.

The Sierra Point Sub-Area includes operational and safety
improvements to the terminus of the Sierra Point Parkway at the
Brisbane Marina driveways to support the increase in multi-modal
travel associated with the increased density of Sierra Point and
facilitate vehicle access to 9000 Marina Boulevard. The project
includes the installation of a single-lane roundabout to replace
the existing all-way stop sign with right-turn channelized slip
lanes. The roundabout, reduction from four to two lanes on Sierra
Point Parkway, and reconfiguration of driveway access into the
Brisbane Marina would simplify vehicle access while allowing
vehicles to use the roundabout to access the proposed driveway
and loading zones for 9000 Marina Boulevard. Reduced crossing
distances for people walking and bicycling and a designated Class
1 connection would provide continuous access all the way from
the Sierra Point Gateway to the Brisbane Marina and Bay Trail
segment. These would enhance the comfort and safety for people
walking and bicycling throughout Sierra Point and thus encourage
the replacement of vehicle trips with walking and bicycling trips.
Class 1 trail crossings would include features that meet the design
standards outlined in the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact
Study: Supplemental Design Guidelines, which are based on
Caltrans and Bay Trail standards.
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e Existing Class | Trail @ e Proposed Class Il Bike Lane Proposed On-Street Shuttle Stop
e Existing Class Il Bike Lane I Proposed or Enhanced Pedestrian Crossing
@ Proposed Roundabout

@ e e Proposed Class | Trail

The Sierra Point Sub-Area includes safety improvements to connect
other proposed Class 1 pathways to provide a complete internal
network for multi-modal travel in support of the increased density
of Sierra Point. This project includes the installation of a class

1 pathway around the central parcel of Sierra Point Parkway in
coordination with the Sierra Point Towers project and high-visibility
crosswalks with crossing enhancements consistent with those
outlined in the Brisbane Baylands Transportation Impact Study:
Supplemental Design Guidelines. This would enhance the comfort
and safety for people walking and bicycling throughout Sierra Point
and thus encourage the replacement of vehicle trips with walking
and bicycling trips.
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TIF District
Sierra Point

Location
Sierra Point District

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 4,000,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 4,000,000 - Sierra Point

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.




Park Lane should foster a neigh-
berhood envirenment through bike
lanes and attractive, lush streets-
cape plantings.

Narth R.OW.
South R.OW.

Source: Parkside Precise Plan (2017), City of Brisbane

Implement Park Lane street section of the Parkside Precise Plan to
accommodate land use changes:

Maintain established street alignments.

Within existing public rights-of-way, narrow the travel lanes and
medians to allow excess width to be converted into bike lanes
and/or sidewalks according to figure above

Maintain existing curb edges and stormwater flowlines unless
otherwise authorized by the City Engineer.

Add bulb-outs along parking lanes. Landscaping bulbs in the
parking lane may be considered at key locations if the adjacent
parkway does not provide sufficient width for appropriate
landscaping.

Plant trees in the Brisbane Approved Street Tree List along all
roadways to help articulate the street edge and open areas,
provide pedestrians with a buffer from motorized traffic, and
offer shade and wind protection along sidewalks and pathways
Require a clear, unobstructed contiguous, minimum eight-foot-
wide ADA accessible boarding and unboarding area at all transit
shelters
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TIF District
West Brisbane

Location
Park Lane between 145 Park Lane and
Old County Road

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 1,200,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 1,200,000 - West Brisbane

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.



Old County Read should include
bike lanes and enhanced pedestri-
an streetseape improvements.

Marth R.OMW.
South R.O.W.

T e Tl R o T e e e e
A Sara

Source: Parkside Precise Plan (2017), City of Brisbane

Implement Old County Road street section of the Parkside Precise
Plan to accommodate land use changes:

Maintain established street alignments.

Within existing public rights-of-way, narrow the travel lanes and
medians to allow excess width to be converted into bike lanes
and/or sidewalks according to figure above

Maintain existing curb edges and stormwater flowlines unless
otherwise authorized by the City Engineer.

Add bulb-outs along parking lanes. Landscaping bulbs in the
parking lane may be considered at key locations if the adjacent
parkway does not provide sufficient width for appropriate
landscaping.

Plant trees in the Brisbane Approved Street Tree List along all
roadways to help articulate the street edge and open areas,
provide pedestrians with a buffer from motorized traffic, and
offer shade and wind protection along sidewalks and pathways
Require a clear, unobstructed contiguous, minimum eight-foot-
wide ADA accessible boarding and unboarding area at all transit
shelters

The Class Il Bicycle Lanes are planned to be included in an
upcoming repaving project, and therefore will be removed from the
total cost (~$80,000).
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TIF District
West Brisbane

Location
Old County Rd between San Francisco
Ave and Bayshore Blvd

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 100,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 100,000 - West Brisbane

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.




Valley Drive

Source: Crocker Park Technical Assistance Panel (2014), City of Brisbane

Implement Valley Drive bicycle and pedestrian improvements per
the 2017 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and the findings from
the Crocker Park Technical Assistance Panel. Improvements include
the following:

Install Class Il bike lanes from Bayshore Blvd to Silverspot Dr
Extend existing median islands and pedestrian cages at Crocker
Trail and City Hall

e Add median islands, pedestrian cages, and yield teeth at two
existing locations
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TIF District
West Brisbane

Location
Valley Drive from Bayshore Blvd to
Silverspot Dr

Total Project Cost Estimate
$ 3,000,000

Assumed TIF Contribution*
$ 3,000,000 - West Brisbane

* Allocation of assumed TIF
contribution is based on growth in
traffic volumes.




Attachment B:
Updating Fees with Future Candlestick
Interchange Cost Estimate
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The Candlestick Interchange represents the largest project cost of the projects included in this TiF. Since
the cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange project will likely be updated in the future, this report
also provides the fee calculations for each land use category and TIF district exclusive of the Candiestick
Interchange project. This information can serve as the basis from which to calculate a revised maximum
fee rate with an updated cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange.

Table 9 presents the maximum fee rates for each land use category and TIF district, exclusive of the
Candlestick Interchange Project. These fee rates are significantly lower than those presented in Table 8
because they exclude the Candlestick Interchange project, which represents the largest cost of the

projects included in this TIF.

Table 9: Maximum Fee Calculations Without the Candlestick Interchange Project

Land Use Category Baylands | Sierra Point West Brisbane
S::;'e"ﬁa' (Bwelling ‘ $274.94 - $6,935.87
Office (SF) $0.50 | $7.73

Retail (SF) | $4.93 -

Hotel (Room) $393.48 $5,348.77

Warehouse/Quarry (SF) - -

$7.73 =

Life Science (SF) - /

Source: Fehr & Peers

Should the City of Brisbane include an updated cost estimate for the Candlestick Interchange project in
the TIF, the fees for all TIF districts will need to be revised since the costs for the Candlestick Interchange

are distributed across all TIF districts.
To update the maximum fee values, use the values in Table 9 to perform the following calculations:

1. Determine each TIF District’s share of Candlestick Interchange costs: allocate the total cost
(i.e,, dollar value) of the Candlestick Interchange project to each Brisbane TIF district (Baylands,

’ Sierra Point, West Brisbane).

2. Calculate the percentage of growth: Calculate the percentage of growth (e.g., ratio) for each TIF
district that results from adding the fees for the Candlestick Interchange in Step 1 to the baseline
total costs for each TIF district below. These values would replace the values presented in Table
7, and sum to the total cost for all projects excluding the Candlestick Interchange.

= Baylands: $4,644,004
= Sjerra Point: $9,260,278
= West Brisbane: $14,929,824

FEHR# PEERS s



Calculate the percentage growth as:

New Total Cost — Baseline Total Cost
Baseline Total Cost

X 100

3. Adjust all fee categories in each TIF district: Apply the percentage of growth for each TIF
district in Step 2 to all fee categories in the TIF district. For each fee category in the table (e.g.,
Residential, Office), apply the percentage growth calculated in Step 2. Multiply each fee by:

(1 + Percentage Growth)
Example: If the percentage growth is 10%, a $100 fee would increase to $110.

As previously stated, the fees described in this report reflect maximum fees the City could adopt as part of
the TIF. The City may choose to adopt fee amounts that are less than the maximum fees shown in this
report; this may require additional funding sources to cover the costs for the projects in this nexus study.

FEHRA PEERS
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Executive Summary

The City of Brisbane retained NBS Government Finance Group to prepare this study to analyze
the impacts of new development on several types of City capital facilities and to calculate impact
fees based on that analysis. The methods used in this study satisfy all legal requirements of the
U. S. Constitution, the California Constitution and the California Mitigation Fee Act (Government
Code Sections 66000 et seq.).

Organization of the Report

Chapter 1 of this report provides an overview of the legal requirements for establishing and
imposing such fees, and methods that can be used to calculate impact fees.

Chapter 2 contains data on existing and future development used in this report.

Chapters 3 through 6 analyze the impacts of development on specific types of facilities and
calculate impact fees for those facilities. The facilities addressed in this report are listed by
chapter below:

Chapter 3. Library

Chapter 4. General Government Facilities

Chapter 5. Police Department Facilities and Vehicles

Chapter 6. Fire Department Facilities, Apparatus and Vehicles

Chapter 7 contains recommendations for adopting and implementing impact fees.

Development Data

Chapter 2 of this report presents estimates of existing development in Brisbane and a forecast of
future development through buildout. Chapter 2 also establishes values for factors such as
population per unit, service population per unit, and police and fire calls per unit that are used in
the impact fee calculations.

It is important to note that because of some provisions of AB 602 that were incorporated into
the Mitigation Fee Act, effective in 2022, impact fee categories for residential development in
this study are defined in terms of unit-size categories, broken down by square footage ranges.
Prior to the adoption of AB 602 it was common practice to base residential impact fees on unit
type categories (e.g., single-family or multi-family units).

Impact Fee Analysis

The impact fee analysis for each type of facility addressed in this report is presented in a separate
chapter. In each case, the relationship, or nexus, between development and the need for a
particular type of facility is defined in a way that allows the impact of additional development on
facility needs to be quantified.

j N BS City of Brishane Page S-1
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The impact fees are based on capital costs for facilities and other capital assets needed to
mitigate the impacts of additional development. Impact fees may not be used for maintenance
or operating costs. Impact fees calculated in this study are intended to recover only new
development’s proportionate share of the cost of facilities. Costs for correcting existing
deficiencies in City facilities must be funded by non-impact fee funds.

The following paragraphs briefly discuss the methods used to calculate impact fees for each of
the facility types addressed in this study.

Library. Impact fees for library facilities in Chapter 3 are calculated using the existing inventory
method discussed in Chapter 1, which means that the library impact fees are based on the
existing level of service for those facilities in Brisbane. The existing level of service is defined as
the replacement value of existing library facilities per capita of existing population.

To calculate that cost per capita, the estimated replacement cost for the existing library is divided
by the existing population. That cost per capita is then multiplied by the estimated population
per unit for each type of residential development defined in this study to get an impact fee per
unit for each type of residential development. Because added population is associated with new
residential development, the library impact fees apply only to residential development.

General Government. Impact fees general government facilities in Chapter 4 are calculated using
the existing inventory method discussed in Chapter 1, which means that impact fees for general
government facilities are based on the existing level of service for those facilities in Brisbane. The
impact of development on the need for those facilities is represented by the added service
population associated with new development in the City. The existing level of service is defined
as the replacement cost of existing facilities per capita of existing service population.

To calculate that cost per capita, the estimated replacement cost for existing general government
facilities is divided by the existing service population. That cost per capita is then multiplied by
the estimated service population per unit for each type of development defined in this study to
get an impact fee per unit for each type of development.

Police Facilities and Vehicles. The police impact fees in Chapter 5 are calculated using the existing
inventory method discussed in Chapter 1, which means that impact fees for police facilities and
vehicles are based on the existing level of service for those assets in Brisbane. The existing level
of service is based on the replacement cost of the Police Department’s existing capital assets.
The impact of development on the need for those assets is represented by the added calls for
service per year associated with various types of new development in the City. The replacement
cost of existing Police Department capital assets is divided by the existing calls for service per
year to get a cost per call for service per year.

As part of this study, NBS analyzed the distribution of Police Department calls for service for a
full year to determine the average number of calls per unit per year generated by different types
of development. The impact fees are calculated as the cost per call for service multiplied by the
calls per unit per year associated with each type of development defined in this study. The police
impact fees apply to all types of new development in the City.
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Fire Station. Unlike the other impact fees calculated in this study, which use the existing
inventory method, the fire impact fees in Chapter 6 are calculated using the planned facilities
method. That method bases the impact fees on a forecast of future development to buildout
along with the estimated cost of additional facilities, apparatus and vehicles needed to serve that
future development.

The impact of new development on Fire Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles is
represented in this study by the number of Fire Department calls for service per year generated
by development in the City. As part of this study, NBS analyzed the distribution of fire calls for
service for a full year to determine the average number of calls per unit per year generated by
different types of development.

A cost per call for service per year is calculated by dividing the estimated cost of planned new
Fire Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles by the projected number of calls for service
per year generated by new development in the City to buildout. Then, an impact fee per unit is
calculated by multiplying that cost per call by the number of calls for service per unit per year
generated by each category of development defined in this study.

The reason that the fire impact fees are calculated using the system plan method is that the
projected revenue from those fees is exactly equal to the cost of the new assets. In this case,
impact fees calculated by either the existing inventory method or the system plan method would
result in projected impact fee revenue that would exceed the cost of the new assets needed to
serve future development.

Impact Fee Summary

Table S.1 shows the impact fees calculated in this report. Blank areas in the table indicate that
some impact fees are not calculated for non-residential development.

Table S.1: Summary of Proposed Impact Fees

Development General
Type Units * Library Gov't Police Fire Total
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 1,944 $ 3,708 S 395 § 2,611 $ 8,658
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 3791 $ 7,230 S 621 S 3,046 S 14,688
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU S 5734 $ 10,938 S 847 S 3,482 $ 21,001
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $ 7,678 S 14646 $ 1,073 $ 3,917 $ 27,314
Commercial KSF S 3795 S 9657 $§ 5,566 $ 19,018
Hotel/Motel Room S 2201 $ 2452 S 2,305 $ 6,959
Office KSF S 3804 S 186 S 479 $ 4,469
Life Science/R&D KSF S 3369 S 327 S 1,523 $§ 5,220
Industrial KSF S 2358 S 2811 § 392 $§ 5,561
Warehouse KSF S 1,179 S 570 §$ 740 S 2,489

'pu= dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area; Room = guest room or suite

Because Brisbane has no existing impact fees, there is no need to compare the proposed impact
fees with any existing impact fees.
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The impact fees calculated in this report are the maximum amounts justified based on the data
used to support the calculations. The City Council may choose to adopt impact any of the
proposed impact fees at any level up to the amounts shown in Table S.1.

Findings

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, the Mitigation Fee Act (Govt. Code Section 66001)
requires that in any action establishing, increasing, or imposing a fee as a condition of
development approval, the local agency must do all of the following:

1. ldentify the purpose of the fee.

2. ldentify the use to which the fee is to be put (a capital improvement plan is now
required for that purpose).

3. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the type of
development project on which the fee is imposed.

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public
facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed.

5. When the fee is imposed as a condition of approval on a development project,
determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and
the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the
development on which the fee is imposed.

In addition, as discussed in Chapter 2, we recommend that the City Council adopt the following
findings pursuant to Government Code Section 66016.5(a)(5)(B) to justify the use of tiered square
footage ranges for residential development in this study rather than a fixed fee-per-square-foot
approach:

1. A fixed fee-per-square-foot approach would not reflect the actual impact of different-
sized residential units on the facilities addressed in this study and would not meet the
rough proportionality standard set forth in Dolan v. Tigard.

2. The use of tiered square footage ranges rather than a fixed fee per square foot approach
better reflects the relationship between the fees charged and the actual burden imposed
by various types of development.

3. Calculating impact fees for tiered square footage ranges rather than a fixed fee per square
foot still ensures that smaller developments are not charged disproportionate fees
because that approach allows the impact fees to be tailored to the actual impacts created
by smaller developments, while protecting larger units from excessive fees.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to analyze the impacts of development on the need for certain capital
facilities and other capital assets provided by the City of Brisbane and to calculate impact fees
based on that analysis. This report documents the approach, data and methodology used in this
study to calculate impact fees.

The impact fees calculated in this report are intended to satisfy all legal requirements governing
such fees, including provisions of the U. S. Constitution, the California Constitution and the
California Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections 66000-66025).

Legal Framework for Impact Fees

This brief summary of the legal framework for development fees is intended as a general
overview. It was not prepared by an attorney and should not be treated as legal advice.

U. S. Constitution. Like all land use regulations, development exactions, including impact fees,
are subject to the 5th Amendment prohibition on taking of private property for public use
without just compensation. Both state and federal courts have recognized the imposition of
impact fees on development as a legitimate form of land use regulation, provided the fees meet
standards intended to protect against “regulatory takings.” A regulatory taking occurs when
regulations unreasonably deprive landowners of property rights protected by the Constitution.

In two cases dealing with exactions, the U. S. Supreme Court has held that when a government
agency requires the dedication of land or an interest in land as a condition of development
approval or imposes exactions as a condition of approval on a development project, the agency
must demonstrate an "essential nexus" between such exactions and the interest being protected
(See Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 1987) and make an “individualized determination”
that the exaction imposed is "roughly proportional” to the burden created by development (See
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 1994). In April 2024, the U. S. Supreme Court ruled that Impact fees, even
legislatively adopted impact fees, are subject to Nollan and Dolan.

Defining “Nexus.” The nexus required to justify exactions and impact fees can be thought of as
having the three elements discussed below. We think proportionality is logically included as one
element of that nexus, even though it was discussed separately in Dolan v. Tigard. The elements
of the nexus discussed below mirror the three “reasonable relationship” findings required by the
Mitigation Fee Act for establishment and imposition of impact fees.

1. Need or Impact. An agency imposing impact fees must demonstrate that a development
project subject to those fees will create a need for the facilities to be funded by the impact fees.
All new development in a community creates additional demands on some or all public facilities
provided by local government. If the capacity of facilities is not increased to satisfy the additional
demand, the quality or availability of public services for the entire community will deteriorate.
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Impact fees may be used to recover the cost of development-related facilities, but only to the
extent that the need for facilities is related to the development project subject to the fees.

The Nollan decision reinforced the principle that development exactions may be used only to
mitigate impacts created by the development projects upon which they are imposed. In this
study, the impact of development on facility needs is analyzed in terms of quantifiable
relationships between various types of development and the demand for public facilities based
on applicable level-of-service standards. This report contains all of the information needed to
demonstrate compliance with this element of the nexus.

2. Benefit. An agency imposing impact fees must demonstrate that a development project subject
to those fees will benefit from the facilities funded by the impact fees. With respect to the benefit
relationship, the most basic requirement is that facilities funded by impact fees be available to
serve the development paying the fees. A sufficient benefit relationship also requires that impact
fee revenues be segregated from other funds and expended in a timely manner on the facilities
for which the fees were charged. Nothing in the U.S. Constitution or California law requires that
facilities paid for with impact fee revenues be available exclusively to development projects
paying the fees.

Procedures for earmarking and expenditure of fee revenues are mandated by the Mitigation Fee
Act, as are procedures to ensure that the fees are either expended in a timely manner or
refunded. Those requirements are intended to ensure that developments benefit from the
impact fees they are required to pay. Thus, over time, procedural issues as well as substantive
issues can come into play with respect to the benefit element of the nexus.

3. Proportionality. An agency imposing impact fees must demonstrate that the amount of those
fees is proportional to the impact created by development projects subject to the fees.
Proportionality in impact fees depends on properly identifying development-related facility costs
and calculating the fees in such a way that those costs are allocated in proportion to the facility
needs created by different types and amounts of development. The section on impact fee
methodology, below, describes methods used to allocate facility costs and calculate impact fees
that meet the proportionality standard.

California Constitution. The California Constitution grants broad police power to local
governments, including the authority to regulate land use and development. That police power
is the source of authority for local governments in California to impose impact fees on
development. Some impact fees have been challenged on grounds that they are special taxes
imposed without voter approval in violation of Article XIlIA. Impact fees calculated in this report
do not exceed the cost of providing facilities needed to serve new development and, thus, are
not special taxes requiring voter approval pursuant to Article XIlIA.

Articles XIIIC and XIIID, added to the California Constitution by Proposition 218 in 1996, require
voter approval for some “property-related fees,” but exempt “the imposition of fees or charges,
as a condition of property development.” Thus, impact fees are exempt from those requirements.

The Mitigation Fee Act. California’s impact fee statute originated in Assembly Bill 1600 during
the 1987 session of the Legislature and took effect in January 1989. AB 1600 added several
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sections to the Government Code, beginning with Section 66000. Since that time, the impact fee
statute has been amended from time to time, and in 1997 was officially titled the “Mitigation Fee
Act.” Unless otherwise noted, code sections referenced in this report are from the Government
Code.

The Mitigation Fee Act does not limit the types of capital improvements for which impact fees
may be charged. It defines public facilities very broadly to include "public improvements, public
services and community amenities." Although the issue is not specifically addressed in the
Mitigation Fee Act, both case law and statute (see Government Code Section 65913.8) clarify that
impact fees may not be used to pay for ongoing maintenance or operating costs. Consequently,
the fees calculated in this report are based on the cost of capital assets only.

The Mitigation Fee Act does not use the term “mitigation fee” except in its official title. Nor does
it use the common term “impact fee.” The Act simply uses the word “fee,” which is defined as “a
monetary exaction, other than a tax or special assessment...that is charged by a local agency to
the applicant in connection with approval of a development project for the purpose of defraying
all or a portion of the cost of public facilities related to the development project ....”

To avoid confusion with other types of fees, this report uses the widely accepted term “impact
fee” which should be understood to mean “fee” as defined in the Mitigation Fee Act.

The Mitigation Fee Act contains requirements for establishing, increasing and imposing impact
fees. They are summarized below. It also contains provisions that govern the collection and
expenditure of fees and requires annual reports and periodic re-evaluation of impact fee
programs. Those administrative requirements are discussed in the implementation chapter of
this report.

Required Findings. Section 66001 (a) requires that an agency establishing, increasing or imposing
impact fees, must make findings to:

1. Identify the purpose of the fee
2. Identify the use of the fee; and

3. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the use of the fee and
the development type on which it is imposed

4. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the facility
and the type of development on which the fee is imposed

In addition, Section 66001 (b) requires that in any action imposing a fee as a condition of
approval of a development project by a local agency, the local agency shall determine how
there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public
facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the development on which the fee is
imposed.

The requirements outlined above are discussed in more detail below.

Identifying the Purpose of the Fees. The broad purpose of impact fees is to protect public health,
safety and general welfare by providing for adequate public facilities. The specific purpose of the
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fees calculated in this study is to fund acquisition or construction of certain capital assets that
will be needed to mitigate the impacts of planned new development on District facilities, and to
maintain an acceptable level of public services as the District grows.

This report recommends that findings regarding the purpose of an impact fee should define the
purpose broadly, as providing for the funding of adequate public facilities to serve additional
development.

Identifying the Use of the Fees. According to Section 66001(a)(2), if a fee is used to finance public
facilities, those facilities must be identified. A capital improvement plan may be used for that
purpose but is not mandatory if the facilities are identified in a General Plan, a Specific Plan, or
in other public documents. Section 66002 (b) requires that if a capital improvement plan is used
to identify the facilities, it must be updated annually.

However, a new provision in Section 66016.5(a)(6), which was added by AB 602 in 2021, requires
that large jurisdictions adopt a capital improvement plan as part of an impact fee study. That
requirement applies to impact fee nexus studies adopted after January 1, 2022. “Large
jurisdiction” means a county of 250,000 or more or any city within that county. Section 66002 (a)
states that the capital improvement plan shall indicate the approximate location, size, time of
availability and estimates of cost for all facilities or improvements to be financed with the fees.
That amendments contained in AB 602 appears to override the original language of Section
66001(a)(2), so that a capital improvement plan (CIP) is no longer optional. A CIP is now required
for all new impact fee nexus studies adopted by large jurisdictions. The annual update
requirement for the CIP appears to remain in effect.

Reasonable Relationship Requirement. As discussed above, Section 66001 requires that, for fees
subject to its provisions, a "reasonable relationship" must be demonstrated between:

5. the use of the fee and the type of development on which it is imposed;

6. the need for a public facility and the type of development on which a fee is imposed;
and,

7. the amount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development on which
the fee is imposed.

Development Agreements and Reimbursement Agreements. The requirements of the Mitigation
Fee Act do not apply to fees collected under development agreements (see Govt. Code Section
66000) or reimbursement agreements (see Govt. Code Section 66003). The same is true of fees
in lieu of park land dedication imposed under the Quimby Act (see Govt. Code Section 66477).

Existing Deficiencies. In 2006, Section 66001(g) was added to the Mitigation Fee Act (by AB 2751)
to clarify that impact fees “shall not include costs attributable to existing deficiencies in public
facilities...” The legislature’s intent in adopting this amendment, as stated in the bill, was to
codify the holdings of Bixel v. City of Los Angeles (1989), Rohn v. City of Visalia (1989), and Shapell
Industries Inc. v. Governing Board (1991).

Section 66001(g) also states that impact fees “may include the costs attributable to the increased
demand for public facilities reasonably related to the development project in order to (1)
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refurbish existing facilities to maintain the existing level of service or (2) achieve an adopted level
of service that is consistent with the general plan.” (Emphasis added.)

Impact Fees for Existing Facilities. Impact fees may be used to recover costs for existing facilities
to the extent that those facilities are needed to serve additional development and have the
capacity to do so. In other words, it must be possible to show that fees used to pay for existing
facilities meet the need and benefit elements of the nexus. As a practical matter, such fees are
difficult to implement unless the fees are needed to repay outstanding debt related to the
facilities in question.

Recent Legislation

Several new laws enacted by the State of California since 2019 to facilitate development of
affordable housing bear on the implementation of impact fees calculated in this study. Below are
brief overviews of some key bills passed since 2019.

SB 330 - The Housing Crisis Act of 2019. SB 330 (amended and clarified in 2021 by SB 8) contained
a variety of amendments designed to promote affordable housing. Among them was a provision
in Government Code Section 65589.5 that prohibits the imposition of new approval requirements
on a housing development project once a preliminary application has been submitted. That
provision applies to increases in impact fees except when the resolution or ordinance establishing
the fee authorizes automatic, inflationary adjustments to the fee or exaction. These provisions
will remain in effect until January 1, 2030.

AB 1483 - Housing Data: Collection and Reporting (2019). AB 1483 added Section 65490.1 to
the Government Code, and requires that a city, county or special district must post on its website
a current schedule of its fees and exactions, as well as associated nexus studies and annual
reports. Updates must be posted within 30 days.

SB 13 — Accessory Dwelling Units (2019). SB 13 amended Government Code Section 65852.2 to
prohibit the imposition of impact fees on accessory dwelling units (ADUs) smaller than 750 square
feet and to require that impact fees for ADUs of 750 square feet or more must be proportional
to the square footage of the primary dwelling unit. The proportionality requirement means that
impact fees for ADUs of 750 square feet or more must be calculated on a case-by-case basis
during the approval process.

Existing law requires a water or sewer connection fee or capacity charge for an accessory dwelling
unit requiring a new or separate utility connection to be based on either the accessory dwelling
unit’s size or the number of its plumbing fixtures. SB 13 revises the basis for calculating the
connection fee or capacity charge to either the accessory dwelling unit’s square feet or the
number of its drainage fixture units.

AB 602 — Amendments to the Planning and Land Use Law and the Mitigation Fee Act (2021). AB
602 adds Section 65940.1 to the Planning and Land Use Law requiring cities, counties and special
districts that have internet websites to post schedules of fees, exactions and affordability
requirements, annual fee reports, and an archive of nexus studies on that website, and to update
that information within 30 days after any changes.
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AB 602 also adds Section 66016.5 to the Mitigation Fee Act imposing several new requirements
for impact fees that went into effect in 2022, including:

A nexus study must identify the existing level of service for each facility, identify the
proposed new level of service (if any), and explain why the new level of service is
appropriate.

If a nexus study supports an increase in an existing fee the local agency shall review the
assumptions of the nexus study supporting the original fee and evaluate the amount of
the fees collected under the original fee.

Large jurisdictions (counties over 250,000 and cities within those counties) must adopt a
capital improvement plan as part of the nexus study.

All impact fee nexus studies shall be adopted at a public hearing with at least 30 days’
notice, and the local agency shall notify any member of the public that requests notice of
intent to begin and impact fee nexus study of the date of the hearing.

Nexus studies shall be updated at least every eight years, from the period beginning on
January 1, 2022.

A nexus study adopted after July 1, 2022, shall calculate a fee imposed on a housing
development project proportionately to the square footage of proposed units in the
development. A nexus study is not required to comply with this requirement if the local
agency makes certain findings specified in the law. A local agency that imposes a fee
proportionately to the square footage of units in the development shall be deemed to
have used a valid method to establish a reasonable relationship between the fee charged
and the burden posed by the development.

Authorizes any member of the public, including an applicant for a development project,
to submit evidence that impact fees proposed by an agency fail to comply with the
Mitigation Fee Act, and requires the legislative body of the agency to consider such
evidence and adjust the proposed fee if deemed necessary.

AB 516 — Amendments to the Mitigation Fee Act (2023). AB 516, which took effect on January
1, 2024, amends Government Code Section 66006 to add certain requirements to the annual
reports mandated by that section. Specifically, Section 66006 now requires that:

Annual reports indicate whether construction on public improvements identified in
previous annual reports began on the approximate date shown in the previous annual
report; and,

If a project failed to start construction on schedule, the annual report must explain the
reason for the delay and provide a revised approximate date when construction will
begin.

AB 516 also amends Section 66023 to provide that when a person requests an audit of a fee or
charge levied by a local agency, that audit may address when revenue generated by that fee or
charge is scheduled to be expended, and when the public improvement to be funded by that fee
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or charge is scheduled to be completed. Prior to this amendment, the only stated purpose of
such an audit was to determine whether such a fee or charge exceeds the amount reasonably
necessary to cover the cost of any product, public facility or service provided by the local agency.

Impact Fee Calculation Methodology

The methods used to calculate impact fees in this study are designed to comply with all of the
legal requirements discussed earlier in this chapter. Any one of several legitimate methods may
be used to calculate impact fees. The choice of a particular method depends primarily on the
service characteristics of, and planning requirements for, the type of facility being addressed. To
some extent those methods are interchangeable, because they all allocate facility costs in
proportion to the needs created by development.

Allocating facility costs to various types and amounts of development is central to all methods of
impact fee calculation. Costs are allocated by means of formulas that quantify the relationship
between development and the need for facilities. In a cost allocation formula, the impact of
development is represented by some attribute of development such as added population or
added vehicle trips that represent the impacts created by different types and amounts of
development.

Although it is not mandatory, this study adopts the nomenclature used in the Impact Fee Nexus
Study Templates prepared by the Terner Center for Housing Innovation at UC Berkeley to
describe impact fee calculation methods. Those templates were prepared for The California
Department of Housing and Community Development pursuant to Section 50466.5 of the Health
and Safety Code and are cited in AB 602.

Planned Facility Method. With this method, impact fees are calculated so that new development
will pay for the planned expansion of facilities at the future standard attributable to new
development. To calculate the cost per unit of demand, the cost of planned facilities is divided
by the amount of demand that will be created by new development. The impact fees depend on
the cost of planned future facilities and a plan for future development, so the fees should be
recalculated if facility plans or development plans change.

Existing Inventory Method. With this method, impact fees are calculated so that new
development will fund expansion of facilities at the same standard currently used to serve
existing development. To calculate the cost per unit of demand, the value of existing facilities is
divided by the amount of demand associated with existing development. This method allows
impact fees to be calculated without a list of planned facilities, but such a list is required by AB
602 as part of a Capital Improvement Plan that must be adopted with any new impact fee nexus
study. This approach can be used to calculate impact fees for many types of public facilities but
is usually not appropriate for facilities such as transportation improvements or water,
wastewater or drainage systems where improvement needs must be determined by engineering
analysis.

System Plan Method. With this method, impact fees are calculated so that new development
pays for its share of the cost of an integrated system of facilities at the future standard
attributable to new development. To calculate the cost per unit of demand, the value of existing
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facilities plus the cost of planned facilities is divided by the combined demand associated with
both existing development and planned development. This approach is especially appropriate for
impact fees for fire protection and EMS facilities because new facilities must be planned to
integrate geographically with existing facilities.

Impact Fees for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

SB 477, enacted in 2024, relocated and consolidated California’s ADU laws into a new
Government Code Chapter (Chapter 13, Division 1, Title 7). Recent amendments to ADU law
provide that impact fees may not be imposed on ADUs smaller than 750 square feet and establish
the following requirement for impact fees imposed on ADUs of 750 square feet or more:

“Any impact fees charged for an accessory dwelling unit of 750 square feet or more
shall be charged proportionately in relation to the square footage of the primary
dwelling unit.”

The proportionality requirement depends on the square footage of both the primary unit and the
ADU, which necessitates that impact fees for ADUs be calculated on a case-by-case basis.
Consequently, this report does not calculate a schedule of impact fees for ADUs. The formula for
calculating proportional ADU impact fees is:

Primary unit impact fee X (ADU square feet / Primary unit square feet)

Facilities Addressed in this Study

Impact/in-lieu fees for the following types of facilities are addressed in this report:

= Libraries

= General Government Facilities

= Police Facilities and Vehicles

= Fire Department Facilities, Apparatus and Vehicles

Each of those facilities is addressed in a separate chapter of this report, beginning with Chapter
3. Chapter 2 contains data on existing and future development used in the impact fee analysis.
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Chapter 2. Development Data

This chapter presents data on existing and future development that will be used to calculate
impact fees in subsequent chapters of this report. The information in this chapter may be used
to establish levels of service, analyze facility needs, and/or allocate the cost of capital facilities
between existing and future development and among various types of new development.

Study Area

The study area for the City of Brisbane (City) in this study is the planning area defined in the City’s
current General Plan which was adopted in 1994. That area encompasses both the existing City
and the small Sphere of Influence consisting primarily of open space.

Time Frame

Planned future development in this study is forecasted to buildout of the remaining developable
land in the City. The methods used to calculate impact fees in this study do not depend on the
timing of future development.

Development Types

The development types for which impact fees are calculated in this report are discussed below.
Impact fees calculated in this report are intended to be applied based on actual land uses rather
than zoning or general plan land use designations. For mixed use development projects, impact
fees should be applied to each type of development within the project, consistent with the
number of units of development of each type within the project.

Residential Development. Traditionally, impact fees for residential development are based on
the type of unit, e.g., single-family, multi-family or mobile home. However, Government Code
Section 66016.5(a)(5)(A) which was added to the Mitigation Fee Act by AB 602 in 2021 contains
the following requirement:

“A nexus study adopted after July 1, 2022, shall calculate a fee imposed on a housing development project

proportionately to the square footage of proposed units of the development. A local agency that imposes a

fee proportionately to the square footage of the proposed units of the development shall be deemed to have

used a valid method to establish a reasonable relationship between the fee charged and the burden posed
by the development”

But that requirement is not absolute. Section 66016.5(a)(5)(B) provides that a nexus study is not
required to comply with Section 66016.5(a)(5)(A) if the local agency makes a finding that includes
all of the following:

1. An explanation as to why square footage is not the appropriate metric to calculate fees
imposed on a housing development project.

2. An explanation that an alternative basis of calculating the fee bears a reasonable
relationship between the fee charged and the burden imposed by the development.

3. That other policiesin the fee structure support smaller developments or otherwise ensure
that smaller developments are not charged disproportionate fees.
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The proportionality requirement in Section 66016.5(a)(5)(A) is often interpreted to mean that
impact fees must have a linear relationship to unit square footage. That means the fees must
increase by the same amount for every added square foot of unit size. Such a fee structure results
in impact fees that are necessarily five times as high for a 3,000 square-foot single-family unit as
for a 600 square apartment. That type of fee structure is justified only if the actual impact of a
3,000 square-foot unit is five times greater than the impact of a 600 square-foot unit.

Otherwise, the impact fees could violate the “rough proportionality” requirement set forth in the
U. S. Supreme Court in Dolan v. Tigard [512 U. S. 374 (1994)]. The recent U. S. Supreme Court
decision in Sheetz v. County of El Dorado [601 U.S. __ (2024)] made clear that Dolan applies to
all impact fees, whether they are applied ad hoc or legislatively adopted.

This study uses several attributes of development, including added population, added police calls
for service per year and added fire calls for service per year, to represent the impact of new
development on different types of City facilities. We use those attributes to represent the
demand created by various types of development for public services and the capital facilities and
other capital assets needed to support those services.

What we see in analyzing patterns of service demand is that the relationship between unit size
and service demand doesn’t conform to a linear model. While the potential for added population
may be five times as great for the largest residential units compared with the smallest units, that
increase is not linear. In the real world, population per unit does not increase in a tiny increment
for each added square foot. It increases in a stairstep fashion, jumping from one person to two
persons to three persons per unit and so on.

It is not feasible to get specific data on police and fire calls by unit size, but in our experience, the
difference in the average number of police and fire calls-per-unit-per-year generated by single-
family as opposed to multi-family residential units does not justify a flat impact fee per square
foot. So, a fee structure that results in large units paying five times as much as small units would
appear disproportionate to the actual demand created by units of different sizes for some types
of facilities.

This study breaks down residential development into tiered square-feet-per-unit ranges and
calculates an impact fee for each range or category. That approach allows impact fees to be
graduated by unit size while avoiding the distortions that result from a rigid, fixed fee per square
foot approach, and while respecting the need for rough proportionality between the fees and
the impact of development as set forth in Dolan v. Tigard.

Based on the foregoing discussion, we propose that the City of Brisbane City Council adopt the
following findings pursuant to Government Code Section 66016.5(a)(5)(B) to justify the use of
tiered square footage ranges for residential development in this study rather than a fixed fee-
per-square-foot approach:

1. A fixed fee-per-square-foot approach would not reflect the actual impact of different-
sized residential units on the facilities addressed in this study and would not meet the
rough proportionality standard set forth in Dolan v. Tigard.
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2. The use of tiered square footage ranges rather than a fixed fee per square foot approach
better reflects the relationship between the fees charged and the actual burden imposed
by various types of development.

3. Calculating impact fees for tiered square footage ranges rather than a fixed fee per square
foot still ensures that smaller developments are not charged disproportionate fees
because that approach allows the impact fees to be tailored to the actual impacts created
by smaller developments, while protecting larger units from excessive fees.

As discussed above, residential development categories are defined in this study by ranges of
unit sizes rather than by unit types (e.g., single-family or multi-family) as is the case for the City’s
existing impact fees. Unit-size ranges used to define residential development in this study are
listed below.

= Residential <800 Square Feet per Unit

= Residential >800-1,200 Square Feet per Unit

= Residential <1,200-2,100 Square Feet per Unit
= Residential >2,100 Square Feet per Unit

Each of these unit-size ranges is typical of units with a certain number of bedrooms, ranging from
studio and one-bedroom apartments up to single-family units with four or more bedrooms.

Non-Residential Development. Non-residential development types used in this study are:

= Commercial

= Hotel/Motel

= Office

= Life Science/R&D
= |ndustrial

= Warehouse

The impact fees calculated in this report are intended to be applied to development projects, or
portions of projects, based on the actual type of development being constructed. Except for the
Hotel/Motel category, which is measured in terms of guest rooms, the non-residential
development types listed above are measured in terms of gross leasable floor area in thousands
of square feet (KSF).

Public Facilities, Public Schools and Parks. In addition to the development types listed above,
the development tables presented later in this chapter include public (government) facilities,
public schools and parks. The City does not impose impact fees on those uses, either because of
legal constraints or because it would be imposing the fees on itself, which serves no purpose.
However, those uses do create measurable impacts on some services, including law enforcement
and fire protection/emergency medical services, and they are included in the impact fee analysis
so that the impacts associated with those exempt uses can be distinguished from demand
associated with fee-paying development types.
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Other types of Development. The development types for which impact fees are calculated in this
study will encompass most new development in the City, but there may be some development
projects that don’t fit very well within any of the established fee categories. In such cases, it is
possible for City staff to calculate a project-specific impact fee at the time a project is approved.

For example, to calculate a customized police impact fee, it would be necessary to estimate the
number of police calls for service per year that will be generated by the project, based on the
number of calls generated by similar existing uses in the City. Then, that number would be
multiplied by the cost per call calculated in this study to arrive at the police impact fee for the
project. Customized impact fees for other facility types could be calculated in a similar manner.

Demand Variables

To calculate impact fees, the relationship between facility needs and development must be
quantified in cost allocation formulas. Certain measurable attributes of development (for
example, added population) are used as “demand variables” in those formulas to represent the
impact of different types of development on various types of facilities.

Demand variables are selected either because they directly measure the service demand created
by various types of development, or because they are reasonably correlated with that demand.

For example, the need for parks in a community is typically defined in terms of the relationship
between population and acres of parks. As population grows, more parks are needed to maintain
that relationship. Logically, then, the increase in population related to new residential
development is an appropriate yardstick, or demand variable, for use in measuring the impact of
development on the need for additional parks.

Demand variables have specific values for each type of development defined in this study. Those
values may be referred to as “demand factors.” So, if the demand variable used to calculate
impact fees for a particular type of facility is added population, the demand factor for a specific
category of residential development would be the population per dwelling unit for that category.

Demand variables used in this study are discussed below. Specific demand factors can be found
in Table 2.3.

Population. Population is used in this study as the demand variable for libraries. The need for
those facilities is driven largely by the added population associated with residential development.
They are not impacted substantially by non-residential development. The specific population per
unit factors used in this study are shown in Table 2.1, below and in Table 2.3

Table 2.1 shows the estimated average population per unit for each residential unit-size category.
The unit-size categories shown in Table 2.1 are based on the number of bedrooms per unit, as
shown in American Community Survey (ACS) Table B25041, which also shows the number of units
in each category. Average population per unit is assumed to increase with unit size. The
estimated population per unit factors are adjusted using the overall average population per unit
and total population as controls. The results are cross-checked against ACS Table B25001 which
shows the mix of household sizes in the City.
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Table 2.1. Population per Unit by Unit Size

Unit Size No. of No. of %of Popat2.25 EstPop Adjusted
inSqFt* Bedrms Units®  Units  perUnit® perUnit® Pop”
<800 Oorl 557 26.3% 1,253 1.00 557
800-1,200 2 646 30.5% 1,454 1.95 1,260
>1,200-2,100 3 634 30.0% 1,427 2.95 1,870
>2,100 4+ 279 13.2% 628 3.95 1,102
Total/Average 2,116  100.0% 4,761 2.26 4,789

! Estimated square-feet-per-unit ranges based on number of bedrooms

? Distribution of units by number of bedrooms from American Community Survey
(ACS) Table B25041, 2022 1-Year estimates

3 Population for all units in each square-footage range if all units were occupied
by the overall average of 2.25 persons per unit

* Estimated population per unit by NBS

> Adjusted population = number of units X estimated population per unit

Service Population. Some types of City facilities are impacted by both residential and non-
residential development so population alone does not represent all of the impacts of
development on those facilities. For facilities like City Hall, where the impact of development
cannot be measured by a specific demand variable such as vehicles trips or police or fire calls for
service, a variable called service population is commonly used to represent the impact of
development.

Service population is a composite variable that includes both residents of the City and employees
of businesses in the City. Resident population is included to represent the impacts of residential
development. Employees are included to represent the impacts of non-residential uses, such as
commercial, office and industrial development.

Because the impact of one new resident is not necessarily the same as the impact of one new
employee, various components of the service population are weighted to reflect their relative
impacts on demand for certain types of facilities.

Service population is intended to approximate the number of people creating the demand for
service on an average day. It is difficult to estimate that number precisely for several reasons.
Some residents work in the City, some residents commute to work outside the City, and some
residents don’t work at paid jobs. In addition, non-residents may be pre- sent in the City for work,
shopping, recreation, or any number of other reasons.

In this study, residents are assigned a weight of 1.0. Our estimate of the average number of hours
per week that residents spend in the City is based in part on an analysis of Census Bureau data
on how many residents work in the city and how many commute to work outside the City. In
addition, we assume the average resident spends eight hours a week outside the City for activities
like shopping and recreation. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) data for 2022
show that about 60% of Brisbane residents aged 16 and over are employed, and that about 78%
of employed residents work outside the City.
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Assuming that out-commuters spend 47.5 hours a week (9.5 hours per day) outside the City for
work and commuting, and that all residents spend an average of eight hours a week outside the
City for shopping and recreation leads us to the conclusion that out- commuters spend an
average of 112.5 (168 - 47.5 - 8 = 112.5) hours per week in the City. Assuming other residents
spend 160 (168 - 8 = 160) hours per week in the City, the weighted average for all residents is
141.5 hours per week in the City. Dividing that number by 168 hours per week gives us a weight
of 0.842 for all residents (population) of the City.

Service population weights for employees associated with different types of development are
based on estimates of the number of hours per week businesses of a certain type are in
operation. This study assumes that retail and service commercial businesses operate 12 hours a
day, 7 days a week (84 hours). For professional offices, industrial uses and public facilities, that
number is estimated to be 45 hours (9 hours a day, 5 days a week). The weights assigned to
employees of businesses associated with various types of non- residential development are
based on the hours per week of operation divided by 168 total hours per week. The hours per
week for each development as well as the weighting factor for each type of development are
shown in Table 2.2, below. It should be noted that since all students in the K-12 Schools category
are assumed to be residents of the City, the non-residential service population weight for that
category is zero.

The service population weights shown in Table 2.2 are intended to allow a balanced allocation of
costs among non-residential development types.

Finally, for simplicity, all of the service population base weights are normalized by dividing them
by residential base weight of 0.842 so that the normalized weight for population equals 1.0 and
weight for each of the non-residential components is increased proportionately. The resulting
service population weights are shown in Table 2.2. Service-population-per-unit factors based on
the normalized service population weights are shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.2: Service Population Weights

Development Avg Hrs Total Hrs  Base Svc Pop Normalized

Type per Wk * per Week Weight 2 Sve Pop Wt 3
Residential 141.5 168.0 0.842 1.000
Commercial/Retail 84.0 168.0 0.500 0.594
Hotel/Motel 84.0 168.0 0.500 0.594
Office 45.0 168.0 0.268 0.318
Life Science/R&D 45.0 168.0 0.268 0.318
Industrial 45.0 168.0 0.268 0.318
Warehouse 45.0 168.0 0.268 0.318
Public Facilities 45.0 168.0 0.268 0.318

! Expected average hours per week of business operation

? Base service population weight = average hours per week / total hrs per week
* Service population weight normalized to residential service population
weight = base population weight / residential base service population weight
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Police Calls for Service. Demand for police services is impacted by both residential and non-
residential development in the City. In this study, the number of police calls for service per unit
per year is used to represent the demand for police services by various types of development. The
calls-for-service factors used in this study are based on analysis by NBS of a random sample of all
calls for service received by the City of Brisbane Police Department for a one-year period from
April 1 2023 to March 31 2024.

During that period, the City of Brisbane Police Department logged about 15,500 calls. A random
sample of 600 calls was classified by development type based on address or location. Calls that
could not be associated with a particular type of development were excluded from the analysis.
The percentage of sampled calls associated with each type of development defined in this study
was applied to the one-year count of calls to get the number of calls generated by each type of
development for the year. The number of calls for each type of development was divided by the
number of existing units for that type of development to arrive at the average number of calls per
unit per year for that category.

Because it is not possible to determine individual call rates for residential units by square footage
in the analysis of police calls for service, the overall average calls per unit per year for all residential
units is used as the midpoint in estimating calls-for-service factors for the residential unit size
categories used in this study and the factors are scaled up and down from that midpoint relative
to unit size. The overall range of call rates from the smallest to the largest units is adjusted for
consistency with the extent of differences in call rates for single-family and multi-family units.
Police calls per unit per year for each type of development defined in this study is shown in Table
2.3.

Fire Authority Calls for Service per Year. Fire protection, emergency medical response and other
services are provided in the City by the North County Fire Authority (NCFA), which also serves Daly
City and Pacifica. Demand for the services provided by NCFA is impacted by both residential and
non-residential development. In this study, the number of calls for service per unit per year from
Brisbane to NCFA is used to represent the demand for fire protection and emergency response
services by various types of development in the City. The calls-for-service factors used in this study
are based on analysis by NBS of a random sample of all 2023 calls for service from the City of
Brisbane to NCFA.

In 2023, NCFA logged about 600 calls for service in Brisbane. As part of this study, NBS analyzed a
random sample of 400 of those calls and classified them by development type based on address.
Calls that could not be associated with a particular type of development were excluded from the
analysis.

The percentage of sampled calls associated with each type of development defined in this study
was applied to the total number of 2023 calls to get the full number of calls generated by that
type of development for the year. Then, the number of calls per year was divided by the number
of existing units for each type of development to arrive at the average number of calls per unit
per year.
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Because it is not possible to determine individual call rates for residential units by square footage
in the analysis of fire calls for service, the overall average calls per unit per year for all residential
units is used as the midpoint in estimating calls for service factors for the unit size categories used
in this study. The factors are scaled up and down from that midpoint relative to unit size. The
overall range of call rates from the smallest to the largest units is adjusted for consistency with
the extent of differences in call rates for single-family and multi-family units. Fire calls-per-unit-
per-year for each type of development defined in this study are shown in Table 2.3.

Demand Factors

Table 2.2 shows the values of demand factors used in this study for each type of development.

Table 2.3: Demand Factors

Development Dev Pop per Employees  Svc Pop PD Calls Fire Calls

Type Units Unit 2 per Unit ? per Unit * per Unit® per Unit ®
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 1.00 1.00 0.70 0.120
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 1.95 1.95 1.10 0.140
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 2.95 2.95 1.50 0.160
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU 3.95 3.95 1.90 0.180
Commercial KSF 1.72 1.02 17.11 0.256
Hotel/Motel Room 1.00 0.59 4.34 0.106
Office KSF 3.23 1.03 0.33 0.022
Life Science/R&D KSF 2.86 0.91 0.58 0.070
Industrial KSF 2.00 0.64 4.98 0.018
Warehouse KSF 1.00 0.32 1.01 0.034
Public Facilities KSF 3.00 0.95 4,78 0.105
Public Schools Students 1.36 0.006
Parks Acres 72.17 0.333

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area; Room = guest
room or suite

% See Table 2.1

3 Employees per unit provided by the City of Brisbhane Community Development Department

* Service population per unit estimated based on residents and employees weighted by factors in Table 1.2

® Police Department calls for service per unit per year based on analysis of a random sample of all 2023
calls; calls for service rates for residential unit size categories based on the range of actual rates for
single-family, multi-family and mobile home units

® Fire Department calls for service per unit per year based on analysis of a random sample of all 2023
calls; calls for service rates for residential unit size categories based on the range of actual rates for
single-family, multi-family and mobile home units

Existing and Future Development

Tables 2.4 through 2.6, beginning on the next page, present summaries of existing and future
development by development type in Brisbane. Table 2.4 shows estimated existing development
as of January 1, 2024.
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Table 2.4: Existing Development as of January 2024

Development Dev Existing  Existing  Existing  Existing Existing Existing

Types Units * Units > Pop 2 Empl * sve Pop® PDCalls® Fire Calls 6

All Residential DU 2,076 4,645 4,645 3,414 323
Commercial KSF 125.1 216 128 2,140 32
Hotel/Motel Room 387 387 230 1,681 41
Office KSF 695.4 2,243 713 253 15
Life Science/R&D KSF 561.0 1,603 510 358 39
Industrial KSF 756.6 1,513 481 2,776 14
Warehouse KSF 4,356.4 4,356 1,385 3,237 148
Public Facilities KSF 85.3 256 81 408 9
Public Schools Students 337 459 2
Parks Acres 12.0 866 4
Total 4,645 10,574 8,174 15,592 627

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area;
Room = guest room or suite;

2 Existing residential units and population from the California Department of Finance (DOF)
2024 E-5 report; existing hotel/motel rooms provided by the City of Brisbane; existing non-
residential units provided by the Brisbane Community Development Department

? Existing employees = existing units X employees per unit from Table 2.3

* Existing service population = existing units X service population per unit from Table 2.3

> Existing police department calls for service per year by development type based on analysis
by NBS of a random sample of 2023 Brisbane Police Department calls for service

6 Existing fire department calls for service per year by development type based on analysis
by NBS of a random sample of 2023 Brisbane Police Department calls for service

Table 2.5, on the next page, shows projected future development in Brisbane to buildout.
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Table 2.5: Forecasted Future Development to Buildout

Development Dev Added Added Added Added Added Added

Types Units Units Pop 3 Empl Y Sve Pop > PDCalls® Fire Calls’

All Residential DU 3,003 6,607 6,607 4,474 480
Commercial KSF 140.0 241 143 2,395 36
Hotel/Motel Room 1,408.0 1,408 836 6,116 149
Office KSF 2,770.6 8,937 2,842 914 61
Life Science/R&D KSF 5,366.5 15,333 4,876 3,113 376
Industrial KSF (69.4) (139) (44) (346) (1)
Warehouse KSF 1,156.0 1,156 368 1,168 39
Public Facilities KSF 121.2 364 116 579 13
Public Schools Students 478.5 652 3
Parks Acres 17.0 1,230 6
Total 6,607 27,300 15,743 20,295 1,161

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area;
Room = guest room or suite;

2 Added units estimated by the Brisbane Community Development Department; estimates
include buildout of the Baylands Specific Plan Area; future units for Public Facilities, Public
Schools and Parks assumed to increase at the same rate as population

* Added population assumes an average of 2.2 occupants per added residential unit

* Added employees = added non-residential units X employees per unit from Table 2.3

> Added residential service population = added population; added non-residential service
population = added non-residential units X service pop per unit from Table 2.3

® Added Police Dept calls for service per year = added units X PD calls per unit from Table 2.3;
added residential calls per year based on an average of 1.49 calls per unit

7 Added Fire Department calls for service per year = added units X Fire calls per unit from
Table 2.3; added residential calls per year based on an average of 0.16 calls per unit

Table 2.6 on the next page shows projected total development in Brisbane at buildout.
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Table 2.6: Buildout Development

Development Dev Buildout Buildout Buildout Buildout Buildout Buildout

Types Units Units > Pop 2 Empl 2 Sve Pop > pDCalls® Fire Calls

All Residential DU 5,079 11,252 11,252 7,888 803
Commercial KSF 265.1 457 271 4,535 68
Hotel/Motel Room 1,795.0 1,795 1,066 7,797 190
Office KSF 3,466.0 11,181 3,556 1,167 76
Life Science/R&D KSF 5,927.5 16,936 5,386 3,471 415
Industrial KSF 687.2 1,374 437 2,430 12
Warehouse KSF 5,512.4 5,512 1,753 4,405 187
Public Facilities KSF 206.5 620 197 987 22
Public Schools Students 815.5 1,111 5
Parks Acres 29.0 2,096 10
Total 11,252 37,875 23,917 35,887 1,789

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building area;
Room = guest room or suite;

2 Figures in this table = the sum of the corresponding figures from the Tables 2.4 and 2.5

The numbers presented in Tables 2.4 through 2.6 indicate that projected growth in the City
between 2024 and buildout will represent large percentage increases of 142% in population and
258% in employment, mostly as a result of development in the Baylands Specific Plan Area. The
impact fees calculated in this report are intended to pay for capital facilities and other capital
assets needed by the City to serve that additional development.
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Chapter 3. Library

This chapter calculates library impact fees for the City of Brisbane. The existing Brisbane Library
is part of the San Mateo County library system. The City’s existing library is located at 163
Visitacion Avenue. It was funded by a number of sources including the City’s general fund,
donations from library supporters, and a loan from the County.

Methodology

This chapter calculates impact fees using the existing inventory method discussed in Chapter 1.
With that method, impact fees are based on the existing level of service so that the impact fees
will provide the funding needed to maintain the existing level of service as the City grows.

Service Area

Brisbane’s existing and future libraries will serve all residents of the City. The impact fees
calculated in this chapter are intended to apply to all residential development in the City unless
the fees for a project are limited by statute or established by a development agreement.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used to
calculate impact fees for the library in this chapter is population.

Population is used for that purpose because the need for libraries is almost universally defined
in terms of the population to be served. Because added population is associated with new
residential development, the impact fees calculated in this chapter are intended to apply only to
residential development.

Population per dwelling unit varies by development type, so the average population per unit is
estimated for each residential unit size category defined in this study. Those individual
population-per-unit factors are shown in Table 2.1 in Chapter 2 and are used in the library impact
fee calculations in Table 3.3, later in this chapter.

Level-of-Service Standard

The level-of-service standard used in this study to calculate impact fees for libraries is the existing
level of service. That level is defined as the replacement cost of the City’s existing library divided
by the existing population, which results in a cost per capita. To calculate an impact fee per unit,
that cost per capita is multiplied by the population per unit for each residential unit size category
defined in this study.

In 2021, Section 66016.5 was added to the Mitigation Fee by Act AB 602. That section requires,
after January 1, 2022, that the level of service used in an impact fee study must be compared
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with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study exceeds the existing
level of service, an explanation is required.

Because the library impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on the existing level of
service, those fees present no issue with respect to the statute.

Existing Library Facility

Table 3.1 shows key data about Brisbane’s existing library, including its current replacement cost
which is combined with the land value of the library site to arrive at the impact fee cost basis.
The current principal balance of the loan from San Mateo County is deducted from the impact
fee cost basis to reflect the City’s current equity in the library.

Table 3.1: Existing Library Facilities

Building Site Facility Land Impact Fee

Facility Sq Feet ' Acres? Repl Cost 3 Value * Cost Basis °
Brisbane Library 7,629 029 S 8,977,520 S 1,015000 S 9,992,520
Outstanding Balance on Loan from San Mateo County as of April 2025 S (963,333)
Total S 9,029,187

! Building square feet provided by the City of Brisbane
% Site acres provided by the City of Brisbane

* 2020 construction cost provided by the City of Brisbane escalated 38% to 2024 cost
using the California Construction Cost Index

* Land value based on $3,500,000 per acre
> Impact fee cost basis = facility replacement cost + land value

Table 3.2 divides the City’s net impact fee cost basis for the library by the City’s existing
population to calculate the existing level of service in terms of a cost per capita.

Table 3.2: Library Existing Level of Service

Impact Fee Existing Cost per
Cost Basis * Population 2 Capita 3
$9,029,187 4,645 $1,943.85

! See Table 3.1

’See Table 2.4

* Cost per capita = impact fee cost basis / existing
population

In the next section, the cost per capita from Table 3.2 is used to calculate library impact fees per
unit for each residential unit size range defined in this study.
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Impact Fees per Unit

Table 3.3 shows the calculation of library impact fees per unit of residential development by unit
size category. Those fees are calculated using the per-capita cost from Table 3.2 and population

per unit factors from Table 2.1.

Table 3.3: Impact Fees per Unit - Library

Development Cost per Population Impact Fee

Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit ¢

Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,943.85 1.00 S 1,943.85
Residential 800-1,200 Sg. Ft. Unit DU $1,943.85 1.95 S 3,790.51
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,943.85 2.95 S 5,734.36
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $1,943.85 3.95 S 7,678.21

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit
> See Table 3.2
* See Table 2.3

4 Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X population per unit

Projected Revenue

Table 3.4 projects potential revenue from the library impact fees. That projection is based on the

cost per capita from Table 3.2 and the added population from Table 2.5.

Table 3.4: Projected Revenue - Library Impact Fees

Development Added Cost per Projected
Type Population ! Capita 2 Revenue *
All Residential 6,607 $1,943.85 S 12,842,245
Total S 12,842,245

! See Table 2.5
2 See Table 3.2

3 Projected revenue = added population X cost per capita

The projected revenue shown in Table 3.4 assumes that future development in the City will occur
as forecasted in Chapter 2. It does not account for limits on impact fees set by development

agreements for some future projects.

Planned Improvements

Details regarding planned expenditure of the library impact fees can be found in the City’s Capital

Improvement Plan.
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Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on estimated current replacement costs
for the for the existing library. We recommend that the fees be reviewed annually and
adjusted as needed using the most current cost estimates. The City will be required to update
the nexus study at least every eight years, per Government Code Section 66016.5(a)(8).

Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires that an
agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,
Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:
a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;

b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed;
and

c. The amount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and “rough
proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on impact fees and
other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees” in Chapter 1.) The
following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this chapter satisfy those
requirements.

Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to provide
additional library facilities to maintain the existing level of service for libraries in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional library
facilities to serve new residential development in the City.

Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on Which It Is
Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional library
facilities needed to serve additional residential development in Brisbane at the currently existing
level of service in terms of the relationship between facility cost and population.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of Development on
Which the Fee Is Imposed. Added population associated with new residential development will
increase the need for library facilities in Brisbane. The library impact fees will provide funding for
additional library facilities needed to maintain the existing level of service for libraries in
Brisbane.
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Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost Attributable to
the Development Project. The amount of the library impact fees charged to a development
project will depend on the increase in population associated with that project. The fees per unit
of development calculated in this chapter for each type of residential development are based on
the estimated average population per unit for that type of development in Brisbane. Thus, the
fee charged to a development project reflects the impact of that project on the need for libraries
in the City.
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Chapter 4. General Government Facilities

This chapter calculates impact fees for general government facilities in Brisbane, including City
Hall, the City Hall Annex and the corporation yard.

Methodology

This chapter calculates impact fees using the existing inventory method discussed in Chapter 1.
With that method, impact fees are based on the existing level of service so that the impact fees
will provide the funding needed to maintain the existing level of service as the City grows.

Service Area

Brisbane’s general government facilities serve all development in the City. The impact fees
calculated in this chapter are intended to apply to all new development except new public
facilities, unless the fees for a project are limited by statute or established by a development
agreement.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used to
calculate impact fees for the general government in this chapter is service population.

As discussed in Chapter 2, service population is used in cases where facilities serve both
residential and non-residential development and there is no other single demand variable that
better represents the demand created by development for a certain type of facility.

The residential component of service population is the same population used to calculate impact
fees for facilities such as libraries, that only serve residential development. The non-residential
component of service population is based on the number of employees associated with various
types of non-residential development, but those employee numbers are weighted as discussed
in Chapter 2. The service population per unit factors are shown in Table 2.3 and are used in Table
4.3 to calculate impact fees per unit for general government facilities.

Level-of-Service Standard

The level-of-service standard used in this study to calculate impact fees for general government
facilities is the existing level of service. That level is defined as the replacement cost of the City’s
existing general government facilities divided by the existing service population, which results in
a cost per capita. To calculate an impact fee per unit, that cost per capita is multiplied by the
service population per unit for each development type defined in this study.

In 2021, Section 66016.5 was added to the Mitigation Fee by Act AB 602. That section requires,
after January 1, 2022, that the level of service used in an impact fee study must be compared
with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study exceeds the existing
level of service, an explanation is required.
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Because the general government facilities impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on the
existing level of service, those fees present no issue with respect to the statute.

Existing General Government Facilities

Table 4.1 shows key data about Brisbane’s existing general government facilities, including its
current replacement cost which is combined with the land value of the general government
facilities sites to arrive at the impact fee cost basis. Outstanding debt related to existing facilities
is deducted from the impact fee cost basis so that it reflects only the City’s equity in those
facilities.

Table 4.1: Existing General Government Facilities

Building Site Facility Land Impact Fee

Facility Sq Feet ' Acres’ Repl Cost 3 Value * Cost Basis °
City Hall 18,025 1.04 $ 18,025,000 $ 3,634,750 $ 21,659,750
City Hall Annex 5,260 1.55 $ 5,500,000 S 5,425,000 $ 10,925,000
Corp Yard Office/Shops/Storage 10,800 2.00 S 5,158,000 S 5,158,000
Outstanding Debt on City Hall/Police Building (City-Hall Share = 72%) S (2,264,400)
Outstanding Debt on City Admin Office Annex $ (5,170,000)
Total 34,085 459 $ 28,683,000 $ 9,059,750 $ 30,308,350

! Building square feet provided by the City of Brisbane is the share of the combined City Hall/Police
building occupied by City Hall

? Site acres provided by the City of Brisbane; City Hall share of site for combined City Hall/Police
building estimated by NBS at 67% of the total 1.55 acre site

3 Facility replacement cost provided by the City of Brisbane

* Land value based on $3,500,000 per acre

> Impact fee cost basis = facility replacement cost + land value; outstanding debt from City Hall/
Police Station remodeling/expansion = City Hall portion (72%) of principal balance on 2014 bonds;
City Hall share of debt based on share of building square feet; outstanding debt on City Hall Annex
renovation = principal balance on 2023 bonds; outstanding debt provided by the City of Brisbane
Finance Department

Table 4.2, on the next page, divides the City’s net impact fee cost basis for the general
government facilities by the City’s existing service population to calculate the existing level of
service in terms of a cost per capita of service population.

Table 4.2: Existing Level of Service - General Government

Impact Fee Existing Service Cost per
Cost Basis * Population 2 Capita 3
$30,308,350 8,174 $3,707.90

! See Table 4.1

?See Table 2.4

* Cost per capita = impact fee cost basis / existing service
population
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In the next section, the cost per capita from Table 4.2 is used to calculate impact fees per unit for
general government facilities for each type of development defined in this study.
Impact Fees per Unit

Table 4.3 shows the calculation of impact fees per unit for general government facilities. Those
fees are calculated using the per-capita cost from Table 4.2 and service population per unit
factors from Table 2.1.

Table 4.3: Impact Fees per Unit - General Government Facilities

Development Cost per Svc Pop Impact Fee

Type Units * Capita 2 per Unit 3 per Unit ¢
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $3,707.90 1.00 $ 3,707.90
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $3,707.90 1.95 S 7,230.41
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $3,707.90 2.95 $ 10,938.31
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $3,707.90 3.95 S 14,646.22
Commercial KSF $3,707.90 1.02 S 3,795.10
Hotel/Motel Room  $3,707.90 0.59 S 2,201.16
Office KSF $3,707.90 1.03 $ 3,803.84
Life Science/R&D KSF $3,707.90 0.91 S 3,369.12
Industrial KSF $3,707.90 0.64 S 2,358.38
Warehouse KSF $3,707.90 0.32 S 1,179.19
Public Facilities KSF $3,707.90 0.95 $ 3,537.58

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building
area; Room = guest room or suite

’See Table 4.2

* Service population per unit; see Table 2.3

4 . . . . .
Impact fee per unit = cost per capita X service population per unit

Projected Revenue

Table 4.4 projects potential revenue from the general government impact fees. That projection
is based on the cost per capita from Table 4.2 and the added service population from Table 2.5.

Table 4.4: Projected Revenue - General Gov't Impact Fees

Development Added Svc Cost per Projected
Type Population ! Capita 2 Revenue *
All Development 15,628 $3,707.90 $ 57,945,959
Total $ 57,945,959

! See Table 2.5; added service population in this table does not
include added service population generated by public facilities

% See Table 4.2
3 Projected revenue = added service population X cost per capita
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The projected revenue shown in Table 4.4 assumes that future development in the City will occur
as forecasted in Chapter 2. It does not account for limits on impact fees set by development
agreements for some future projects.

Planned Improvements

Details regarding expenditure of the general government impact fees can be found in the City’s
Capital Improvement Plan.

Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on estimated current replacement costs for
the City’s existing general government facilities. We recommend that the fees be reviewed
annually and adjusted as needed using the most current cost estimates. The California Cost Index,
published by the Department of General Services and the Engineering News Record Building Cost
Index (BCl) can be useful for indexing construction costs over time. The City will be required to
update the nexus study at least every eight years, per Government Code Section 66016.5(a)(8).

Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires that an
agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,
Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:
a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;

b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed;
and

c. The amount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and “rough
proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on impact fees and
other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees” in Chapter 1.) The
following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this chapter satisfy those
requirements.

Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to provide
additional general government facilities to maintain the existing level of service for general
government facilities in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional general
government facilities to serve new development in the City.
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Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on Which It Is
Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional general
government facilities needed to serve additional development in Brisbane at the currently
existing level of service in terms of the relationship between facility cost and service population.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of Development on
Which the Fee Is Imposed. Added service population associated with new development will
increase the need for general government facilities in Brisbane. The general government facilities
impact fees will provide funding for additional general government facilities needed to maintain
the existing level of service in Brisbane.

Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost Attributable to
the Development Project. The amount of the general government facilities impact fees charged
to a development project will depend on the increase in service population associated with that
project. The fees per unit of development calculated in this chapter for each type of development
are based on the estimated average service population per unit for that type of development in
Brisbane. Thus, the fee charged to a development project reflects the impact of that project on
the need for general government facilities in the City.
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Chapter 5. Police Department Facilities

This chapter calculates impact fees for Police Department facilities in Brisbane. Brisbane currently
has one police station which shares a building with City Hall.

Methodology

This chapter calculates impact fees using the existing inventory method discussed in Chapter 1.
With that method, impact fees are based on the existing level of service so that the impact fees
will provide the funding needed to maintain the existing level of service as the City grows.

Service Area

Brisbane’s Police Department facilities serve all development in the City. The impact fees
calculated in this chapter are intended to apply to all new development except for public
facilities, unless the fees for a project are limited by statute or established by a development
agreement.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used to
calculate impact fees for Police Department facilities in this chapter is police calls for service per
year.

The police calls-per-unit-per-year factors used to calculate impact fees for police facilities are
shown in Table 2.3 in Chapter 2 and are used in Table 5.4 in this chapter to calculate impact fees
per unit for each type of development defined in this study.

Level-of-Service Standard

The level-of-service standard used in this study to calculate impact fees for Police Department
facilities is the existing level of service. That level is defined as the replacement cost of the City’s
existing Police Department facilities divided by the existing number of calls per year, which results
in a cost per call. To calculate impact fee per unit, by development type, that cost per call is
multiplied by the number of calls per unit per year for each development type defined in this
study.

In 2021, Section 66016.5 was added to the Mitigation Fee by Act AB 602. That section requires,
after January 1, 2022, that the level of service used in an impact fee study must be compared
with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study exceeds the existing
level of service, an explanation is required.

Because the impact fees for Police Department facilities calculated in this chapter are based on
the existing level of service, those fees present no issue with respect to the statute.
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Existing Police Department Facilities

Table 5.1 shows key data about Brisbane’s existing police station, including its current
replacement cost which is combined with the land value of the Police Department’s share of the
City Hall/police station site to arrive at the impact fee cost basis. The police station’s share of
outstanding debt related to existing facilities is deducted from the impact fee cost basis so that
it reflects only the City’s equity in the existing facility.

Table 5.1: Existing Police Department Facilities

Building Site Facility Land Impact Fee

Facility Sq Feet ! Acres ’ Repl Cost 3 Value * Cost Basis °
Police Facility 7,056 0.51 S 7,056,000 $ 1,790,250 $ 8,846,250
Outstanding debt on City Hall/Police Station (Police Bldg share = 28%) S (915,195)
S 7,931,055

! Building square feet provided by the City of Brisbane is the share of the combined
City Hall/Police building occupied by the Police Department

% Site acres provided by the City of Brisbane; Police Dept share of site for combined
City Hall/Police building estimated by NBS at 33% of the total 1.55 acre site

3 Facility replacement cost provided by the City of Brisbane

* Land value based on $3,500,000 per acre

> Impact fee cost basis = facility replacement cost + land value; outstanding debt from
City/Hall Police Station remodeling/expansion = Police Station portion (28%) of the
principal balance on the 2014 bonds; Police Station share of debt based on share of
building square feet; outstanding debt provided by the City of Brisbane Finance Dept.

Table 5.2 shows an inventory of the Brisbane Police Department’s vehicle fleet. The replacement
cost of those vehicles will be included in the cost basis for the impact fees calculated in this
chapter. Leased vehicles are not considered in this analysis.

Table 5.2: Existing Police Department Vehicles and Equipment

No. of Model Repl Cost Impact Fee
Units Year Make Model Assignment per Unit ! Cost Basis °
3 2020 Chevrolet Tahoe Patrol S 84,040.00 $§ 252,120.00
1 2015 Ford Explorer Patrol S 76,551.00 $§ 76,551.00
2 2017 Ford Explorer Patrol S 76,551.00 $§ 153,102.00
1 2023 Chevrolet Tahoe Patrol S 87,31400 $§ 87,314.00
1 2020 Ford Explorer Chief S 56,164.00 $ 56,164.00
1 2019 Ford F150 Cso S 69,761.00 $ 69,761.00
2 2021 Harley Road King  Traffic Motor § 39,786.00 S  79,572.00
16 Sworn Officer Personal Safety Equipment S 6,041.00 S 96,656.00
Total S 871,240.00

! Vehicle cost per unit includes equipment
2 Impact fee cost basis = number of units X replacement cost per unit
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Table 5.3 divides the combined impact fee cost basis for Police Department facilities and vehicles
by the number of existing calls for service to calculate the existing level of service in terms of a
cost per call for service per year.

Table 5.3: Existing Level of Service - Police Facilities

Impact Fee Existing Calls Cost per
Cost Basis * for Service ° call®
$8,802,295 15,592 $564.54

! Impact fee cost basis = sum of impact fee cost basis from Table
5.1 and Table 5.2

?See Table 2.4

* Cost per call = impact fee cost basis / existing calls for service
per year

In the next section, the cost per call from Table 5.3 is used to calculate impact fees per unit for
Police Department facilities for each type of development defined in this study.

Impact Fees per Unit

Table 5.4 shows the calculation of impact fees per unit for Police Department facilities. Those
fees are calculated using the per-capita cost from Table 5.3 and calls-per-unit-per-year factors
from Table 2.3.

Table 5.4: Impact Fees per Unit - Police Facilities

Development Cost per Calls Impact Fee

Type Units * Call 2 per Unit > per Unit *
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $564.54 0.70 S 395.18
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $564.54 1.10 S 620.99
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $564.54 1.50 S 846.81
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $564.54 1.90 S 1,072.62
Commercial KSF $564.54 17.11 S 9,657.19
Hotel/Motel Room $564.54 4.34 S 2,452.17
Office KSF $564.54 0.33 S 186.30
Life Science/R&D KSF $564.54 0.58 S 327.43
Industrial KSF $564.54 4.98 S 281141
Warehouse KSF $564.54 1.01 S 570.18
Public Facilities KSF $564.54 4.78 S 2,699.20

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building
area; Room = guest room or suite

?See Table 5.3
* police calls per unit; see Table 2.3
4 Impact fee per unit = cost per call X calls per unit
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Projected Revenue

Table 5.5 projects potential revenue from the police impact fees. That projection is based on the
cost per call from Table 5.3 and the calls per unit per year from Table 2.5.

Table 5.5: Projected Revenue - Police Impact Fees

Development Added Calls Cost per Projected
Type For Service * call® Revenue >
All Development 17,834 $564.54 S 10,068,024
Total $ 10,068,024

! See Table 2.5; added calls for service in this table do not include
calls generated by public facilities, public schools or parks

’See Table 5.3

3 Projected revenue = added calls for service X cost per call

The projected revenue shown in Table 5.5 assumes that future development in the City will occur
as forecasted in Chapter 2. It does not account for limits on impact fees set by development
agreements for some future projects.

Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on estimated current replacement costs for
the City’s existing Police Department facilities. We recommend that the fees be reviewed
annually and adjusted as needed using the most current cost estimates. The City will be required
to update the nexus study at least every eight years, per Government Code Section 66016.5(a)(8).
The California Cost Index, published by the Department of General Services and the Engineering
News Record Building Cost Index (BCl) can be useful for indexing construction costs over time.
The City will be required to update the nexus study at least every eight years, per Government
Code Section 66016.5(a)(8).

Planned Improvements
Details regarding expenditure of the police impact fees can be found in the City’s Capital
Improvement Plan.

Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires that an
agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,
Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:

a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;
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b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed;
and

c. The amount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and “rough
proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on impact fees and
other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees” in Chapter 1.) The
following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this chapter satisfy those
requirements.

Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to provide
additional Police Department facilities and vehicles to maintain the existing level of service for
those facilities in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional Police
Department facilities and vehicles to serve new development in the City.

Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on Which It Is
Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional Police
Department facilities and vehicles needed to serve new development in Brisbane at the currently
existing level of service in terms of the relationship between facility cost and calls for service per
year.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of Development on
Which the Fee Is Imposed. Added calls for service associated with new development will increase
the need for Police Department facilities and vehicles in Brisbane. The police impact fees will
provide funding for additional Police Department facilities and vehicles needed to maintain the
existing level of service in Brisbane.

Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost Attributable to
the Development Project. The amount of the police impact fees charged to a development
project will depend on the increase in calls for service associated with that project. The fees per
unit of development calculated in this chapter for each type of development are based on the
estimated average calls per unit per year for that type of development in Brisbane. Thus, the fee
charged to a development project reflects the impact of that project on the need for Police
Department facilities and vehicles in the City.

ﬂ N BS City of Brisbane Page 5-5
Public Facilities Impact Fee Study
October 10, 2025
188



233

Chapter 6. Fire Department Facilities

This chapter calculates impact fees for Fire Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles in
Brisbane. Fire protection and emergency response services in Brisbane are provided by the North
County Fire Authority (NCFA). Brisbane currently has one fire station which is owned by the City
and operated by NCFA. The City and NCFA are planning to construct one additional fire station to
serve future development in the City.

Methodology

Unlike the other impact fees calculated in this report, the fire impact fees are calculated using
the planned facilities method discussed in Chapter 1. With that method, impact fees are based
on the cost of providing additional facilities, apparatus and vehicles needed to serve new
development.

The reason that the fire impact fees are calculated using the planned facilities method instead of
the existing inventory method used to calculate other impact fees in this study is that impact fees
based on the existing inventory method would generate impact fee revenue in excess of the cost
of the planned future fire station with its new apparatus and vehicles. NBS also calculated fire
impact fees based on the system plan method and found the same to be true in terms of
projected impact fee revenue exceeding the cost of planned improvements.

Service Area

Brisbane’s Fire Department facilities serve all development the City. The impact fees calculated
in this chapter are intended to apply to all new development except for public facilities, unless
the fees for a project are limited by statute or established by a development agreement.

Demand Variable

A “demand variable” is a quantifiable attribute of development that is used in impact fee
calculation formulas to represent the impact of development. The demand variable used to
calculate impact fees for Fire Department facilities in this chapter is fire calls for service per year.

The fire calls-per-unit-per-year factors used to calculate impact fees for Fire Department facilities
in this chapter are shown in Table 2.3 in Chapter 2 and are used in Table 6.4 in to calculate impact
fees per unit for each type of development defined in this study.

Level-of-Service Standard

The level-of-service standard used in this study to calculate impact fees for Fire Department
facilities is the relationship between the estimated cost of the City’s planned new fire station and
its associated apparatus and vehicles and the number of additional calls for service per year that
will be generated by future development in the City to buildout. That level of service is defined
as a cost per call for service, calculated by dividing the estimated cost of the new fire station and
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associated assets by the projected number of calls for service per year to be generated by new
development between 2025 and buildout of available land in Brisbane.

This level of service standard is consistent with the use of the planned facilities method discussed
in the Methodology section above

In 2021, Section 66016.5 was added to the Mitigation Fee by Act AB 602. That section requires,
after January 1, 2022, that the level of service used in an impact fee study must be compared
with the existing level of service. If the level used in the impact fee study exceeds the existing
level of service, an explanation is required.

In fact, the level-of-service standard discussed above is lower than the existing level of service in
terms of cost per call for service, so the impact fees calculated in this chapter present no issue
with respect to the statute. The cost per call shown in Table 6.3 on the next page is $21,759.45,
whereas the cost per call for the existing level of service based on the value of existing assets and
existing calls for service would be $31,080.39.

Planned Fire Department Facilities

Table 6.1 shows key data about Brisbane’s planned future fire station, including estimated cost
costs for land and construction. The impact fee cost basis in Table 6.1 is the sum of the land and
construction costs.

Table 6.1: Planned Future Fire Department Facilities

Building Site Facility Land Impact Fee
Facility Sq Feet ! Acres * Constr Cost * Cost* Cost Basis °
Baylands Station 12,000 1.50 $ 14,400,000 $ 5,250,000 $ 19,650,000

! Building square feet provided by North County Fire Authority
2 Site acres provided by North County Fire Authority

3 Facility construction cost based on $1,200 per square foot

* Land value based on $3,500,000 per acre

> Impact fee cost basis = facility replacement cost + land value

Table 6.2 on the next page lists the new apparatus and vehicles that will be needed to equip the
new fire station. The cost of the additional apparatus and vehicles will be included in the cost
basis for the impact fees calculated in this chapter. Table 6.2 also includes the cost of firefighter
personal protective equipment for additional firefighters needed to staff a second fire station.

Table 6.2: Future Fire Station Apparatus, Vehicles and Equipment

Replacement Impact Fee
Units Description Cost per Unit ! Cost Basis °
1 Ladder Truck S 3,000,000 S 3,000,000
1 Type 1 Engine S 1,700,000 $ 1,700,000
2 Administrative Vehicle S 100,000 S 100,000
18 Personal Protective Equipt S 45,662 S 821,916
Total S 5,621,916
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Table 6.3 divides the combined impact fee cost from Tables 6.1 and 6.2 by the projected increase
in fire calls for service per year to arrive at a cost per call for service per year.

Table 6.3: Cost per Call per Year - Planned Fire Dept. Facilities/Equipment

Cost Impact Fee Added Calls Cost per
Component Cost Basis * for Service ° call®
Planned Facilities $ 19,650,000 1,161 $ 16,918.91
Future Station Apparatus, Vehicles, Equipt S 5,621,916 1,161 S 4,840.54
Total $ 25,271,916 1,161 $ 21,759.45

! See Tables 6.1 and 6.2
? See Table 2.5

® Cost per call = impact fee cost basis / added calls for service per year

In the next section, the cost per call from Table 6.3 is used to calculate impact fees per unit for
additional Fire Department facilities and other capital assets needed to serve projected future
development in Brisbane. Impact fees are calculated for each type of development defined in

this study.

Impact Fees per Unit

Table 6.4 shows the calculation of impact fees per unit for planned new Fire Department facilities,
apparatus and vehicles. Those fees are calculated using the cost per call from Table 6.3 and fire
calls-for-service-per-unit per year factors from Table 2.1.

Table 6.4: Impact Fees per Unit - Fire Department Facilities

Development Cost per Call FireCalls Impact Fee

Type Units * 2 per Unit 3 per Unit ‘
Residential <800 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $21,759.45 0.12 S 2,611.13
Residential 800-1,200 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $21,759.45 0.14 S 3,046.32
Residential 1,200-2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $21,759.45 0.16 S 3,481.51
Residential >2,100 Sq. Ft. Unit DU $21,759.45 0.18 $ 3,916.70
Commercial KSF $21,759.45 0.26 S 5,565.97
Hotel/Motel Room  $21,759.45 0.11 S 2,305.27
Office KSF $21,759.45 0.02 S 478.71
Life Science/R&D KSF $21,759.45 0.07 S 1,523.16
Industrial KSF $21,759.45 0.02 S 391.67
Warehouse KSF $21,759.45 0.03 S 739.82
Public Facilities KSF $21,759.45 0.11 S 2,294.94

! Units of development: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = 1,000 gross square feet of building

area; Room = guest room or suite
? See Table 6.3
? Fire Calls per unit; see Table 2.3
4 Impact fee per unit = cost per call X calls per unit
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Projected Revenue

Table 6.5 projects potential revenue from the fire impact fees. That projection is based on the
cost per call from Table 6.3 and the calls per unit per year from Table 2.5.

Table 6.5: Projected Revenue - Fire Impact Fees

Development Added Calls Cost per Projected
Type for Service * Call? Revenue *
All Development 1,140 $21,759.45 S 24,808,440
Total $ 24,808,440

! See Table 2.5; added calls for service in this table do not include
calls generated by public facilities, public schools or parks

’ See Table 6.3

3 Projected revenue = added service population X cost per capita

The projected revenue shown in Table 6.5 is equal to the cost of the planned new fire station and
its associated apparatus and vehicles. The projected revenue calculation assumes that future
development in the City will occur as forecasted in Chapter 2. It does not account for limits on
impact fees set by development agreements for some future projects.

Updating the Fees

The impact fees calculated in this chapter are based on estimated costs for the City’s planned
future Fire Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles. We recommend that the fees be
reviewed annually and adjusted as needed using the most current cost estimates. The City will
be required to update the nexus study at least every eight years, per Government Code Section
66016.5(a)(8). The California Cost Index, published by the Department of General Services and
the Engineering News Record Building Cost Index (BCl) can be useful for indexing construction
costs over time. The City will be required to update the nexus study at least every eight years,
per Government Code Section 66016.5(a)(8).

Planned Improvements
Details regarding expenditure of the fire impact fees can be found in the City’s Capital
Improvement Plan.

Nexus Summary

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, Section 66001 of the Mitigation Fee Act requires that an
agency establishing, increasing or imposing impact fees, must make findings to:

Identify the purpose of the fee;
Identify the use of the fee; and,

Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between:
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a. The use of the fee and the development type on which it is imposed;

b. The need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed;
and

c. The amount of the fee and the facility cost attributable to the development
project.

Satisfying those requirements also ensures that the fees meet the “rational nexus” and “rough
proportionality” standards enunciated in leading court decisions bearing on impact fees and
other exactions. (For more detail, see “Legal Framework for Impact Fees” in Chapter 1.) The
following paragraphs explain how the impact fees calculated in this chapter satisfy those
requirements.

Purpose of the Fee: The purpose of the impact fees calculated in this chapter is to provide
additional Fire Department facilities apparatus and vehicles to maintain the existing level of
service for those facilities in Brisbane.

Use of the Fee. Impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional Fire
Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles to serve new development in the City.

Reasonable Relationship between the Use of the Fee and the Development Type on Which It Is
Imposed. The impact fees calculated in this chapter will be used to pay for additional Fire
Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles needed to serve new development in Brisbane at
the currently existing level of service in terms of the relationship between facility costs and calls
for service per year.

Reasonable Relationship between the Need for the Facilities and the Type of Development on
Which the Fee Is Imposed. Added calls for service associated with new development will increase
the need for Fire Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles in Brisbane. The fire impact fees
will provide funding for additional Fire Department facilities, apparatus and vehicles needed to
serve planned future development in Brisbane.

Reasonable Relationship between the Amount of the Fee and the Facility Cost Attributable to
the Development Project. The amount of the fire impact fees charged to a development project
will depend on the increase in calls for service associated with that project. The fees per unit of
development calculated in this chapter for each type of development are based on the estimated
average calls per unit per year for that type of development in Brisbane. Thus, the fee charged
to a development project reflects the impact of that project on the need for new Fire Department
facilities, apparatus and vehicles in the City.
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Chapter 7. Implementation

This chapter of the report summarizes requirements for adoption and administration of impact fees,
calculated in this study. It was not prepared by an attorney and is not intended as legal advice.

Statutory requirements for the adoption and administration of fees imposed as a condition of
development approval (impact fees) are found in the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections
66000 et seq.).

Adoption

The form in which development impact fees are enacted should be determined by the City Attorney.
Procedures for adoption of fees subject to the Mitigation Fee Act including notice and public-hearing
requirements are specified in Government Code Sections 66016 and 66018. It should be noted that
Section 66018 refers to Government Code Section 6062a, which requires that the public hearing
notice be published at least twice during the 10-day notice period. However, Section 66016.5 added
by AB 602 in 2021 requires that impact fee nexus studies be adopted at a public hearing with at least
a 30-day notice.

Government Code Section 66017 provides that fees subject to the Mitigation Fee Act do not become
effective until 60 days after final action by the governing body.

Actions establishing or increasing fees subject to the Mitigation Act require certain findings, as set
forth in Government Code Section 66001 and discussed in Chapter 1 of this report.

Administration

The California Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections 66000 et seq.) mandates procedures
for administration of impact fee programs, including collection and accounting, reporting, and
refunds. References to code sections in the following paragraphs pertain to the California
Government Code.

Notices and Statute of Limitations. Section 66006 (f) provides that a local agency, at the time it
imposes a fee for publicimprovements on a specific development project, "... shall identify the public
improvement that the fee will be used to finance." The required notification could refer to the
capital improvement plan that must now be adopted with each new impact fee nexus study.

Section 66020 (d) (1) requires that the agency, at the time it imposes an impact fee, provide a written
statement of the amount of the fee and written notice of a 90-day period during which the
imposition of the fee can be protested. Failure to protest imposition of the fee during that period
may deprive the fee payer of the right to subsequent legal challenge.

Section 66022 (a) provides a separate procedure for challenging the establishment of an impact fee.
Such challenges must be filed within 120 days of enactment.

Collection of Fees. Section 66007, as amended by SB 937 in 2024, provides that, with some
exceptions, a local agency shall not require payment of impact fees by developers of residential
development projects prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, or first temporary
certificate of occupancy, whichever occurs first. That provision does not apply if construction of the
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residential development does not begin within five years of the date upon which the building permit
is issued.

An exception that allows utility service fees to be collected when an application for service is
received, is now limited to the cost of “connection activities.”

Local agencies may require payment of fees prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy under
certain conditions, including if the fees are to reimburse the agency for expenditures previously
made, unless the project reserves at least 49% of residential units for occupancy by lower income
households. For such projects, the local agency may require posting of a performance bond or letter
of credit from a federally insured depository institution to guarantee payment when the fees are
eligible for collection.

In cases where the fees are not collected upon issuance of building permits, Sections 66007 (d) (1)
and (2) provide that the City may require the property owner to execute a contract to pay the fee,
and to record that contract as a lien against the property until the fees are paid. The local agency
may not charge interest or other fees on any amounts deferred pursuant to Section 66007.

If a residential development contains more than one dwelling, the local agency may determine
whether the fees or charges described shall be paid on a pro rata basis for each dwelling when it
receives its certificate of occupancy, on a pro rata basis when a certain percentage of the dwellings
have received their certificate of occupancy, or on a lump-sum basis when all the dwellings in the
development receive their certificate of occupancy.

Statutory restrictions on the time at which fees may be collected do not apply to non-residential
development.

Earmarking and Expenditure of Fee Revenue. Section 66006 (a) mandates that fees be deposited
“with other fees for the improvement in a separate capital facilities account or fund in a manner to
avoid any commingling of the fees with other revenues and funds of the local agency, except for
temporary investments, and expend those fees solely for the purpose for which the fee was
collected.” Section 66006 (a) also requires that interest earned on the fee revenues be placed in the
capital account and used for the same purpose.

The language of the law is not clear as to whether depositing fees "with other fees for the
improvement" refers to a specific capital improvement or a class of improvements (e.g., street
improvements). Common practice is to maintain separate funds or accounts for impact fee revenues
by facility category (i.e., streets, park improvements), but not for individual projects.

Impact Fee Exemptions, Reductions, and Waivers. In the event that a development project is found
to have no impact on facilities for which impact fees are charged, such project must be exempted
from the fees.

If a project has characteristics that will make its impacts on a particular public facility or
infrastructure system significantly and permanently smaller than the average impact used to
calculate impact fees in this study, the fees should be reduced accordingly to meet the requirement
that there must be a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the
public facility attributable to the development on which the fee is imposed. The fee reduction is
required if the fee is not proportional to the impact of the development on relevant public facilities.
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In some cases, an agency may desire to voluntarily waive or reduce impact fees that would otherwise
apply to a project as a way of promoting goals such as affordable housing or economic development.
Such a waiver or reduction is within the discretion of the governing body but may not result in
increased costs to other development projects. So, the effect of such policies is that the lost revenue
must be made up from sources other than impact fees.

Credit for Improvements Provided by Developers. If the City requires a developer, as a condition
of project approval, to dedicate land or construct facilities or improvements for which impact fees
are charged, the City should ensure that the impact fees are adjusted so that the overall contribution
by the developer does not exceed the impact created by the development.

In the event that a developer voluntarily offers to dedicate land, or construct facilities or
improvements in lieu of paying impact fees, the City may accept or reject such offers and may
negotiate the terms under which such an offer would be accepted. Excess contributions by a
developer may be offset by reimbursement agreements.

Credit for Existing Development. |If a project involves replacement, redevelopment or
intensification of previously existing development, impact fees should be applied only to the portion
of the project that represents a net increase in demand for relevant City facilities, applying the
measure of demand used in this study to calculate that impact fee.

Annual Report. Section 66006 (b) (1) requires that once each year, within 180 days of the close of
the fiscal year, the local agency must make available to the public the following information for each
separate account established to receive impact fee revenues:

1. A brief description of the type of fee in the account or fund;
The amount of the fee;
The beginning and ending balance of the account or fund;

The amount of the fees collected and interest earned;

vk W

Identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and the amount
of the expenditures on each improvement, including the percentage of the cost of the
public improvement that was funded with fees;

6. Identification of the approximate date by which the construction of a public improvement
will commence, if the City determines sufficient funds have been collected to complete
financing of an incomplete public improvement;

7. A description of each inter-fund transfer or loan made from the account or fund,
including interest rates, repayment dates, and a description of the improvement on which
the transfer or loan will be expended,;

8. The amount of any refunds or allocations made pursuant to Section 66001, paragraphs
(e) and (f).

The annual report must be reviewed by the City Council at its next regularly scheduled public
meeting, but not less than 15 days after the statements are made public, per Section 66006 (b) (2).

Five-Year Findings and Refunds under the Mitigation Fee Act. Prior to 1996, The Mitigation Fee Act
required that a local agency collecting impact fees was required to expend or commit impact fee
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revenue within five years or make findings to justify a continued need for the money. Otherwise,
those funds had to be refunded. SB 1693, adopted in 1996 as an amendment to the Mitigation Fee
Act, changed that requirement in material ways.

Now, Section 66001 (d) requires that, for the fifth fiscal year following the first deposit of any impact
fee revenue into an account or fund as required by Section 66006 (b), and every five years thereafter,
the local agency shall make all of the following findings for any fee revenue that remains
unexpended, whether committed or uncommitted:

1. Identify the purpose to which the fee will be put;

2. Demonstrate the reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for
which it is charged;

3. Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing of
incomplete improvements for which impact fees are to be used;

4. Designate the approximate dates on which the funding necessary to complete
financing of those improvements will be deposited into the appropriate account
or fund.

Those findings are to be made in conjunction with the annual reports discussed above. If such
findings are not made as required by Section 66001, the local agency could be required to refund
the moneys in the account or fund, per Section 66001 (d).

Once the agency determines that sufficient funds have been collected to complete financing on
incomplete improvements for which impact fee revenue is to be used, it must, within 180 days of
that determination, identify an approximate date by which construction of the public improvement
will be commenced (Section 66001 (e)). If the agency fails to comply with that requirement, it must
refund impact fee revenue in the account according to procedures specified in Section 66001 (d).

For a useful discussion of the foregoing requirements, see “The Mitigation Fee Act’s Five-Year
Findings Requirement: Beware Costly Pitfalls” by Glen Hansen, Senior Counsel, Abbott and
Kindermann, and Rick Jarvis, Managing Partner, Jarvis, Fay and Gibson, presented at the 2022 League
of California Cities City Attorneys Spring Conference.

Audit Requests. Section 66023 provides that any person may request an audit to determine
whether any fee or charge levied by a local agency exceeds the amount reasonably necessary to
cover the cost of any product, public facility, as defined in Section 66000, or service provided by the
local agency. The legislative body of the local agency may retain an independent auditor to conduct
the audit but is not required to conduct an audit if an audit has been performed for the same fee
within the previous 12 months.

The agency shall retain an independent auditor to conduct an audit only if the person who requests
the audit deposits with the local agency the amount of the local agency’s reasonable estimate of the
cost of the independent audit. At the conclusion of the audit, the local agency shall reimburse
unused sums, if any, or the requesting person shall pay the local agency the excess of the actual cost
of the audit over the amount that was deposited.

However, if the local agency fails to comply with the annual report requirement of Section 66006
following the establishment, increase or imposition of a fee, but requires payment of that fee in
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connection with the approval of a development project for three consecutive years, the agency shall
not require a deposit for the independent audit and shall pay the cost of the audit.

Indexing of Impact Fees. Impact fees calculated in this report are based on current costs and should
be adjusted periodically to account for changes in the cost of facilities or other capital assets that
will be funded by those fees. That adjustment is intended to account for escalation in costs for land,
construction, vehicles and other relevant capital assets. The California Construction Cost Index
published by the Department of General Services and the Engineering News Record Building Cost
Index (BCI) are useful for indexing construction costs. Where land costs are covered by an impact
fee or in-lieu fee, land costs should be adjusted based on changes in local land prices. Estimated
costs for vehicles and equipment can be based on vendor quotes.

Requirements Imposed by AB 602

This section repeats information about AB 602 which is also included in Chapter 1. In 2021, the
California Legislature passed AB 602 and the Governor signed it into law. AB 602 creates some new
requirements for impact fees that went into effect in 2022. The new law amends Government Code
Section 65940.1 and adds Section 66016.5 to impose the following requirements:

1) A city, county or special district that has an internet website shall post on its website:

a) A current written schedule of fees, exactions and affordability requirements applicable to a
proposed housing development project, and shall present that information in a manner that
identifies the fees, exactions and affordability requirements that apply to each parcel and
the fees that apply to each new water and sewer utility connection

b) All zoning ordinances and development standards and specifying the zoning, design and
development standards that apply to each parcel

c) Alist of the information that will be required from any applicant for a development project,
as specified in Government Code Section 69540

d) The current and five previous annual fee reports required by Government Code Section
66006 and Subsection 66013 (d).

e) An archive of impact fee nexus studies, cost of service studies or equivalent conducted on or
after January 1, 2018.

2) The above information shall be updated within 30 days of any changes

3) A City or County shall request from a development proponent, upon issuance of a certificate of
occupancy or final inspection, the total amount of fees and exactions associated with the project
for which the certificate is issued. That information must be posted on the website and updated
at least twice a year.

4) Before adoption of an impact fee, an impact fee nexus study shall be adopted.

5) When applicable, the nexus study shall identify the existing level of service for each public
facility, identify the proposed new level of service and explain why the new level of service is
appropriate
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6) If a nexus study supports the increase of an existing fee, the local agency shall review the
assumptions of the nexus study supporting the original fee and evaluate the amount of the fees
collected under the original fee.

7) Anexus study adopted after July 1, 2022, shall calculate a fee imposed on a housing development
project proportionately to the square footage of the proposed units of the development. A local
agency that imposes a fee proportionately to the square footage if the proposed units of the
development shall be deemed to have used a valid method to establish a reasonable relationship
between the fee charged and the burden posed by the development. A nexus study is not
required to comply with this requirement if the agency makes certain findings outlined in the
statute.

8) Large jurisdictions as defined in Section 53559.1 (d) of the Health and Safety Code (counties of
250,000 or more and cities in those counties) shall adopt a capital improvement plan as part of
a nexus study.

9) Allstudies shall be adopted at a public hearing with at least 30-day's notice, and the local agency
shall notify any member of the public that requests notice of intent to begin an impact fee nexus
study of the date of the hearing.

10) Studies shall be updated at least every eight years, beginning on January 1, 2022.
Training and Public Information

Effective administration of an impact fee program requires considerable preparation and training. It
is important that those responsible for collecting the fees, and for explaining them to the public,
understand both the details of the fee program and its supporting rationale.

It is also useful to pay close attention to handouts that provide information to the public regarding
impact fees. Impact fees should be clearly distinguished from other fees, such as user fees for
application processing, and the purpose and use of particular impact fees should be made clear.

Finally, anyone responsible for accounting, capital budgeting, or project management for projects
involving impact fees must be fully aware of the restrictions placed on the expenditure of impact fee
revenues. Fees must be expended for the purposes identified in the impact fee nexus study in which
they were calculated, and the City must be able to show that funds have been properly expended.
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Single-Family
sq. ft. 2,500
IJurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Parks & Rec Childcare Public Transportation Utilities Total Cost/Sq. Cost/Unit
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $31,121 $o $7,678 $26,949 $0 $4,991 $2,399 $0| $73,138 $29.26 $73,138
Brisbane - Recommended $0 $0.00 $0
San Bruno $2,167.94 $94,625.00 $20,630.79 $1,531.95 $4,512.55 $2,967.99 $126,436 $50.57 $126,436
Millbrae $77,887.79 $77,888 $31.16 $77,888
South San Francisco $833.77 $34,821.41 $4,165.32 $1,668.06 $8,327.00 $49,816 $19.93 $49,816
Emeryville $4,950.00 $3,319.00 $8,269 $3.31 $8,269
Burlingame $2,756.00 $2,383.00 $590.00 $1,079.080 $1,573.00 $781.00 $9,162 $3.66 $9,162
Daly City $1,150.00 $1,050.00  $22,450.00 $2,675.00 $2,500.00 $9,175.00 $39, 000 $15.60 $39, 000
Overall Avg $20,990 $94,625 $1,422 $16,688 $4,165 $1,739 $4,046 $4,308 $51,762 $20.70
Avg Cost / SF $8.40 $37.85 $0.57 $6.68 $1.67 $0.70 $1.62 $1.72
Avg Cost / Unit $20,990 $94,625 $1,422 $16,688 $4,165 $1,739 $4,046 $4,308
Brisbane Calculated Fee $31,121 $7,678 $26,949 $4,991 $2,399
Single-Family Residential - 2,500 sq. ft.
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Multi-Family

# of Units 180
Sq. Ft. / Unit 1,000
sq. ft. 180,000
Acres 413
Jurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Parks Chil Public Transportation Utilities Total Cost/Sq. Cost/Unit
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $2,765,340 $682,380  $4,482,000 $660,240 $431,845 $9,021,805 $50.12 $50,121
Brisbane - Recommended $e $0.00 $e
San Bruno $366,152  $6,309,000 $3,462, 008 $275,522 $628,501 $501,529) | $11,542,712 $64.13 $64,126
Millbrae $10,257,482 $10,257,482 $56.99 $56,986
South San Francisco $111,796  $3,233,792 $558,983  $223,619 $869,137 $4,997,327 $27.76 $27,763
Emeryville $6,285,060 $857,880 $370,620 $7,513, 560 $41.74 $41,742
Burlingame $294,480  $5,400,000 $254,700 $63,000 $115,200 $198,900 $70,380 $6,396,660 $35.54 $35,537
Daly City $82, 800 $75,600  $1,616,400 $192, 600 $180, 000 $660, 600 $2,808,000 $15.60 $15,600
Overall Avg $2,750,229  $5,998,020 $147,365  $1,846,616 $558,983 $201,735 $449,432 $410,836 $7,252,624 $40.29 $40,292
Avg Cost / SF $15.28 $33.32 $0.82 $10.26 $3.11 $1.12 $2.50 $2.28
Avg Cost / Unit $15,279 $33,322 $819 $10,259 $3,105 $1,121 $2,497 $2,282
Brisbane Fee $15,363 $3,791 $24,900 $3,668 $2,399
Multi-Family 180 units; 180,000 sq. ft. - Total Impact Fees
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R&D / Office
Sq. ft. 50,000
Acres 1.15
Jurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Childcare Parks & Rec Public Transportation Utilities Total Cost /Sq. Overall Average
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $357,950  $12,150,000 $335,050 $92,550 $520,500 $13,456,050 $269.12 $1,431,046
Brisbane - Recommended $e $0.00 $1,431,046
San Bruno $62, 500 $876, 000 $577, 500 $38, 500 $465, 000 $115,000 $2,134,500 $42.69 $1,431,046
Millbrae $258,278 $730, 000 $988,278 $19.77 $1,431,046
South San Francisco $869, 000 $7, 000 $76, 000 $178, 000 $66,000 $1,757,500 $2,953, 500 $59.07 $1,431,046
Emeryville $265, 000 $167,000 $177, 500 $609, 500 $12.19 $1,431,046
Burlingame $32,000  $1,250,000 $5,900 $17, 500 $90, 500 $22,100 $1,418,000 $28.36 $1,431,046
Daly City $46,000 $41, 000 $106, 000 $21, 500 $268, 000 $482, 500 $9.65 $1,431,046
Avg Impact Fee $99,695 $798, 000 $24,000 $76,000 $232,100 $57,000 $502,400 $135,033 $1,431,046 $28.62
Avg fee / sq. ft. $1.99 $15.96 $0.48 $1.52 $4.64 $1.14 $10.05 $2.70
Brisbane Fee $7,159 $243 $6,701 $1,851 $10.41
Research and Development - Total Impact Fees
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R&D / Office
Sq. ft. 20,000
Acres 0.46
Jurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Childcare Parks & Rec Public Transportation Utilities Total Cost /Sq. Overall Average
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $161,660  $8,100,000 $134,020 $13,300 $87,800 $8,496,780 $424.84 $581,252
Brisbane - Recommended $0 $6.00 $581,252
San Bruno $25,000 $350, 400 $231, 000 $15, 400 $186, 000 $46, 000 $853, 800 $42.69 $581,252
Millbrae $103,311 $292, 000 $395,311 $19.77 $581,252
South San Francisco $347,600 $2,800 $30, 400 $71,200 $26, 400 $703, 000 $1,181,400 $59.07 $581,252
Emeryville $106, 000 $97, 000 $93, 800 $296, 800 $14.84 $581,252
Burlingame $12, 800 $500, 000 $2,360 $7, 000 $36,200 $8,840 $567,200 $28.36 $581,252
Daly City $18, 400 $16, 400 $42, 400 $8,600 $107,200 $193,000 $9.65 $581,252
Avg Impact Fee $39,878 $319,200 $9,600 $30,400 $100,390 $22,800 $205,520 $54,013 $581,252 $29.06
Avg fee / sq. ft. $1.99 $15.96 $0.48 $1.52 $5.02 $1.14 $10.28 $2.70
Brisbane Fee $8,083 $405 $6,701 $665 $4.39
Research and Development - Total Impact Fees
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Hotel
# of Rooms 120
Sq. Ft. / Room 500
sq. ft. 75,000
Acres 172
Jurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Childcare Parks & Rec Public Transportation Total Cost/Room Cost/Sq.
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $561,240  $19,050,000 $93,840  $571,080 $412,027 $20,688,187  $172,402 $275.84
Brisbane - Recommended $e $e $0.00
San Bruno $24,380 $1,314,000 $226,838 $15,294 $245,161 $196,250 $2,021,924 $16, 849 $26.96
Millbrae $230,264 $527,027 $757,291 $6,311 $10.10
South San Francisco $435, 000 $3,000 $22,500 $108,750 823,250 $371,603 $964, 103 $8,034 $12.85
Emeryville $397,500 $99, 000 $167,160 $663, 660 $5,531 $8.85
Burlingame $69,750 $900, 000 $12,900 $38,025 $546,375 $53,775 $1,620, 825 813,507 $21.61
Daly City $63, 600 $56,760 $145, 560 $162,120 $367,920 $795,360 $6,628 $10.60
Avg Impact Fee $96,849 $714,705 $29,880 $22,500  $111,872 $55,532 $298,484 $205,982 $1,137,194 $9,477 $15
Avg fee / sq. ft. $1.29 $9.53 $8.40 $0.30 $1.49 $0.74 $3.98 $2.75
Avg Fee / Room $807.07 $5,955.88 $249.00 $187.50 $932.27 $462.77 $2,487.37 $1,716.52 $9,476.62
Brisbane Fee $4,677 $254 $782 $4,759 $3,433.56
Hotel (120 rooms; 75,000 sg. ft.) - Total Impact Fees
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Industrial
sq. ft. 150,000
Acres 3.44
Jurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Childcare Parks & Rec  Public Safety Transportation Utilities Total Cost/ Sq. Ft.
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $751,650  $34,650,000 $1,005,150 $480,900 $511,500 $37,399,200 $249.33]
Brisbane - Recommended $e $0.00
San Bruno $73,500 $688, 500 $45, 000 $558, 000 $216, 000 $1,581, 000 $10.54
Millbrae $262,191 $262,191 $1.75
South San Francisco $7,500 $90, 000 $253, 500 $72, 000 $2,373,000 $2,796, 000 $18.64
Emeryville $795, 000 $198, 000 $366, 000 $1,359,000 $9.06
Burlingame $45,750 $8, 400 $24,900 $171, 900 $94,200 $345,150 $2.30
Daly City $63, 000 $57,000 $144, 000 $255, 000 $786, 000 $1,305,000 $8.70
Avg Impact Fee $111,110 $795,000 $32,250 $90,000 $287,100 $71,475 $744,780 $365,400 $1,274,724 $8.50
Avg fee / sq. ft. $0.74 $5.30 $0.22 $0.60 $1.91 $0.48 $4.97 $2.44
Brisbane Fee $5,011 $231 $6,701 $3,206 $3.41
Industrial - 60,000 sq. ft. - Total Impact Fees
$40, 000,000
—
$35, 000,000
$30, 000,000
$ $25,000,000
L0
w
S $20,000,000
g
£ $15,000, 000
$10, 000,000
$5,000,000
$e — — e
Brisbane - Max. Brisbane - San Bruno Millbrae South San Emeryville Burlingame Daly City
Just. Fee Recommended Francisco
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Overall Average
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
$1,274,724
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Commercial / Retail

Sq. ft. 3,500
Jurisdiction General Govt Housing Library Childcare Parks & Rec  Public Safety Transportation Utilities Total Cost/ Sq. Ft.
Brisbane - Max. Just. Fee $28,224  $1,480,500 $15,635 $53,312 $150,675 $1,728,346 $493.81
Brishane - Recommended S0 $0.00
San Bruno $2,835 $26,075 $2,870 $41,930 $50, 050 $123,760 $35.36
Millbrae $35,763 $23,065 $58, 828 $16.81
South San Francisco $10,150 $280 $2,870 $5,320 $1,855 $108,255 $128,730 $36.78
Emeryville $18, 550 $9,310 $21,630 $49,490 $14.14
Burlingame $3,255 $24, 500 $602 $1,775 $25,498 $2,510 $58,139 $16.61
Daly City $2,345 $2,100 $5,355 $24,150 $20,265 $54,215 $15.49
Avg Impact Fee $11,049 $19,066 $1,190 $2,870 $10,327 $2,964 $44,293 $24,275 $78,868 $22.53
Avg fee / sq. ft. $3.16 $5.45 $0.34 $0.82 $2.95 $0.85 $12.66 $6.94
Brisbane Fee $8,064 $423 $4,467 $15,232 $43.05
Commercial or Retail - 3,500 sq. ft.
$2,000,000
$1,800,000
$1,600,000 -
$1, 400,000
?
3 $1,200, 000
'S
S $1, 000,000
g
£ $800,000
$600, 000
$400, 000
$200, 000
$e — T —— — —
Brisbane - Ma; Brisbane - San Bruno Millbrae South San Emeryville Burlingame Daly City
Just. Fee Recommended Francisco
General Govt s Housina Librarv Childcare Parks & Rec mmmm Public Safety s Transnortation s Ufilities === Overall Averace
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Overall Average
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$78, 860
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$78, 860
$78, 860
$78, 860
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File Attachments for ltem:

I. Consider Approval of Contract Amendment No. 2 with Anchor QEA, LLC in the amount of
$139,500 for Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging and Authorize the City Manager to
Execute the Amendment



CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
Meeting Date: January 15, 2026

From: Maz Bozorginia, Director of Public Works

Subject: Contract Amendment No. 2 with Anchor QEA, LLC for 2026
Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging

Recommendation

By motion, approve Contract Amendment No. 2 with Anchor QEA, LLC in the amount of
$139,500 for additional sediment testing coordination, regulatory permitting support, and
preparation of 90% and 100% dredge design documents for the 2026 Brisbane Marina
Maintenance Dredging Project and authorize the City Manager to execute the amendment.

Background

In August 2025, the City executed a professional services agreement with Anchor QEA for
technical support associated with the upcoming 2026 maintenance dredging of the Brisbane
Marina. The scope included sediment characterization, sampling and analysis, and preparation
of 60% dredge design documents. The agreement amount was $200,000, issued under
Purchase Order PO2600462 and supported by Anchor QEA’s August 11, 2025, proposal.

During early implementation, staff authorized supplemental sediment testing in the amount of
$24,000 to evaluate potential beneficial reuse of dredged material. This work, approved within
existing administrative authority, expanded the City’s disposal options for the upcoming
dredging episode.

After preparing the December 2025 staff report, the City received additional material
information from the consultant regarding sediment chemistry results and associated testing
needs. As a result, staff withdrew the item from the December agenda to further evaluate the
information, reconcile scope and costs, and return to Council with a clearer and more complete
recommendation.

Discussion

Sedimentation within the Marina has gradually reduced available depth in several areas,
creating operational challenges for some vessels, particularly during lower tides, and reinforcing
the need for periodic maintenance dredging to maintain safe and reliable access. Subsequent
sediment testing identified elevated concentrations of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT)
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) that exceeded applicable bioaccumulation thresholds.
While these findings do not change the maintenance nature or footprint of the proposed
dredging project, they require additional testing and regulatory coordination to determine
which sediment disposal pathways remain viable under current regulatory standards.

o Anchor QEA Amendment No. 2
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Certain laboratory analyses associated with this additional testing are subject to strict holding
times and organism availability. To preserve sediment samples and avoid re-sampling and
associated schedule impacts, the Director of Public Works authorized approximately $58,000 in
laboratory services, including a small contingency, under Department Head authority. This
authorization was limited to laboratory services only.

The updated Amendment No. 2 proposal includes the remaining tasks necessary to complete
the design and permitting phase of the project:

e Task 3 - Permitting: Preparation and submittal of the consolidated Dredged Material
Management Office (DMMO) permit application and coordination with applicable
federal and state agencies through permit issuance.

e Task 4 - Final Design: Completion of 90% and 100% dredge design documents, including
drawings, specifications, a bid form, and an opinion of probable construction cost

e Task 5 - Additional Sediment Characterization Support: Evaluation of sediment
suitability for in-Bay disposal and beneficial reuse options considering the elevated DDT
and PCB concentrations identified in mid-November 2025 composite samples.

e Task 6 - Project Management: Ongoing coordination and oversight through completion
of design and permitting.

Staff evaluated whether the dredging project could be implemented in phases by location or
priority areas. While phased dredging is technically feasible, mobilization and demobilization
costs would be incurred with each phase, increasing the overall project cost. Staff does not
expect dredging unit costs to decrease over time, and partial dredging may provide limited
operational benefit if access constraints remain elsewhere in the Marina. From both a cost and
operational perspective, staff’s preferred approach is to complete dredging as a single,
coordinated maintenance effort once funding is secured.

Completing design and permitting now would secure multi-year regulatory permits and final
design documents, allowing the City to move forward when construction funding is identified.
The consultant has confirmed that sediment characterization results and permits will remain
valid for multiple years, providing flexibility to defer construction if needed. Any updates
required due to delay, such as a new bathymetric survey or revised dredge quantities, would
represent a relatively minor cost.

The City is also evaluating long-term Marina functionality in the context of sea level rise
through ongoing lagoon adaptation efforts and regional coordination with One Shoreline.

Anchor QEA’s rough order-of-magnitude construction cost estimate ranges from $6.1 million to
$6.3 million, with higher-end scenarios approaching $8.9 million depending on mobilization,
disposal costs, and market conditions. Because funding for construction has not been
programmed, staff is evaluating long-term funding options, including Marina rate adjustments,
bonding or other financing tools, and phasing considerations. While the Marina Enterprise Fund

Anchor QEA Amendment No. 2

2
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includes funding for design and permitting, no funding has been identified for construction.
Staff will return to the City Council with a comprehensive financial strategy before requesting
any action related to bidding or awarding construction. Approval of Amendment No. 2 does not
obligate the City to proceed with construction; rather, it positions the City with valid permits
and bid-ready documents while longer-term funding decisions are developed.

Fiscal Impact

The last marina dredging episode was funded through a bond supported by marina rate
increases. Given the magnitude of current cost estimates, staff anticipates that a similar
funding approach would be required for this dredging cycle.

Approval of the proposed amendment no. 2 would increase the total contract amount with
Anchor QEA as follows:

e $200,000 — Original Agreement
e $24,000 - Supplemental staff-authorized sediment testing
e $139,500 — Proposed Amendment No. 2 (remaining design and permitting scope)

Total Anchor QEA Contract Value: $363,500

Funds for the proposed amendment are available in the Marina Enterprise Fund (GL 550-7009-
000-52030). There is no General Fund impact.

Separately, approximately $58,000 in laboratory services were authorized under Department
Head authority to preserve sediment samples and avoid re-sampling.

While funding for the design and permitting phases was included in the current budget, no
funding has been identified for the construction phase. Estimated construction costs currently
range from approximately $6.1 million to $6.3 million, with higher-end scenarios approaching
$8.9 million, depending on mobilization, disposal methods, and market conditions. The
additional testing and evaluation of alternative disposal pathways may affect these estimates,
and updated construction cost information will be provided once design and permitting are
complete. The Marina Enterprise Fund balance will be a key factor in determining the City’s
ability to fund dredging.

Staff will return to the City Council with updated fund balance information and a
comprehensive financing strategy, which may include Marina rate adjustments, bonding
capacity, phasing considerations, and evaluation of any applicable grant opportunities, prior to
requesting any authorization related to bidding or awarding construction.

Attachments

1. Anchor QEA Scope and Cost Proposal — August 11, 2025 (Original Agreement)
2. Anchor QEA Supplemental Testing Proposal — September 25, 2025

Anchor QEA Amendment No. 2
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3. Anchor QEA Amendment No. 2 Scope of Work and Cost Proposal (Continuing) —
December 17, 2025

4. Anchor QEA ROM Construction Cost Estimate — November 12-13, 2025
5. Draft Amendment No. 2

Maz Bozorginia, Director of Public Works  Jeremy E%nnis, C{{y Manager

Denrea

- Anchor QEA Amendment No. 2




CITY OF BRISBANE

Attachment 1 PURCHASE ORDER

50 Park Place
Brisbane, CA 94005
PH: (415) 508-2100
PO Number: P02600462 Date: 08/12/2025
Requisition #: R2600561 Vendor #: ANCO1
ISSUED TO: ANCHOR QEA LLC SHIP TO: Corp Yard
1201 3RD AVE STE 2600 1020 Tunnel Road
SEATTLE, WA 98101- Brisbane, CA 94005
ITEM  UNITS DESCRIPTION GLACCT # PROJ ACCT # PRICE AMOUNT]
1 0 PRELIM DESGIN & PERMITTING-MARINA DREDGING 2026 550-7009-000-52030 0.00 200,000.00,
T
W SUBTOTAL: 200,000.00
Authorized by: TOTAL TAX: 0.00
SHIPPING: 0.00
TOTAL 200,000.00

262




263

33 New Montgomery Street, Suite 1210 ANC HOR
San Francisco, California 94105

! L

415.230.0862 QEA —

August 11, 2025

Mr. Randy Breault

Director of Public Works

City of Brisbane

50 Park Place

Brisbane, California 94005-1310

Re: Scope of Work and Cost Proposal
Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging Support, 2026 Episode - revised

Dear Mr. Breault,

Anchor QEA is pleased to submit this revised scope of work and cost proposal to support the City of
Brisbane’s (City's) upcoming maintenance dredging needs at Brisbane Marina. We understand that
the City seeks to once again dredge the Brisbane Marina and entrance channel to a depth of -8 feet
mean lower low water, plus 2 feet of allowable overdepth consistent with the last dredging episode
in 2015. The total volume of material estimated to be dredged is estimated at 225,000 cubic yards
based on the March 2025 bathymetric survey. Given the anticipated dredging volume and the need
to dredge within the established work window, we anticipate that dredging activities would be
completed in the 2026 work window between June and November.

This first scope of work covers preliminary design (60%) and sediment sampling.

Proposed Scope of Work

Task 1: Sediment Characterization and Dredged Material Management Office
Coordination

Based on the preliminary dredge volume estimate of 225,000 cubic yards, the marina and entrance
channel will be divided into four dredge units for sampling and analysis activities. Consistent with the
last dredging episode in 2015, proposed dredge material will be evaluated for in-Bay disposal at the
Alcatraz Island (SF-11) disposal site. The following subtasks summarize the steps necessary to obtain
a suitability determination from the DMMO.
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August 11, 2025
Page 2

Task 1.1: Sampling and Analysis Plan

Anchor QEA will prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for sample collection and analytical
testing of sediments from Brisbane Marina and entrance channel. The SAP will be prepared in
accordance with the following:

e Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. — Inland Testing
Manual (ITM)

e PN 01-01: Guidelines for Implementing the Inland Testing Manual in the San Francisco Bay
Region

The SAP will detail the sampling and analysis methods followed during field sample collection and
laboratory analyses to determine sediment suitability for in-Bay disposal at SF-11. An electronic draft
SAP will be submitted to the City for review. One round of review with minimal revisions is anticipated.
The final SAP will be distributed to DMMO agencies and the City. Prior to sampling, Anchor QEA will
present the project and seek approval of the SAP by the DMMO at a DMMO meeting.

As part of Task 1.1, Anchor QEA will also develop a Health and Safety Plan that will provide
background information, emergency phone numbers, the route to the nearest hospital, potential
chemicals of concern, personal protective equipment requirements, key personnel responsibilities,
and health and safety procedures.

Subtask 1.2: Sample Collection and Laboratory Analysis

Sediment cores will be collected at approximately 16 stations using a vibracore by Anchor QEA and
our subcontractor Leviathan Environmental Services. It is anticipated that two cores will be required
at each station to collect enough sediment for testing. Reference sediment would be collected from
the SF-11 reference site by our subcontractor Brezina and Associates.

Individual core and Z-layer samples will be archived from each station. Depending on composite
sample results, limited chemical analysis of individual core or Z-layer samples may be required by the
DMMO. An individual core sample would only be analyzed if there is a need to refine the dredge unit
based on elevated chemistry. A Z-layer sample would only be analyzed to characterize the newly
exposed surface layer if the dredged material exhibited elevated chemical concentrations. Additional
analysis of individual core and Z-layer samples is not included in this cost estimate.

In accordance with DMMO guidelines, four composite samples will be submitted for chemical
analysis and biological testing to determine suitability for disposal at SF-11. Sediment chemistry will
include total solids, total organic carbon, grain size, metals, organotins, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons, organochlorine pesticides, and polychlorinated biphenyls. Based on recent sediment
characterization studies, it is also anticipated that DMMO will request analysis of dioxin/furans
because dioxin/furans have not been tested at this site before. This cost estimate also includes
analysis of dioxin/furans. Biological testing for in-Bay disposal will include one water column and two
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August 11, 2025
Page 3

benthic toxicity tests. During the benthic toxicity testing, reference sediment will be tested
concurrently with composite samples for comparative purposes.

Biological testing and chemical analysis would be performed by our subcontracted laboratories,
Pacific EcoRisk, Inc., and Physis Environmental Laboratories, Inc.,, respectively. Anchor QEA will
perform data validation to ensure laboratory analyses meet the project data quality objectives.

Subtask 1.3: Sampling and Analysis Report

Anchor QEA will produce a Sampling and Analysis Report (SAR) detailing results of testing, final
sampling locations, any deviations from the SAP, and conclusions regarding the suitability of
dredged material placement at SF-11. The SAR will be prepared in accordance with the ITM and
PN-01-01 and DMMO guidelines. An electronic draft SAR will be submitted to the City for review.
One review round with minimal revisions is anticipated. The final SAR will be distributed to DMMO
agencies and the City. Final concurrence on dredged material suitability will be requested at a
DMMO meeting.

Assumptions
Assumptions for Task 2 are as follows:

¢ No new survey is required (March 2025 survey is acceptable to DMMO).

e Based on the estimated volume of 225,000 cubic yards, sediment cores will be collected at
approximately 16 stations within four dredge units. Changes to this volume may impact the
number of dredge units, sampling locations, and costs.

e Anchor QEA will spend 4 days in the field collecting and processing sediment cores, plus
mobilization and demobilization. DMMO requests for additional sampling locations or dredge
units may affect the duration of field activities and costs.

e Four composite samples will be submitted for physical, chemical, and biological testing.

e One reference sample will be submitted for benthic toxicity testing.

e Bioaccumulation testing will not be required. If bioaccumulation triggers are exceeded,
additional testing and tissue analysis will be required resulting in additional costs.

e The complete analyte list will be subject to DMMO approval.

e Analysis of individual cores and Z-layer samples will not be required.

e Anchor QEA will attend one DMMO meeting to discuss the SAP and one DMMO meeting to
discuss the SAR.

Task 2: Preliminary Dredge Design Documents

Anchor QEA will prepare draft 60% dredge design documents, including drawings, technical
specifications, an opinion of probable costs, and a bid form for the dredging work. The 2015 dredge
episode design will be used as a basis of the design. Design development will include evaluating
dredging production rates, construction timelines, and potential dredging phasing options. The
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development of these documents will occur concurrently with the permitting and sediment
investigation processes to the extent feasible.

The design drawings will depict site features necessary to inform a dredging contractor of existing
site conditions, including site bathymetry; existing shorelines, docks, marine features, and structures;
site mooring areas and access restrictions (if any); required dredge template (i.e., extents and limits
of dredging); dredging side slopes; allowable overdepth limits; and typical cross sections. The CAD
files that Anchor QEA developed for the previous dredging episode will be the initial starting point
and reduce the time needed to create the dredge prism. If there has been a change to any
infrastructure (new structures or demolitions), we will request the as-builts from the City.

The technical specifications will include detailed requirements for dredging and disposal of material
at an in-Bay disposal location, in compliance with all permit conditions and environmental
restrictions known at the time of preparation. Key input from the previous dredging episode
specifications will be used to inform the technical specifications. If there are new engineering
requirements by the City or updates to the City's technical specifications packages, we ask that the
City provide those as early in the design process as possible (within 2 weeks after the kick-off
meeting). A bid form will be included in the technical specifications package, which will contain
estimates of payable dredge quantities, potentially subdivided according to different dredging areas.

The design drawings and technical specifications will be prepared in a manner to be incorporated
into a standard bid package provided by the City, which is anticipated to include the City's Standard
Agreement, Contract Terms (including bonding requirements, payment provisions, and insurance
requirements), and General Conditions. We have assumed that contract documents, aside from our
drawings and technical specifications, will be provided by the City, and the City will create the
complete contract package, consistent with previous construction projects conducted by the City.

We will submit a draft (60%) set of design documents to the City for review and discussion, followed
by a draft 90% set for City review, followed by a final (100%) set signed and stamped for bid
solicitation (anticipated to be approved under a subsequent scope of work). We assume all
deliverables will be submitted to the City in electronic format only.

Assumptions
Assumptions for Task 2 are as follows:

¢ Upland and shoreline topographic survey information, including location and geometry of
adjacent structures, and the presence and location of utilities, is assumed to be the same as
per the prior episode.

e The design depths will not exceed the original design depths alongside structures and guide
piles at the site. We have therefore assumed it will not be necessary to analyze the stability of
existing offshore and nearshore structures.
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e Sediment is anticipated to be disposed of at an in-Bay disposal location (SF-10 or SF-11)
rather than at an upland landfill facility.

e The drawing package will be comprised of nine sheets, similar to the 2015 dredge drawings.

¢ Anchor QEA will attend one site visit with the City, as well as up to two meetings (virtual or in
person, as appropriate) with the City during the design process.

e Any City-requested changes to the draft 90% design documents will be minor in nature, such
as grammar correction or formatting. No material changes to the project will be incorporated
beyond this phase.

e Bid solicitation and construction management is not included in this scope.

Schedule

We anticipate completing the sampling and 60% design documents within six months of notice to
proceed. Permitting and final design (90%, 100%) should be initiated no later than upon approval of
the Sampling and Analysis report to maintain schedule for construction in 2026. A separate scope of
work and cost estimate for these tasks will be submitted.

Proposed Staff

With the exception of the laboratory analyses and sediment sample vessel collection, all work
required to fulfill this scope of work will be completed by Anchor QEA staff, predominately located in
our San Francisco, California, office. Dr. Joshua Burnam will be Anchor QEA’s Principal-in-Charge and
overall project manager. He will be supported by Katie Chamberlin and Marine Vie, who will be our
local point of contact and agency liaison for the regulatory permitting task, respectively; Chis Osuch,
who will manage sediment characterization efforts; and Megan Collins, PE, and Amy Williams, PE,
who will develop the engineering deliverables. Other Anchor QEA staff will provide oversight and
guidance as required.

Estimated Costs

The total cost for completing Tasks 1 and 2 is $200,000, which is based on a time-and-materials, not-
to-exceed basis. Our current rates are included as Attachment 1.

Table 1
Proposed Costs
Task Description Anchor QEA Costs
1.1 Sampling and Analysis Plan $16,300
1.2 Sample Collection and Laboratory Analysis $139,400
1.3 Sampling and Analysis Report $16,800
2 Preliminary Dredge Design $27,500
Total $200,000

10
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide this cost proposal and look forward to beginning these
project tasks. Please do not hesitate to contact me at jburnam@anchorgea.com, or at
(415) 230-0862, if there are any questions or concerns with this proposal.

Sincerely,

Joshua Burnam, MPH, D.Env.
Principal Environmental Planner

Attachment
Attachment 1 Project Billing Rates

1"
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Attachment 1
Project Billing Rates
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Anchor QEA

2025 BILLING RATES

Professional Level Hourly Rates

Principal CM"/ENGin€er/LAZ/PIanNer/SCIENTIST ........cierrrrrereesvsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnns $337
Senior Managing Analyst/CM/Engineer/LA/Planner/SCIENTIST .......ccrvrrerreererernreneeese e esseseseeesseees $306
Managing Analyst/CM/Engineer/LA/Planner/SCIENTIST ... creeeeeeseessseeseeeseesssessssesseesssessesanees $284
Senior Analyst/CM/Engineer/LA/Planner/Project Manager/SCientist........cooeereeneeeneeerneeneeeneeeseeeneens $254
Staff 3 Analyst/CM/ENgineer/LA/Planner/SCIENTISt.......co..cooververvnreriiesisssnssesssssesssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssneses $221
Staff 2 Analyst/CM/ENgGineer/LA/Planner/SCIENTIST.........co...oorvvvereveeereeeseseeesesiessssssssssess s sssssssssessssesesons $199
Staff 1 Analyst/CM/ENGineer/LA/Planner/SCIENTISt..........cooveerieneeireriirereiesesssissssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssnses $168
SENIOT CAD3 DESIGNE et sss s $173
CAD DESIGNEN....oooiriierrrieeseiissssssessssssssss s sssssss st sssss s st s st s Sss s RR SRS $146
SENIOT FIEIA TECANICIAN ..ovrirreeeeerreeeetiseeeeeeessss s eeesssss s sesssesss s ss st $154
TECRNICIAN oottt eeeesss e ee s R R R0 $140
SENIOT TECNICAI EQITO ... erveeeeeeeeeeeeiiiseeeeceesiss s seeessss s sesssss s ss s esss s $172
TECNNICAI EQITON ..ottt esss bbb $147
SENIOT ProjeCt COOMMINATON ... ... ettt t e s ssse s s se e neeae $164
PrOJECT COOMTINATON ....ornvvvenreieeie ittt ssess s st st $135

Special Hourly Rates

National EXPErt CONSUIANT ...ttt ss s s bbb $561
All work by a testifying EXPert....... s sssessssssssnsens 1.5 times professional level rate
EXPEIT AGVISO ..oovrrreevereeetsee et eessss e ssss s esss s sssss st s8R0 $431

Expense Rates
Technology FEe (Of DIllE 1aDOT)....... ettt sttt sss s sen e 5%
MilEAGE (PEI ML) coeureereeeceieceieeeie sttt et sb s senen Current federal standard

FEE ON LABOR AND EXPENSE CHARGES

SUD CONTIACES/SUDCONSUITANTS ...ttt s st es s ses st ea s s s sassasnesassasns 10%
TraVEl AN OTNEE AIFECT COSES ...ttt ettt ese et es et s et s s s s eseesasess s s asesesas s erasens 10%
Field eqUIPMENT @NA SUPPIIES ..ottt sssssssssssss et sess s ssss st sss st s ssssssssss st sss st ssnssnns 10%

T CM: Construction Manager
2 LA Landscape Architect
3 CAD: Computer-Aided Design
This is a company confidential document.
13



CITY OF BRISBANE

PURCHASE ORDER

50 Park Place Attachment 2
Brisbane, CA 94005
PH: (415) 508-2100
PO Number: P02600468 Date: 09/29/2025
Requisition #: R2600569 Vendor #: ANCO1
ISSUED TO: ANCHOR QEA LLC SHIP TO: Corp Yard
1201 3RD AVE STE 2600 1020 Tunnel Road
SEATTLE, WA 98101- Brisbane, CA 94005
ITEM UNITS DESCRIPTION GLACCT # PROJ ACCT # PRICE AMOUNT]
1 0 MARINA DREDGING 2026-ADDITIONAL TESTING 550-7009-000-52030 0.00 24,000.00
SUBTOTAL: 24,000.00
Authorized by: TOTAL TAX: 0.00
SHIPPING: 0.00
TOTAL 24,000.00

271
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San Francisco, California 94105

33 New Montgomery Street, Suite 1210 l EE ANCHOR

415.230.0862 QEA EEE
September 25, 2025
Mr. Randy Breault OK to issue P.O. for additional unscoped work
Director of Public Works ©50-7009-000-52030
City of Brisbane
igitally si
o0 ParicPlace Randy Breault 52 cmn e

Brisbane, California 94005-1310

Re: Amended Scope of Work and Cost Proposal
Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging Support, 2026 Episode — Additional Testing for

Beneficial Reuse

Dear Mr. Breault,

Anchor QEA is pleased to submit this amended scope of work and cost proposal to support the City
of Brisbane’s (City's) upcoming maintenance dredging needs at Brisbane Marina. We understand that
the City seeks to once again dredge the Brisbane Marina and entrance channel to a depth of -8 feet
mean lower low water, plus 2 feet of allowable overdepth consistent with the last dredging episode
in 2015. The total volume of material estimated to be dredged is estimated at 225,000 cubic yards
based on the March 2025 bathymetric survey.

As detailed in the scope of work dated August 11, 2025, sediment from Brisbane Marina is proposed
for in-Bay disposal at the Alcatraz Island (SF-11) disposal site. However, including beneficial reuse as
a potential management alternative would allow flexibility to dredge outside the environmental work
windows, resulting in potential cost savings and schedule extension. This scope of work includes
additional testing to also determine the suitability of dredged material for beneficial reuse at the
Cullinan Ranch Restoration Project (CRRP) and Montezuma Wetland Restoration Projection (MWRP).

Testing for beneficial reuse will follow methods described in Beneficial Reuse of Dredged Materials:
Sediment Screening and Testing Guidelines and Waste Discharge Requirements for CRRP and MWRP.
Additional testing will include modified elutriate test (MET) chemistry and bioassay testing. To create
the MET, site water will be collected from the dredge site. MET chemistry will include metals. MET
bioassay testing will include the 96-hour survival test using mysid shrimp, Americamysis bahia.
Chemical analysis and bioassay testing would be performed by our subcontracted laboratories,
Physis Environmental Laboratories, Inc., and Pacific EcoRisk, Inc., respectively. Anchor QEA will
perform data validation to ensure laboratory analyses meet the project data quality objectives.

The total cost for completing the additional testing for beneficial reuse is $24,000, which is based on
a time-and-materials, not-to-exceed basis. The additional budget would be added to Subtask 1.2,

Sample Collection and Laboratory Analysis.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide this amended scope of work and cost proposal. Please do
not hesitate to contact me at journam@anchorgea.com, or at (415) 230-0862, if there are any
questions or concerns with this proposal.

Sincerely,

Joshua Burnam, MPH, D.Env.
Principal Environmental Planner
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33 New Montgomery Street, Suite 1210 ANC HOR
Attachment 3 San Francisco, California 94105 QEA
415.230.0862 e

December 17, 2025

Mr. Maziar Bozorginia

Director of Public Works

City of Brisbane

50 Park Place

Brisbane, California 94005-1310

Re: Scope of Work and Cost Proposal - Continuing
Brisbane Marina Maintenance Dredging Support, 2026 Episode

Dear Mr. Bozorginia,

Anchor QEA is pleased to submit this continuing scope of work and cost proposal to support the City
of Brisbane’s (City's) upcoming maintenance dredging needs at Brisbane Marina. This scope of work
combines current and prior requests into one document.

Please note that tasks 1-2 of the below in the amount of $224,000 were previously approved.

Proposed Scope of Work

Task 1: Sediment Characterization and Dredged Material Management Office
Coordination

Based on the preliminary dredge volume estimate of 225,000 cubic yards, the marina and entrance
channel will be divided into four dredge units for sampling and analysis activities. Consistent with the
last dredging episode in 2015, proposed dredge material will be evaluated for in-Bay disposal at the
Alcatraz Island (SF-11) disposal site. The following subtasks summarize the steps necessary to obtain
a suitability determination from the DMMO.

Task 1.1: Sampling and Analysis Plan

Anchor QEA will prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for sample collection and analytical
testing of sediments from Brisbane Marina and entrance channel. The SAP will be prepared in
accordance with the following:

e Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. — Inland Testing
Manual (ITM)

e PN 01-01: Guidelines for Implementing the Inland Testing Manual in the San Francisco Bay
Region

The SAP will detail the sampling and analysis methods followed during field sample collection and
laboratory analyses to determine sediment suitability for in-Bay disposal at SF-11. An electronic draft
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SAP will be submitted to the City for review. One round of review with minimal revisions is anticipated.
The final SAP will be distributed to DMMO agencies and the City. Prior to sampling, Anchor QEA will
present the project and seek approval of the SAP by the DMMO at a DMMO meeting.

As part of Task 1.1, Anchor QEA will also develop a Health and Safety Plan that will provide
background information, emergency phone numbers, the route to the nearest hospital, potential
chemicals of concern, personal protective equipment requirements, key personnel responsibilities,
and health and safety procedures.

Subtask 1.2: Sample Collection and Laboratory Analysis

Sediment cores will be collected at approximately 16 stations using a vibracore by Anchor QEA and
our subcontractor Leviathan Environmental Services. It is anticipated that two cores will be required
at each station to collect enough sediment for testing. Reference sediment would be collected from
the SF-11 reference site by our subcontractor Brezina and Associates.

Individual core and Z-layer samples will be archived from each station. Depending on composite
sample results, limited chemical analysis of individual core or Z-layer samples may be required by the
DMMO. An individual core sample would only be analyzed if there is a need to refine the dredge unit
based on elevated chemistry. A Z-layer sample would only be analyzed to characterize the newly
exposed surface layer if the dredged material exhibited elevated chemical concentrations. Additional
analysis of individual core and Z-layer samples is not included in this cost estimate.

In accordance with DMMO guidelines, four composite samples will be submitted for chemical
analysis and biological testing to determine suitability for disposal at SF-11. Sediment chemistry will
include total solids, total organic carbon, grain size, metals, organotins, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons, organochlorine pesticides, and polychlorinated biphenyls. Based on recent sediment
characterization studies, it is also anticipated that DMMO will request analysis of dioxin/furans
because dioxin/furans have not been tested at this site before. This cost estimate also includes
analysis of dioxin/furans. Biological testing for in-Bay disposal will include one water column and two
benthic toxicity tests. During the benthic toxicity testing, reference sediment will be tested
concurrently with composite samples for comparative purposes.

Biological testing and chemical analysis would be performed by our subcontracted laboratories,
Pacific EcoRisk, Inc., and Physis Environmental Laboratories, Inc.,, respectively. Anchor QEA will
perform data validation to ensure laboratory analyses meet the project data quality objectives.

Subtask 1.3: Sampling and Analysis Report

Anchor QEA will produce a Sampling and Analysis Report (SAR) detailing results of testing, final
sampling locations, any deviations from the SAP, and conclusions regarding the suitability of
dredged material placement at SF-11. The SAR will be prepared in accordance with the ITM and
PN-01-01 and DMMO guidelines. An electronic draft SAR will be submitted to the City for review.
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One review round with minimal revisions is anticipated. The final SAR will be distributed to DMMO
agencies and the City. Final concurrence on dredged material suitability will be requested at a
DMMO meeting.

Assumptions
Assumptions for Task 2 are as follows:

¢ No new survey is required (March 2025 survey is acceptable to DMMO).

e Based on the estimated volume of 225,000 cubic yards, sediment cores will be collected at
approximately 16 stations within four dredge units. Changes to this volume may impact the
number of dredge units, sampling locations, and costs.

e Anchor QEA will spend 4 days in the field collecting and processing sediment cores, plus
mobilization and demobilization. DMMO requests for additional sampling locations or dredge
units may affect the duration of field activities and costs.

e Four composite samples will be submitted for physical, chemical, and biological testing.

e One reference sample will be submitted for benthic toxicity testing.

e Bioaccumulation testing will not be required. If bioaccumulation triggers are exceeded,
additional testing and tissue analysis will be required resulting in additional costs.

e The complete analyte list will be subject to DMMO approval.

e Analysis of individual cores and Z-layer samples will not be required.

e Anchor QEA will attend one DMMO meeting to discuss the SAP and one DMMO meeting to
discuss the SAR.

Task 2: Preliminary Dredge Design Documents

Anchor QEA will prepare draft 60% dredge design documents, including drawings, technical
specifications, an opinion of probable costs, and a bid form for the dredging work. The 2015 dredge
episode design will be used as a basis of the design. Design development will include evaluating
dredging production rates, construction timelines, and potential dredging phasing options. The
development of these documents will occur concurrently with the permitting and sediment
investigation processes to the extent feasible.

The design drawings will depict site features necessary to inform a dredging contractor of existing
site conditions, including site bathymetry; existing shorelines, docks, marine features, and structures;
site mooring areas and access restrictions (if any); required dredge template (i.e., extents and limits
of dredging); dredging side slopes; allowable overdepth limits; and typical cross sections. The CAD
files that Anchor QEA developed for the previous dredging episode will be the initial starting point
and reduce the time needed to create the dredge prism. If there has been a change to any
infrastructure (new structures or demolitions), we will request the as-builts from the City.
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The technical specifications will include detailed requirements for dredging and disposal of material
at an in-Bay disposal location, in compliance with all permit conditions and environmental
restrictions known at the time of preparation. Key input from the previous dredging episode
specifications will be used to inform the technical specifications. If there are new engineering
requirements by the City or updates to the City's technical specifications packages, we ask that the
City provide those as early in the design process as possible (within 2 weeks after the kick-off
meeting). A bid form will be included in the technical specifications package, which will contain
estimates of payable dredge quantities, potentially subdivided according to different dredging areas.

The design drawings and technical specifications will be prepared in a manner to be incorporated
into a standard bid package provided by the City, which is anticipated to include the City's Standard
Agreement, Contract Terms (including bonding requirements, payment provisions, and insurance
requirements), and General Conditions. We have assumed that contract documents, aside from our
drawings and technical specifications, will be provided by the City, and the City will create the
complete contract package, consistent with previous construction projects conducted by the City.

We will submit a draft (60%) set of design documents to the City for review and discussion, followed
by a draft 90% set for City review, followed by a final (100%) set signed and stamped for bid
solicitation (anticipated to be approved under a subsequent scope of work). We assume all
deliverables will be submitted to the City in electronic format only.

Assumptions
Assumptions for Task 2 are as follows:

e Upland and shoreline topographic survey information, including location and geometry of
adjacent structures, and the presence and location of utilities, is assumed to be the same as
per the prior episode.

e The design depths will not exceed the original design depths alongside structures and guide
piles at the site. We have therefore assumed it will not be necessary to analyze the stability of
existing offshore and nearshore structures.

e Sediment is anticipated to be disposed of at an in-Bay disposal location (SF-10 or SF-11)
rather than at an upland landfill facility.

e The drawing package will be comprised of nine sheets, similar to the 2015 dredge drawings.

¢ Anchor QEA will attend one site visit with the City, as well as up to two meetings (virtual or in
person, as appropriate) with the City during the design process.

e Any City-requested changes to the draft 90% design documents will be minor in nature, such
as grammar correction or formatting. No material changes to the project will be incorporated
beyond this phase.

e Bid solicitation and construction management is not included in this scope.
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Task 3: Permitting

Anchor QEA will prepare and submit the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO)
Consolidated Dredging Permit application to obtain permits covering the City’s proposed dredging
work. The City's prior permits have expired since the last episode, but we will make use of those
materials to apply for renewed permits to the extent feasible.

The following permits will be obtained for the proposed dredging work:

e 10-year permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

e Endangered Species Act Section 7 concurrence letters from the National Marine Fisheries
Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

e 10-year permit from the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

e Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board

¢ Notification only to the California State Lands Commission

To obtain the required state and federal permits and approvals, Anchor QEA will prepare the
following documents:

e Permit application forms
e A memorandum containing supplemental information that will be needed for permit issuance
but cannot easily fit into the agency form templates

To streamline the project, the permitting process will be conducted parallel to the sediment
characterization effort (in progress). Anchor QEA will prepare draft versions of these documents for
review by the City. After addressing comments, we will prepare final versions of each document and
submit them to the respective agencies for review and processing. After submitting applications,
Anchor QEA will remain in close contact with the regulatory agencies issuing permits or approvals for
the project. We will respond to agency comments, inquire regularly for status updates, and
coordinate with agency points of contact as needed throughout the process of the issuance of
permits. Anchor QEA will review all issued permits to determine if the permit conditions are feasible
or if they prompt further discussions from the agencies.

Assumptions
Assumptions for Task 3 are as follows:

e All dredging is maintenance dredging, not new work.

e Dredging will occur within the established window of June 1 through November 30.

e The project will qualify for the Small Dredger Programmatic Alternatives Analysis and will not
require preparation of an Integrated Alternatives Analysis.

e The DMMO application will be completed to state and federal standards. Anchor QEA will
respond to agency comments on the DMMO application.
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¢ Anchor QEA will coordinate and lead a virtual pre-application meeting.

e Anchor QEA will develop draft and final versions of the application forms and supplement.
Anchor QEA will address one round of comments from the City on these documents.

¢ Anchor QEA will attend up to two virtual meetings with the regulatory agencies, if required.

e A California State Lands Commission dredging lease will not be required (confirmed during
the previous 2015 dredging episode).

¢ No cultural resources memorandum will be provided for this effort; because the project is
proposing maintenance dredging in an area that was previously dredged, there is no potential
to encounter archeological and/or cultural resources.

e The Dredge Operations Plan for the 2026 dredging episode will be completed by the
contractor, as specified in Task 3.

e The City will prepare a California Environmental Quality Act notice of exemption (similar to the
previous 2015 dredging episode).

e Preparation of a biological assessment, biological surveys, and fieldwork is excluded from this
scope of work.

e An Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) will
not be required because the project will not result in the “take” of state-listed special status
species. By working within the established window, constraining the project to previously
dredged areas, and minimizing the upland footprint of the project through using an established
placement site, an ITP should be avoidable; however, if CDFW determines that the project
requires an ITP, Anchor QEA would require additional funds to perform the additional work.

e The City will provide proof of legal interest for the permit applications.

e The City will be responsible for all permit fees.

Task 4: Dredge Design Documents — 90 and 100%

Anchor QEA will prepare draft 90%, and final 100% dredge design documents, including drawings,
technical specifications, an opinion of probable costs, and a bid form for the dredging work. The
2015 dredge episode design will be used as a basis of the design. Design development will include
evaluating dredging production rates, construction timelines, and potential dredging phasing
options. The development of these documents will occur concurrently with the permitting and
sediment investigation processes to the extent feasible.

The design drawings will depict site features necessary to inform a dredging contractor of existing
site conditions, including site bathymetry; existing shorelines, docks, marine features, and structures;
site mooring areas and access restrictions (if any); required dredge template (i.e., extents and limits
of dredging); dredging side slopes; allowable overdepth limits; and typical cross sections. The CAD
files that Anchor QEA developed for the previous dredging episode will be the initial starting point
and reduce the time needed to create the dredge prism. If there has been a change to any
infrastructure (new structures or demolitions), we will request the as-builts from the City.
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The technical specifications will include detailed requirements for dredging and disposal of material
at an in-Bay disposal location, in compliance with all permit conditions and environmental
restrictions known at the time of preparation. Key input from the previous dredging episode
specifications will be used to inform the technical specifications. If there are new engineering
requirements by the City or updates to the City's technical specifications packages, we ask that the
City provide those as early in the design process as possible (within 2 weeks after the kick-off
meeting). A bid form will be included in the technical specifications package, which will contain
estimates of payable dredge quantities, potentially subdivided according to different dredging areas.

The design drawings and technical specifications will be prepared in a manner to be incorporated
into a standard bid package provided by the City, which is anticipated to include the City's Standard
Agreement, Contract Terms (including bonding requirements, payment provisions, and insurance
requirements), and General Conditions. We have assumed that contract documents, aside from our
drawings and technical specifications, will be provided by the City, and the City will create the
complete contract package, consistent with previous construction projects conducted by the City.

We assume all deliverables will be submitted to the City in electronic format only.

Assumptions
Assumptions for Task 4 are as follows:

e Upland and shoreline topographic survey information, including location and geometry of
adjacent structures, and the presence and location of utilities, is assumed to be the same as
per the prior episode.

e The design depths will not exceed the original design depths alongside structures and guide
piles at the site. We have therefore assumed it will not be necessary to analyze the stability of
existing offshore and nearshore structures.

e Sediment is anticipated to be disposed of at an in-Bay disposal location (SF-10 or SF-11)
rather than at an upland landfill facility.

e The drawing package will be comprised of nine sheets, similar to the 2015 dredge drawings.

e Anchor QEA will attend one site visit with the City, as well as up to two meetings (virtual or in
person, as appropriate) with the City during the design process.

e Any City-requested changes to the draft 90% design documents will be minor in nature, such
as grammar correction or formatting. No material changes to the project will be incorporated
beyond this phase.

e Bid solicitation and construction management is not included in this scope.

Task 5: Additional Sediment Characterization Support

Anchor QEA is currently characterizing sediment from Brisbane Marina to determine suitability for in-
Bay disposal at the Alcatraz Island (SF-11) disposal site and beneficial reuse at the Cullinan Ranch
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Restoration Project (CRRP) and Montezuma Wetland Restoration Projection (MWRP). Sediment
sampling was conducted from November 10 to 12, 2025, and composite sediment samples were
submitted for sediment chemistry, in-Bay biological testing, and modified elutriate test (MET)
chemistry and bioassay testing.

Composite sediment chemistry results showed elevated concentrations of DDTs (above in-Bay
bioaccumulation trigger and beneficial reuse criteria for cover and foundation), polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs; above in-Bay bioaccumulation trigger and total maximum daily load [TMDL] limit),
and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs; above the beneficial reuse criteria for cover). Based on
these results, additional testing is required for in-Bay disposal and beneficial reuse at MWRP as
foundation material. To allow for additional management alternatives, additional testing will also be
conducted to determine suitability for ocean disposal at the San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site
(SFDODS).

As part of this task, the following tests will be performed:

¢ Individual core chemistry for DDTS at one dredge unit (BM-DU4)

e Z-layer composite chemistry for DDTs and PCBs at two dredge units (BM-DU1 and BM-DUA4)

e Deionized waste extraction test (DI-WET) at all dredge units for metals, pesticides, PAHs,
and/or PCBs

e Bioaccumulation testing using two species (contracted directly with Pacific EcoRisk and not
included as part of this scope of work)

e Bioaccumulation tissue chemistry for lipids, DDTs, and/or PCBs. This will include a composite
of all replicates for each treatment.

e Suspended particulate phase testing using two species (contracted directly with Pacific
EcoRisk and not included as part of this scope of work)

Additional effort associated with this task includes coordination with the San Francisco Dredge
Material Management Office (DMMO) and MWRP on the testing approach to obtain approval, data
validation and management, data analysis, and reporting. Anchor QEA understands that the City has
separately contracted with Pacific EcoRisk to handle laboratory services. Anchor QEA will coordinate
with Pacific EcoRisk as needed.

Task 6: Project Management
This task includes an allowance for overall management of the project, including regular meetings,
schedule updates, and invoicing for the project manager.

Future Tasks
This scope of work will be considered complete when our final (100%) design documents have been
completed and submitted to the City. However, once the design plans have been prepared,
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Anchor QEA can also support the City in bidding and construction management to guide the project
per the technical specifications and regulatory permits. Successful construction projects are
attributable, in part, to effective and thorough oversight and management of the contractor’s work,
and Anchor QEA’s experience in this regard could be a valuable addition to this project. For example,
we commonly participate in and lead pre-bid site visits, provide input to the bid review process,
review contractor pre-construction submittals, participate (in person or by phone) in selected
construction meetings, and review contractor progress and post-dredge survey pay requests. A
separate scope of work and cost estimate for these tasks will be prepared once our current tasks are
completed.

Estimated Costs

Table 1 shows the task-specific breakdown of costs for each task. All of our included fee assumptions
are dependent on Anchor QEA performing all listed services. Rates will be the same as our current
approved scope of work.

Table 1
Proposed Costs
Anchor QEA
Task Description Costs
1 Sediment Characterization and DMMO $196,500
2 Preliminary Dredge Design $27,500
3 Permitting $30,000
4 Dredge Design $32,500
5 Additional Sediment Characterization Support $62,000
6 Project Management $15,000
Total $363,500

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this cost proposal and look forward to beginning these
project tasks. Please do not hesitate to contact me at jburnam@anchorgea.com, or at
(415) 230-0862, if there are any questions or concerns with this proposal.

Sincerely,

Joshua Burnam, MPH, D.Env.
Principal Environmental Planner
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Thursday, November 20, 2025 at 9:21:04 PM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: RE: Brisbane dredging - ROM cost evaluation

Date: Thursday, November 13, 2025 at 7:40:24 AM Pacific Standard Time
From: Josh Burnam

To: Rehberg, Andrew, Bozorginia.Maziar

CC: Megan Collins, Amy Williams, Marine Vie

Andrew, Maziar — as a supplement to my email yesterday, here is a table showing a second column that equates to a “high” cost
which is also based on some bids we have seen. We thought this might be helpful. Let us know if you want to have a call.

Josh

Entrance Channel and Marina Basin Dredging to

-8 ft MLLW
Payable
Quantity (Design
Depth + 1 foot Total Cost Total Cost
Task Unit Unit Cost ($/CY) overdepth) (Low) (High)
Direct Construction Costs
Mobilization/Demobilization
Mobilization/Demobilization s | - ] | - [ $570,400 [ $813,600
Dredging with Ocean Disposal at SF-11 (Depth + 1 foot paid overdepth)
Entrance Channel cY $35 S50 53,960 $1,889,000 $2,698,000
Marina Areas 1-3 cYy $35 $50 29,920 $1,048,000 $1,496,000
Marina Areas 4-11 cY S35 S50 75,480 $2,642,000 $3,774,000
Bathymetric Surveying
3rd party measurement and payment surveys | unit | $12,000 | 2 $24,000 $24,000
Total Direct Construction Costs, Base Bid Only | $6,173,400 $8,805,600
OPTIONAL: Area 12 | o [ 835 | ss0 | 2,880 $101,000 $144,000
Total Direct Construction Costs including Optional Area | $6,274,400 $8,949,600

Notes:

appropriate basis for complying with financial reporting requirements for such costs.

1. These estimates were developed using current and generally accepted engineering cost estimation methods. Note that these estimates are based on
assumptions concerning future events, and actual costs may be affected by known and unknown risks including, but not limited to, changes in general
economic and business conditions, site conditions that were unknown to Anchor QEA, Inc., at the time the estimates were performed, future changes in
site conditions, regulatory or enforcement policy changes, and delays in performance. Actual costs may vary from these estimates and such variations may
be material. Anchor QEA, Inc., is not licensed as accountants or securities attorneys and, therefore, makes no representations that these costs form an

2. All cost estimates include material, labor, and taxes, unless otherwise noted. Unit costs are estimated using standard estimating guides (e.g., Means Site
Work and Landscape Cost Data), vendors, professional judgment, and experience from similar projects. Costs do not include soft costs (i.e., design,
permitting, inspections, or construction management), access costs, legal fees, agency oversight, or public relations efforts.

Joshua Burnam, MPH, D.Env.
Principal/Federal Market Sector Lead

ANCHOR QEA
jburnam@anchorgea.com

33 New Montgomery St
Suite 1210, San Francisco, CA 94105
Direct 415.361.5150
Mobile 949.636.5166

From: Josh Burnam
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2025 1:18 PM
To: Rehberg, Andrew <arehberg@ci.brisbane.ca.us>; Bozorginia.Maziar <mbozorginia@brisbaneca.org>

Cc: Megan Collins <mcollins@anchorgea.com>; Amy Williams <awilliams@anchorgea.com>; Marine Vie <mvie@anchorgea.com>

Subject: Brisbane dredging - ROM cost evaluation
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Maziar, Andrew — wanted to forward along an updated ROM construction cost estimate. This is based on our current view of the
market, recent similar projects/bids we are aware of, and of course our knowledge of the last episode at the marina. As you can
see from the table below, our rough estimate at this time is about $6.1-$6.3M for construction cost for all areas, with one area
being optional as before. We would have separate fees for construction oversight if you requested that of us (we did that last

time). | wanted to provide this now so you can review and be informed.

If we allow dredgers to work outside the window by going to upland disposal sites, which we will present as an optional item to
them, it's possible some cost savings could be achieved, but we can’t specify that at this time. We are allowing for that option
with our testing program. In case you are curious, the permits will be good for multiple years (5-10 depending on the permit) and

the sediment results are usually good for 3 years.
Please let us know if you want to discuss this.

Thanks,
Josh

Entrance Channel and Marina
Basin Dredging to -8 ft MLLW

Payable
Quantity (Design
Unit Depth + 1 foot
Task Unit Cost overdepth) Cost
Direct Construction Costs
Mobilization/Demobilization
Mobilization/Demobilization s | - ] - | $560,300
Dredging with Ocean Disposal at SF-11 (Depth + 1 foot paid overdepth)
Entrance Channel cY $35 53,960 $1,889,000
Marina Areas 1-3 cY $35 29,920 $1,048,000
Marina Areas 4-11 cy $35 75,480 $2,642,000
Bathymetric Surveying
3rd party measurement and payment surveys | unit | $12,000 | 2 $24,000
Total Direct Construction Costs, Base Bid Only | $6,163,300
OPTIONAL: Area 12 [ o | s$35 | 2,880 $101,000
Total Direct Construction Costs including Optional Area | $6,264,300

Notes:

1. These estimates were developed using current and generally accepted engineering cost estimation methods. Note that these
estimates are based on assumptions concerning future events, and actual costs may be affected by known and unknown risks
including, but not limited to, changes in general economic and business conditions, site conditions that were unknown to
Anchor QEA, Inc., at the time the estimates were performed, future changes in site conditions, regulatory or enforcement policy
changes, and delays in performance. Actual costs may vary from these estimates and such variations may be material. Anchor
QEA, Inc., is not licensed as accountants or securities attorneys and, therefore, makes no representations that these costs form
an appropriate basis for complying with financial reporting requirements for such costs.

2. All cost estimates include material, labor, and taxes, unless otherwise noted. Unit costs are estimated using standard
estimating guides (e.g., Means Site Work and Landscape Cost Data), vendors, professional judgment, and experience from
similar projects. Costs do not include soft costs (i.e., design, permitting, inspections, or construction management), access costs,
legal fees, agency oversight, or public relations efforts.

284

27

20f2



285

Attachment 5

AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

THIS AGREEMENT, dated , 1s made by and between THE
CITY OF BRISBANE, a municipal corporation ("City"), and ANCHOR QEA, a LIMITED
LIABILITY COMPANY ("Consultant").

RECITALS

A. City desires to retain Consultant for the performance of certain professional
design and permitting services for 2026 Marina Dredging Project ("the Project").

B. Consultant represents that Consultant is specially trained, experienced, and
qualified to provide such professional services and is willing to do so pursuant to the terms
and conditions of this Agreement.

AGREEMENT

1. Scope of Services. Subject to the direction and approval of City through its staff
that City may provide from time to time, Consultant shall perform the services described in
Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

2. Time of Performance. The services of Consultant shall commence upon the
execution of this Agreement and shall be satisfactorily completed in accordance with the time
schedule set forth in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

3. Responsible Personnel. The personnel acting on behalf of Consultant
primarily responsible for performance of the services hereunder shall be Joshua Burnam,
Principal Environmental Planner.

4. Compensation. As compensation for all services to be performed by Consultant
under this Agreement, Consultant shall be paid the amounts set forth in Exhibit C attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. In no event shall Consultant's total
compensation exceed the sum of $139,500 without additional authorization from City.
Payment by City under this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of defects, even if such
defects were known to City at the time of payment.

5. Method of Payment. Consultant shall submit billings to City describing in
detail the work performed for which payment is requested, the date the services were
performed, the number of hours spent and by whom, and a description of any reimbursable
expenditures. Billings shall be submitted monthly, or at such other time as agreed upon
between City and Consultant. City shall pay Consultant no later than 30 days after approval
of the invoice by City staff.

6. Maintenance and Inspection of Records. Consultant shall maintain any and
all ledgers, books of account, invoices, vouchers, canceled checks, time cards, and other
records or documents relating to charges for services or expenditures charged to City, for a

Rev. 1/26/99 -1-
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minimum of three (3) years from the date of final payment to Consultant under this
Agreement and shall make the same available to City or its authorized representatives for
inspection and audit, at any time during regular business hours, upon written request by
City. The right of inspection shall include the right to make extracts and copies.

7. Assignment and Subcontracts. Consultant acknowledges that Consultant's
special skill and expertise is a material consideration for City entering into this Agreement.
Consultant shall not assign, subcontract or delegate to any other party the performance of
any services to be rendered by Consultant under this Agreement without the prior written
approval of City. If City consents to any subcontracting of work, Consultant shall be fully
responsible to City for all acts or omissions of the subcontractor.

8. Ownership of Documents. All plans, studies, documents and other writings
prepared by and for Consultant in the course of performing its services under this Agreement,
except working notes and internal documents, shall become the property of City upon
payment to Consultant for such work, and City shall have the sole right to use such materials
in its discretion without further compensation to Consultant or to any other party.
Consultant shall, at Consultant's expense, provide such reports, plans, studies, documents
and other writings to City upon written request.

9. Independent Contractor. Consultant is, and at all times shall remain, an
independent contractor, and not an agent, officer or employee of City. As such independent
contractor, neither Consultant nor any of its agents or employees shall be entitled to any
salary, fringe benefits, worker's compensation, retirement contributions, sick leave,
insurance or other benefit or right connected with employment by City, or any compensation
other than as provided in this Agreement. Consultant shall have no power or authority to
bind City to any contract or otherwise to incur any obligation or liability for, or on behalf, or
in the name of City.

10. Licenses. Consultant represents and warrants to City that it has all licenses,
permits, qualifications, insurance and approvals of whatsoever nature that are legally
required of Consultant to practice its profession. Consultant shall, at its sole cost and
expense, keep and maintain such licenses, permits, qualifications, insurance and approvals
in full force and effect at all times during the term of this Agreement. Consultant shall
maintain a City of Brisbane business license.

11. Compliance with Laws. Consultant shall use the standard of care in its
profession to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws, codes, ordinances and
regulations in connection with the performance of its services under this Agreement.

12. Indemnity. Consultant shall indemnify, defend, and hold City, its officers,
officials, agents, employees and volunteers, harmless from and against any and all claims,
demands, causes of action, losses, damages, injuries, expenses and liabilities, direct or
indirect, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any manner relating to the performance
by Consultant of its services under this Agreement or its failure to comply with any of the its
obligations contained in this Agreement, and City shall not be liable for any acts or omissions
of Consultant.

Rev. 1/26/99 -2-
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13.

(a)

(b)

Rev. 1/26/99

Insurance. Consultant, at its own expense, shall procure and maintain, for the
duration of this Agreement, insurance policies which satisfy the following requirements:

Type of policies and coverage:

(1)

@)

3)

(4)

Commercial General Liability Coverage. Consultant shall maintain
commercial general liability insurance in an amount not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence, $2,000,000 general aggregate, and $2,000,000
products and completed operations aggregate for bodily injury, personal
injury and property damage, providing coverage at least as broad as
Insurance Services Office Commercial General Liability form CG 00 01.
The policy shall include a per project or per location general aggregate
endorsement. If a per project/location endorsement is not available, the
limit for the general aggregate shall be doubled.

Automobile Liability Coverage. Consultant shall maintain business
automobile liability insurance in an amount not less than $1,000,000 each
accident combined single limit for bodily injury and property damage,
providing coverage at least as broad as Insurance Services Office form CA
00 01 Code 1 (any auto).

Workers' Compensation and Employer's Liability Coverage. Consultant
shall maintain workers' compensation insurance as required by the State of
California and employer's liability insurance in an amount not less than
$1,000,000 each accident, $1,000,000 by disease-policy limit, and $1,000,000
by disease-each employee for any and all persons employed directly or
indirectly by Consultant in connection with the performance of services
under this Agreement. In the alternative, Consultant may rely on a self-
Iinsurance program to provide this coverage so long as the program of self-
insurance complies fully with the provisions of the California Labor Code.
The insurer, if insurance is provided, or Consultant, if a program of self-
insurance is provided, shall waive all rights of subrogation against City for
loss arising from work performed by Consultant for City.

Professional Liability Coverage. Consultant shall maintain professional
liability insurance that insures against professional errors and omissions in
an amount not less than $1,000,000 per claim and in the aggregate, covering
negligent acts, errors or omissions which may be committed by Consultant
in the performance of its services under this Agreement.

Endorsements: Each general liability and automobile liability insurance policy

shall contain and be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:

(1)

The City, its officers, officials, employees, agents, and volunteers are to be
covered as additional insureds as respects: liability arising out of activities
performed by or on behalf of Consultant; on Insurance Services Office form
CG 20 10 (or equivalent) for ongoing operations, and on Insurance Services
Office form CG 20 37 (or equivalent) for products and completed operations
of Consultant; premises owned, occupied or used by Consultant; or
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(©)

(d)

(e)

Rev. 1/26/99

automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by Consultant. The coverage
shall contain no special limitations on the scope of protection afforded to
City, its officers, officials, employees, agents or volunteers.

(2) For any claims related to the Project, Consultant's insurance coverage shall
allow and be endorsed primary insurance as respects the City, its officers,
officials, employees, agents and volunteers. Any insurance or self-insurance
maintained by City, its officers, officials, employees, agents or volunteers
shall be excess of Consultant's insurance and shall not contribute with it.

(3) The commercial general liability, automobile liability and workers’
compensation policies shall allow and be endorsed to include a waiver of
subrogation in favor of the City, its officers, officials, employees, agents, and
volunteers.

(4) Any failure to comply with reporting or other provisions of the policies
including breaches of warranties shall not affect coverage provided to City,
its officers, officials, employees, agents or volunteers.

(5) Consultant's insurance shall apply separately to each insured against whom
claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the
insurer's liability.

(6) Consultant's insurance coverage shall not be suspended, voided, canceled or
reduced in coverage or in limits except after thirty (30) days' prior written
notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to City. If
a carrier will not provide the required notice, the Consultant shall provide
written notice to the City no later than five (5) business days before policy
modification or cancellation.

Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions. Any deductibles or self-insured
retentions must be declared to and approved by City. At City's option, Consultant
shall demonstrate financial capability for payment of such deductibles or self-
insured retentions.

Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers having a current
A.M. Best rating of no less than A:VII, unless otherwise approved by City in
writing.

Verification of coverage. Consultant shall provide certificates of insurance with
original endorsements to City as evidence of the insurance coverage required by
this Agreement. Certificates of such insurance and endorsements shall be filed
with City before commencement of work by Consultant. At the request of City,
Consultant shall provide complete, certified copies of all required insurance
policies, including endorsements effecting the coverage required by this
Agreement.
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14. Notices. Any notices required or permitted to be given under this Agreement
shall be in writing and shall be either personally delivered or sent by certified mail, return
receipt requested, addressed to the other party as follows:

To City City of Brisbane
Attn.: Public Works Director
50 Park Lane
Brisbane, CA 94005

To Consultant Anchor QEA, LLAC
33 New Montgomery Street, Ste 1210
San Francisco, CA 94105

15. Litigation Expenses and Attorneys' Fees. If either party to this Agreement
commences any legal action against the other party to enforce or interpret this Agreement,
each party shall bear its own costs and expenses, including attorneys' fees, court costs, expert
witness fees, and discovery expenses, incurred in connection with the legal action, regardless
of which party may be deemed a prevailing party.

16. Termination of Agreement. This Agreement may be terminated by either
party, effective upon written notice, should the other party commit any material default in
the performance of its obligations hereunder. This Agreement may also be terminated by
either party, for any reason, upon fifteen (15) day's prior written notice to the other party. In
the event this Agreement is terminated by City through no fault of Consultant, Consultant
shall be compensated for all services performed to the date of termination.

17. Equal Opportunity Employment. Consultant warrants that it is an Equal
Opportunity Employer and shall comply with applicable regulations governing equal
opportunity employment.

18. Miscellaneous Provisions.

(a) Severability. Should any portion of this Agreement be declared void or
unenforceable in a final decision by a court of competent jurisdiction, such
decision shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this Agreement, which
shall continue in full force and effect, provided that the remainder of this
Agreement can be reasonably interpreted to implement the intention of the
parties.

(b) Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the
parties and supersedes and cancels all prior agreements or understandings,
whether written or verbal.

(c) Amendments. This Agreement may be modified or amended only by a written
document duly executed by both City and Consultant.

(d) Waiver. The waiver of any breach or default under this Agreement shall not
constitute a continuing waiver of a subsequent breach of the same provision or
any other provision of this Agreement.

Rev. 1/26/99 -5-
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(e) Execution. Each party warrants that the individuals signing this Agreement on
its behalf have the legal power and authority to do so and to bind the party to this
Agreement.

(f) Successors and Assigns. Subject to the restriction against assignment and
subcontracting, this Agreement shall be inure to the benefit of and shall be
binding upon the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of the
parties hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement the day
and year first above written.

THE CITY OF BRISBANE

By:
Mayor

ATTEST:
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
City Attorney

CONSULTANT:
Rev. 1/26/99 -6-
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EXHIBIT A

Description of Services
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EXHIBIT B

Time Schedule for Performance of Services
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EXHIBIT C

Compensation
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K. Review Countywide Assignments and Council Subcommittees for 2026



DRAFT

2026

CITY OF BRISBANE - CITY COUNCIL ASSIGNMENTS

The following is a list of Commissions, Subcommittees, Boards, Councils and Associations for which the

Council selects a representative(s).

County/Other JPA Assignments

Airport Community Roundtable
http://sforoundtable.org

Airport Land Use Committee
http://ccag.ca.gov/committees/

Association of Bay Area Governments
http://www.abag.ca.gov/

Brisbane Baylands Community
Advisory Group (BBCAG)

Brisbane Emergency Services Council
(Mayor & SMC Emergency Services Council Rep)

Caltrain Local Policy Makers Group

www.caltrain.com/calmod

City/County Association of Governments
http://ccag.ca.gov/committees/board-of-directors/

County Library JPA
Liaison with Friends of Brisbane Library
http://www.smcl.org/en/node/11

Housing Endowment & Regional Trust (HEART)
of SMC’s Committee

League of California Cities
http://www.cacities.org

North County Fire Authority Board
of Directors/Fire Services (JPA Board)

Peninsula Clean Energy JPA
www.peninsulacleanenergy.com

Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance
http://commute.org/

San Mateo County Emergency
Services Council
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ttp://hsd.smcsheriff.com/

Representative/Alternate Mtg Sched.

Terry O’Connell
Madison Davis, Alt

Terry O’Connell, Rep.
Cliff Lentz, Alt

Mayor/Mayor Pro Tem
Madison Davis
Terry O’Connell

Cliff Lentz, Rep
Terry O’Connell

Frank Kern
Cliff Lentz, Alt

Coleen Mackin, Rep
CIiff Lentz, Alt.

Frank Kern

Cliff Lentz, Alt

Cliff Lentz

Frank Kern
Mayor/Mayor Pro Tem

Madison Davis
Terry O’Connell

Coleen Mackin
Madison Davis, Alt

Cliff Lentz
Frank Kern, Alt

Mayor
Mayor Pro-tem

1t Wed/mo
7 pm

4™ Thurs/mo
4-6 pm
Annually/April

As Needed
7-9 pm

4™ Thursday every
other month 5:30

2" Thurs/mo
6:30-9:30pm

24 Mon/bi-month
8:15 am
Annually (May)

Conferences

Once a year
in June/July

4" Thurs/mo
7-9 pm

3™ Thurs/bi-month
8 —9:30 am

3™ Thurs/mo/Quart
5:30 pm

Updated 12/31/2025
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Ingrid Padilla
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SMC Pre-Hospital EMS Group
Board of Directors (JPA-ALS Paramedic)

City Council Subcommittees

Age Friendly Subcommittee
(created Nov 2021)

Baylands

(Al things Baylands, BSP - UPC application and is
various studies, i.e., financial, survey, sustainability,
HSR, Soil Processing, Recology)

Beautification on City Owned Property
Subcommittee (created Jan 2025)

City Facilities Subcommittee

(created Jan 2025)

Communication, Outreach & Engagement
Subcommittee

Crocker Park Subcommittee

Economic Development Subcommittee
Emergency Preparedness Subcommittee
(created Jan 2025)

Fiscal Policies Subcommittee

(Review of Fiscal policies, such as OPEB,

Fund Balances Policies, unfunded liabilities)

History Subcommittee

Housing Subcommittee

Infrastructure, Utilities & Franchise Subcommittee
(Water & Sewer, rates & plans, Franchise agreements,
Infrastructure plans, Storm drains, streets, marina)

Planning Issues Subcommittee
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Frank Kern 3" Wed Jan/May/Sept
Terry O’Connell, Alt 6 pm

Representative/Alternate

Frank Kern
Cliff Lentz

Cliff Lentz

Terry O’Connell

+1PC, +1CSSC, +1 P&R
+ 1 OSEC, + 1 PAAC

Frank Kern
Madison Davis
+1P&R ,+1OSEC, +1 CSSC

Madison Davis
Coleen Mackin

Frank Kern
Coleen Mackin (+ Caroline)

Cliff Lentz
Coleen Mackin

Frank Kern

Cliff Lentz  (+ Mitch)

Madison Davis
Frank Kern

Coleen Mackin
Terry O’Connell
Madison Davis

Coleen Mackin

Madison Davis
Cliff Lentz

Cliff Lentz
Terry O’Connell

Frank Kern
Coleen Mackin

Updated 12/31/2025



Public Art Advisory Committee &
Public Art Selection Committee

Quarry Subcommittee
(created Jan 2025)

School/City Subcommittee 2x2

Sea Level Rise Subcommittee

(created Jan 2025)

Sierra Point Parkway & Marina Subcommittee
Sierra Point Parkway Park & Open Space

(For parks and open space projects at SPP)

(Created 1/7/21)

Ad hoc Subcommittees

City Attorney Recruitment Ad hoc

Elections Issues Ad hoc
(created Feb 2024)

Succession Planning Ad hoc
(Support CM as staff retire) created Jan 2025

Parkside II Ad Hoc

Council Liaisons

** Meet with two representatives from each Commission for Liaison meetings: involves discussion around the Commission’s

achievements, goals and their upcoming workplan.

Liaison to Complete Streets Safety Committee

Liaison to Inclusion, Diversity Equity & Accountability (IDEA)

Liaison to Open Space & Ecology Committee

Liaison to Parks & Recreation Commission
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Liaison to Planning Commission

Madison Davis

Terry O’Connell

+2 P&R, + 1 Business owner

+ 1 Artist, + 1 Community member

Cliff Lentz
Terry O’Connell

Madison Davis
CIliff Lentz

CIliff Lentz
Coleen Mackin

Cliff Lentz
Terry O’Connell

Frank Kern
Cliff Lentz
+1 P&R, +1 OSEC, + 1 PAAC

Representative/Alternate

Cliff Lentz
Terry O’Connell

Madison Davis
Cliff Lentz

Madison Davis
Frank Kern

Cliff Lentz
Coleen Mackin

Representative/Alternate

Frank Kern
Coleen Mackin

Madison Davis
CIiff Lentz

Coleen Mackin
Terry O’Connell

Madison Davis
Frank Kern

CIiff Lentz
Coleen Mackin

Updated 12/31/2025
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L. Countywide Assignments and Subcommittee Reports
i. Parkside 2 Ad Hoc Subcommittee Update
il. Report Out on Subcommittee Meetings

iii. Upcoming Subcommittee Meetings



CITY of BRISBANE

Council Subcommittee Update

From December 6", 2025, to January 9", 2026

1. Report Out on Subcommittees/Committees

A. Liaison to Park & Recreation Commission Subcommittee 12/8 Davis, Kern, P&R Chair T. Davis,
P&R Vice-Chair Seawell

The liaisons discussed the commission’s goals for the year and reviewing City facilities. Two main
concerns for the commissioners are the kitchen at Mission Blue and the Community Center building.
Councilmembers are aware and share the same sentiment; however, the council is waiting on potential
impact fees to assist with these repairs. There is also a S900K projected deficit that the City needs to
manage. Specific to the community center, some of the Redwood trees will need to be removed and
the ADA requirements will need to be brought into compliance by adding an elevator. Public Works
Director has potential alternatives that he is exploring. The Park and Recreation department has also
created a Park & Rec foundation that will work in unison with the department and commission to
develop a volunteer group and create a fundraising mechanism that could benefit these projects in the
future.

Next steps #1:
Facilities Subcommittee is scheduled to review all city properties in Q2.

Next steps #2:
Park and Recreation Director Leek will compile the department’s project “dream list”.

The commissioners also talked about other projects they are exploring, including: adding elements
along the Crocker Trail, trail adoption and ambassadors and a trash pick-up volunteer program; Age
Friendly initiatives, such as benches and workshops; new fitness equipment at Sierra Point Parkway;
Youth Volunteer of the Year honors; and frog habitat stewardship support. They also mentioned that
the bicentennial walkway will have its 50t anniversary in July 2026, which also happens to be Park and
Rec Month and would benefit from volunteer fundraising for repairs. Councilmembers Davis and Kern
would like the Park & Rec Commission to think about what they envision in the Baylands and consider
having a Volunteer Spotlight in the Brisbane Star showing before and after highlights of projects.

Additional step #3:

Park and Recreation Chair and Vice-Chair will be invited to future Sierra Point Parkway Parks & Open
Space Subcommittee to hear about City owned property (Parcel R) in the Brisbane Marina that the City
owns and would like to utilize for public space in some way.

To view the meeting, please visit:
https://www.brisbaneca.org/citycouncil/meeting/liaison-park-recreation-subcommittee
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B. Housing Subcommittee 12/15 Davis, Kern (Alt)
The Housing Endowment and Regional Trust (HEART) of San Mateo County discussed their response to
the City’s Request for Proposal regarding ownership and management of Visitacion Senior Housing.
HEART was represented by Audrey Washington and Armando Sanchez. HEART originally was a lender,
but they have now began specializing in renting out small developments (8—20-unit range). HEART
would assume the debt and restructure the loan if needed. They project that it will be about 10 years
when units will turn over and rent to debt ratio would equalize. They discussed how the waitlist would
be managed, expectations of property management, and continued annual reporting to the City.

HEART will begin their due diligence regarding the property such as appraisal and repairs.
Next steps #1: HEART will send loan documents to staff for legal review in January.
Next steps #2: This is targeted to be brought to Council on February 5.

To view the meeting page, please visit:
https://www.brisbaneca.org/citycouncil/meeting/housing-subcommittee-meeting-1

C. Fiscal Policy Subcommittee 12/16 Mackin, O’Connell
Finance Director Yuen gave the subcommittee a progress update on the Business License Fee study by
analyzing the current tax registry, conducting a fee analysis and comparative study and reviewing
modified tax structure options. The study includes comparisons of similar type cities to Brisbane,
polling of businesses and their input on ballot language, structure changes for certain industries, and
considerations between smaller and larger businesses. The subcommittee wants the ballot language
for the voters to speak to quality-of-life issues to inform ballot initiatives.

Finance Director Yuen and representatives from Matrix Consulting then reviewed the Master Fee Study
Results with the subcommittee. The general purpose of the study was to document the direct and
indirect costs associated with fee-based city services. The study would also identify services currently
provided for which fees could be assessed and understand how services and fees compare within the
region. The Study recommends/suggests updates to the Master Fee Schedule, for example: There were
several areas that were determined that departments could charge more in relation to the cost of
service; Although many of the current fees are reflected as much less than the cost to provide the
service, some departments have elected not to charge enough to cover the full cost, primarily due to
competitive pricing to neighboring jurisdictions; The proposed Master Fee Schedule has been
reorganized for clarity and ease of reference; There were several fees that were higher than service
cost or higher than regulation and needed to be reduced; The City should continue to use CPI for
annual adjustment determinations.

Within the study, it also reflects the feedback from each department and whether they support the
recommendation. The subcommittee asked for more narrative for each line increase and also
recommended that an application fee for a marina slip and the actual certification/verification fee be
separated instead of the current single fee. When this comes to council, there needs to be a large
discussion around Park and Recreation fees. They support the idea of subsidizing childcare, seniors and
pool activities, but not for facility rentals.
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It is recommended that if the fees are adopted, there is a phased in approach. Matrix Consulting also
recommend reviewing the Master Fee Schedule every 5-7 years.

Next steps #1: Come back to the subcommittee with the suggested changes and updates completed
and then go to council on February 5%.

To view the meeting page, please visit:
https://www.brisbaneca.org/citycouncil/meeting/fiscal-policy-subcommittee-meeting

D. Emergency Preparation Subcommittee 12/16 Davis, Kern
The City received notice from CalOES that our Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) was expiring in

December 2026. The County of San Mateo is taking the lead in coordinating a comprehensive LHMP
for all San Mateo County cities. As a stakeholder, the City has assembled a planning team consisting of
the City Manager’s Office, Public Works, Planning, Police, and Fire to participate in the County’s
workshop.

The subcommittee discussed the outreach plan, especially those not on social media such as some
older seniors, and work with current groups in town for feedback and information. The group
brainstormed emergency refrigeration for medications, portable generators (Mission Blue equipped?)
and continue to work with the City’s businesses for resources. Staff will continue to work on getting
residents signed up for SMC Alert. It is recommended that when the annual EOC exercise is scheduled,
that the office be closed so all staff participate.

Next steps #1: County workshop will be attended in February.

To view the meeting page, please visit:
https://www.brisbaneca.org/citycouncil/meeting/emergency-preparedness-subcommittee-meeting-0

E. Sierra Point Pkwy Parks & Open Space Subcommittee 1/7/26 Kern, Lentz, P&R Chair T. Davis,
P&R Vice-Chair Seawell
The subcommittee focused on updating the Park and Recreation Commission Chair and Vice-Chair on

the progress and next steps for City owned property Parcel R at Sierra Point Parkway. They discussed
the current status of the project, including community feedback, environmental considerations, and
funding for a potential first phase at Parcel R. They emphasized the importance of collaboration to
develop recommendations for a park that enhances open space and public amenities. The Park and
Recreation Chair and Vice-Chair will work to create a solid proposal for the council to adopt.

To view the meeting page, please visit:
https://www.brisbaneca.org/citycouncil/meeting/sierra-point-parks-open-space-subcommittee-0

2. Upcoming Subcommittees:

Fiscal Policy Subcommittee 1/20 1:30pm Mackin, O’Connell
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conomic Vitality Subcommittee 1/22  2:00pm Kern, Lentz
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Public Art Advisory Committee 1/26 5:15pm Davis, O’Connell

Quarry Subcommittee 1/29 10:30am Lentz, O’Connell

3. Proposed Subcommittees:

Does any councilmember wish to propose any items for a subcommittee to discuss?
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